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ABSTRACT

Performance measures have been used throughout the business sector as a
means to assess productivity, allocate resources, and increase profitability. More
recently, they have been utilized to answer increasing calls for accountability in
public education. Legistation has been passed in both the United Kingdom and
the United States that implements performance measures as a means to measure
student achievement and assess school performance. This study, conducted both
in the United States and the United Kingdom, examined the perceptions of 15
primary and 15 elementary school leaders with regard to the transnational issue
of school performance measures.

Q methodology was used to examine the opinions and percepiions of
these leaders for the purpose of providing insight for stakeholders and
identifying future arcas of research. The data from the participants revealed
patterns of opinion within the head teacher group, the principal group, and the
participants as a whole. Common opinions included the balanced use of
performance measures, the poelitical nature of school performance measures, the
appropriate use of standardized test scores, and the consideration of economic
and social factors. This study also demonstrated the use of Q methodology in
qualitative educational research by both obtaining and analyzing rich and

insightful participant data.



CHATTER 1
Introduction and Purpose

A hosl of socio-economic, behavioral, educational, and policy issues face
school leaders in the United Kingdom and United States today. The societal
impact of these issues is particularly felt in schools, as they closely mirror their
environments. Schools in economically deprived areas are challenged in ways
schools from affluent areas are not. Student achievement, attendance, well-being,
and ability to learn are affected by the ecconomic and social environment. In
many ways, particularly those challenging for a leader, schools are a microcosm
of the larger environments they ave situated in.

Irrespective of these issues and their impact, the school leaders in these
two countrics are responsible for both the day to day administration of their
schools and efforts to improve existing practices and processes. Included in their
many responsibilities are mentoring and training stalf, providing a conducive
learning environment, and addressing various stakeholder requirements. These
requirements are as diverse as the stakeholders themselves. These stakeholders

include parents of enrolled children, oversight authorities, and school staff, to



name but a few of the most obvious. Stakeholder requirements, needs, and
expectations are considered by these leaders in their Jeadership roles.

Perhaps onc of the most important roles these school leaders have is
implementing change and addressing its impact. As change agents, they are
expected to implement change that originates both internally and externally.
External change for schools often results [rom issues that have been decided in
the public and legislative forums. Change may address anv of a host of areas,
from the manner in which their schools are operated to the manner in which they
are assessed. In some of these public issues, school leaders may only represent a
very small voice in the cacophony of discussion on what changes will be effected
to address the issue. Nevertheless, they are charged with both implementing, the
change and dealing with its impact.

One of the issues al the forefront of the public and legislative forum in the
United Kingdom and the United States has been the quality of the taxpayer-
funded education in schools. In fact, few public service issues claim as much timme
in the public and media spotlight. The prevalence of this issue js due to its strong
personal, public, political, and professional aspects. For many parents, whose
children are the recipients of such education, there is hardly a more personal
issue with perhaps the exception of healthcare. lior the larger public audience,

the assurance that a large portion of their taxes is being spent using the best fiscal



practices has become increasingly important as the costs of social services,
including public education, have skyrocketed in both countries. One need only
consider the 41% real increase in the United Kingdom school budget between
1997 and 2005 (Education Ed., 2005) to appreciate this upward trend of these
costs.

As the public’s interest goes, so tollows political focus. Politicians in both
countries have placed this issue at the forefront of their political platforms,
declaring goals and passing legislation to address this issue. Calls for schools to
adopt proven business and organizational improvement processes are common
in both countries as politicians seek to incorporate tangible and measurable
indicators of performance. The prevailing sentiment regarding the cost of public
education is maximizing value for money rather than past views that largely did
not monitor these costs very closely.

Legislation has been passed in both countries to standardize requirements
and measurements for schools. In the United Kingdom, the National Curriculum
and the nationwide testing that are currently in practice resulted from the
passing of the Education Reform Act in 1988 (Black, 1994). In the United States,
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 mandated that publicly funded elementary
schools would be the first schools in which federal nationwide performance

measures would be utilized (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 2002). In both instances, this



legislation was focused on measuring the performance of schools against a
nationwide standard for the first thme. From a chronological stand point, the use
ot such measures in United Kingdom state schools has been in practice for
almost two decades, whereas the elementary schools of the United States began
implementation less than five years ago. In the United Kingdom, performance
measures are an integral aspect of monitoring performance of publicly funded
state primary schools.

Implementing the changes associated with these school performance
measures has taken considerable effort by school leaders and their staffs in both
countries. School curriculum was modified and training programs developed for
school staff. School leaders have been lelt with the unenviable task of both
defending and improving the performance of their schools. The measures that
arc in usc have been developed externally and are meant to be applied across
schools in different environments.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this descriptive cross-group study was to examine the
perceptions and attitudes of a group of school leaders, both in the United
Kingdom and the United States, on the use performance measures in their
schools. As leaders of their schools, these head teachers and principals share

similar leadership responsibilities for implementing performance measures in



their educational organizations. In order to conduct this examination, this study
first determined the attitudes and perspeclives of 15 principals and 15 head
teachers. These individual perceptions were then examined collectively, both
within the two groups and as an aggregale, for patterns of opinion or common
pereeptions.

The methodology that was used in this study to collect data both on
individual perceptions and to reveal patterns of opinion is more often employed
in the field of psvchology than education. Q) methodology provides a means to
identify any clustering of like-minded perceptions (Brown, 2004) in the context of
small groups such as were examined in this study. A secondary purpose of this
study was to validate the use of this methodology for educational research as a
means of obtaining a much richer insight of attitudes and perspectives than
might result from traditional Likert scale surveys.

Research Questions

In keeping with the previously stated purpose, five research questions
were developed to provide a framework for this study. The research questions
addressed both individual perceptions and group patterns of opinion. A final
research question addressed the validity of Q@ methodology towards this end.

The five questions were as follows:



1. What are the attitudes of these prinapals in the United States and
these head teachers in the United Kingdom with respect to the use of
performance measures in their schools?

2. Are therc any patterns of opinion on the use of performance measures
in their elementary schools among these principals in the United
States?

3. Are there any patterns of opinion on the use of performance measures
in their primary schools among these head teachers in the United
Kingdom?

4. Tt there are patterns of opinion, are there any differences or similarities
when comparing the opinions of the principals in the United States
with those of the head teachers in the United Kingdom on this issue?

5. 1s Q methodology an effective means to determine individual and
common attitudes and percepiions regarding an educational issue?

Definition of Terms
The definitions of terms that were used throughout this study are
coniained in this section. Among these terims will be those associated with the
methodology, the issues, and the organizational structure of the schools in the

United Kingdom and the United 5States.



Accowntability, best described in the glossary of Education Week (n.d.) for
the purposes of this study, is the:

State or district policies related to holding districts, schools, and/or

students responsible for performance. School and district accountability

systems typically include efforts to assess and rate schools or districts

based on student performance and other indicators, to publicly report on

school or district performance, and to provide rewards and sanctions for

schools or districts based on performance or improvement over time. (.

1)

Balanced performance wieasires are a seleclion of performance measures that
include a proportional use of operational and non-operational based measures.

Departnent for Education and Skills (DfES). DfES is the United Kingdom
counterpart io the United States Department of Education.

Elementary schools in the United Stales typically provide education to
students between the ages of 6 and 11, in levels kindergarten through fifth grade.

Head feachers are the organizational leaders of primary schools in
Gloucestershire County, in the United Kingdom. The terms head master and
head mistress have been replaced by this term in state schools.

Non-operational performance mensiires are qua]'irative measures such as

customer satisfaction in business and teacher morale in education.



Operational performance measures are quantitative-based measures such as
unils of production in business and standardized test scores in education,

Performunice menasiires are measurable aspects of an organization that are
used to indicate progress towards 01"ga11i7.ati(;1wal improvement goals.

Primary schools in the United Kingdom typically provide education to
students between the ages of 5 and 11, in the Jevels of reception through vear
five.

Principals are the organizational leaders of elementary schools in Duval
Counly, Florida, in the Uniled States.

Public schools in the United States are funded primarily by taxpayer
revenue and administraied by state governments with funding assisiance from
the federal government and oversight by the U.5. Department of Education.
These schools have no enrollment fees.

(2 methodology is a qualitative research methodology primarily used in the
field of psychology to delermirnie the ailitudes and opinions of an individual or
small group of participants. The instrument used for this methodology consists
of a group of statements that cover the range of opinion on an issue and a forced
distribution scale on agreement. Participants complele a sort by placing the
opinion statements on the scale while considering their own personal beliefs.

The statement order in this sort is then correlated among the participants. A



9
factor analysis is conducted using an “inverse” data matrix in which persons
definc data columns and then responses define the rows. The resulting “person
factors” are usually rotated to achieve simple structure. Statements are then
assighed z-scores with respect to the factors, producing a factor arrays that is
defined by a number of sorts. This factor array or combined sort reveals patterns
of opinion for the researcher’s interpretation.

A sortis the rank ordering of a sort set on an agreement scale by the
participant, who constders their personal perceptions and attitudes with respect
to each statement.

A sorf set, or (Q-sci, is the group of opinion statements thal covers a broad
range of Opiljion on a topic.

State schools in the United Kingdom are no enrollment-cost schools that are
funded primarily with taxpayer revenue and with oversight by the Department
of Education and Skills,

Significance of the Research

This research is significant in two different respects. First, this research
provides information to the stakecholders of both public elementary schools in the
United States and state primary schools in the United Kingdom. This
information, in its simplest form, is feedback from those in the most important

leadership position in these schools. In its most complex form, this information
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takes the form of recommendations and guidance for these stakeholders. In the
second respect, the field of educational research, this research is significant in
that it identifies areas {or further research on this complex issue. This study tuse
of an infrequently used rescarch methodology for education also validates a
significant qualitative research tool tor the educational researcher.

Principals and head teachers, as the leaders of elementary and primary
schools respectively, are directly affected by the implementation and
consequences of performance measurement. In their unique leadership position
on the front line, their perceptions and attitudes regarding the efficacy and
impact of these measures can provide insight into a national level education
issuc in both countries. As noted earlier, the use of national performance
measures is more mature in primary schools, where head teachers have been
impacted by their use longer than their principal counterparts. In the United
States, elementary school principals are at the forefront of public schools on this
issue given the initial implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act in grades
three through eight (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2002a.). The chronological
difference provides an interesting dynamic to consider as these two groups
provide opinions tempered by different periods of exposure to nationally

implemented school performance measures.
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The insight gained from this relatively small group of leaders can be
useful to the numerous stakeholders involved with this issue. Although these
perceptions are unique to these participanis and cannot be attribuled to any
larger group, this docs not detract from their value when considered in the
appropriate context. These insights can be considered by policy makers in both
countries as they continue to refine the use of performance measures for schools.
The perceplions of these participants with respect to the efficacy of current
performance measures contain obvious 1‘8C(}111111f:11dations for more effective
implementation. For those education protessionals aspiring to these leadership
positions, these insights provide advance detail on a complex leadership issue
they will likely face. For the parents of children in these schools, this research
provides another perspective that can be weighed against the torrent of media
and government discussion on the issue. These are but a few of the stakeholders
that can utilize the insight gained from this study.

This research is significant to the field of educational research in two
ways, First, as is common in most research, this study generated potential areas
of further study on this educational issue. The perceptions and attitudes of other
slakeholder groups associated with the implementation of these performance
measures in one or both of the two countries could be explored and examined for

similarities or differences. Various stakeholder groups could be similarly
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compared to discover broader patierns of opinion on this issue. These broader
patterns of opinion could provide similarly valuable insight to the stakeholders
in the execution of their duties.

The successtul use of Q) methodology in this study provided the other
manner in which this studv was significant for educational rescarchers.
methodology accomplishes data analysis by “the sequential application of three
sels of stalistical procedures: correlation, factor analysis, and the computation of
factor scores.” {(McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 46). This uniquely quaniitative
approach to qualiiative research provides rich data as it allows participants to
express their views in a far more complex manner than simple surveys.
Furthermore, its versatility does not limit its use to individual participants.
Groups that use the same sort can be qualitatively examined for common
perceptions or attitudes with regard to educational issues. This commonality or
lack of commonality, depending on the results of a study, can be used to both
reveal and answer a variety of research questions.

The signiticance of this research is evident both in its use for United
Kingdom and United States stakeholders and the international {ield of
educational rescarch. These head teachers and principals provide insight to
stakchalders on a current and intensely debated issue regarding taxpayer-funded

primary and elementary schools. Lducational researchers, regardless of what
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country their research is conducted in, can use this study to assist in their
research on this issue. The validation of (O methodology in this study also served
to provide researchers with an alternative method to do so.

Swummary

This chapter began by introducing the reader to the demanding leadership
role our primary and elementary school leaders hold and closed by detailing the
significance of this research on a transnational and current issue faced by these
school leaders. Legislation passed in the LInited Kingdom and the Uniled Stales
was briefly covered to provide a sense of the high level of government
mvolvement with regard to improving schools. The attitudes and perceptions a
group of these leaders have regarding this oversight, and the mechanisms put in
place to accomplish it, are the basis tor the first four research questions that were
detailed. Terms were defined to allow the reader to understand important
aspects of performance measures, () methodology, and the participants of this
study. The applicabilily of 2 methodology as a means to collect data for this
study that will answer the research questions was also reviewed.

The literature review that follows will provide further information and
context, both in the United Kingdom and the United States, on this current
feadership issue. The history and implementation of performance measures both

in the business and educalion sectors will be presented to provide further
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context. Current legislation and its impact on schools willt be discussed to better
understand the data obtained from the participants. The strengths of
methodology will be presented so as to explain why this qualitative tool was so
well suited to answer these rescarch questions.

The description of the methodology that follows will provide the detail of
how () methodology was used to obtain the data to answer the research
questions, These data, presented in Chapter 4, were synthesized in factor arrays
that were interpreted to reveal patterns of opinion. These patterns, both within
the two groups and as one aggregate group, provided the recommendations

discussed in Chapter 5, the concluding chapter.



CHAPTER 2
[iterature Review

This review of the literature encompasses five areas related to the use of
performance measures in schools. The first aspect is an overview of their use,
both in international business and the UK. and U.S. public education scctors.
Following this overview, the review then examines the current educational
policy in.the context of performance measurement required by legislation in the
two countrics. With the historical and current policy context established, the
review examines the most prevalent issues faced by both countries as the result
of implementing this legislation. Finally, the leadership impact is examined by
focusing on how the role of the school leader js affected by the use of
performance measures in their schools.

In the business sector, the historical evolution of performance measures
from an initial narrow focus, to the manner in which successful businesses use
them today, provides insight as to how they can be similarly applied in non-
business organizations. Early educational performance measures used by state

governments in the United States consisted primarily of standardized tests and
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linked funding to school performance (Massy, 2003). In the United Kingdom,
similar cfforts to enforce accountability were used to identify failing schools so
they could be closed (Bell, 1999). The use of education performance measures in
post secondary education in both countries has increasingly included a genuine
organizational performance focus. In the United States, the business community
has actively endorsed the use of performance measures as a means to improve
public education accountability (Hoff, 1999).

The legislation cnacted in the United Kingdom and the United States both
increased the national government’s oversight and reflected government
attempts to apply this business approach of performance measurement to
schools. The liberal use of performance measure targels by the two governments
largely focuses on student achievement and seeks 1o salisfy taxpayer concerns on
value for money. Schools are evaluated as passing or failing based on progress
towards these publicly reported targets.  Application of this business approach,
and the validity of its underlying assumplions, has raised significant issues that
are being openly debated in the public and legal domain of both countries.

The issues that have emerged following these government efforts to
improve school performance revolve around the end to which these performance
measures are being used. The focus on accountability, instead of performance

improvement, has raised issues regarding the relative importance of some
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performance measures and the ultimate goals of this approach. In the business
arena, the focus is more on improving, performance in a compelitive marketplace
than holding the organization accountable. The further focus on onc operational
measure, standardized test scores, has also raised similar jssues in both countries
regarding the adverse effect on othcr n()'n~0perati(mal]y measured areas.

School leaders in the United Kingdom and the United States face the
challenge of improving their schools” performances while also meeting public
calls for accountability as reflected in legislation. The implementation of these
laws has not changed their basic leadership responsibilities in spite of the far-
reaching consequences in a number of areas. Although school leaders continue to
be responsible for motivating their stalfs, that is made more diflicult by an
environment in which the teacher assessment of student progress is effectively
trumped by an externally mandated standardized test. The issue is further
exacerbaled by the known limitations of such a broadly administered test in
assessing individual student achievement. This degrec of external influence has
significantly increased the complexity and challenges of the school leader’s role.

Perfermance Measures in Business

Performance metrics have enjoyed widespread use throughout the

business sector for over four decades as a means to improve business processes,

the quality of production, and market share. Performance measurement is a
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complex methodology that has evolved since the business sector first began
using it to improve productivity. The initial and crude use of performance
measures focused on the singular use of one operational meiric, units of
production. In time, companies came to rcalize that having to work with a
variety of key performance variables meant that such a singuﬁr focus was
inadequate for accomplishing, rcal improvement (Harbour, 1997).

The concept of measuring performance is built on the principles used by
the American "father” of Total Quality Management (TQM), W. Edwards Deming
{(Anderson, Cuellar, & Rich, 2003). The use of Statistical Quality Measures,
although flourishing for a brief period in the 1930s, did not gain widespread
acceptance until Deming’s success in post-war Japan (Walton, 1986). It was this
advocacy of measuring quality that was a significant departure from traditional
business practices. During one of his speeches in Japan in the 1950s, Deming,
summarized the traditional approach: “Manufacturers used to think of
manufacturing in three steps: Design it, Make it, and Try to sell it. These steps
were thought of as complelely independent” (as cited in Scherkenbach, 1991, p.
9). Among a number of shortfalls with this focus, Deming thought the lack of
customer interaction or measuring of the customers” satisfaction was a crucial

aspect that was missing.
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[eming’s statistical approach to measuring areas such as quality and
customer satisfaction was eventually embraced by business organizations
throughout the world and formed the foundation for holistic business
pertormance measures used today. His fourteen points for management
implored American indusiry to adopt a philosophy of constant improvement
with less attention to objectives and numerical goals (Deming, 1995, chap. 2).
Deming clearly felt that his fourteen points could be applicable outside of private
industry, summarizin g the common prdb]em in the following way:

Efforts and methods for improvement of quality and productivity are in

most companies and in most government agencics fragmented, with no

overall competent guidance, no integraled system for continual

improvement. (p. 465)

This fragmentation and lack of integration when measuring performance
indicators can casily negate any of'the benefits of using such a system. Those
involved in these types of nugatory efforts incorrectly perceive that they are
using a viable improvement process for their organizations.

Sustained benefit has not been easily achieved by the business sector in
attempling to follow Deming’s guidance. The improper use of performance
measures resulted in many instances of initial success followed by setbacks. “1t's

a cliché that you get what you measure, but managing to measures by itself
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rarely leads to superior value growth. To succeed, a company needs to manage
performance rather than just measure it” (Siesfeld & Pape, 2004, p. 52). Aside
from providing an inaccurate assessment of the organization, using metrics
improperly can negatively influence members of an organization. A business
magazine survey found that "more than a third (37) of the respondents registered
dissatisfaction with how metrics are used in thetr companies to monitor
purchasing, sourcing and supply management functions and performance of
outside supplicrs” (Morgan, 2000, p. 26).

The business sector has increased the benefits of performance
measurement by adopting a holistic approach that utilizes more than
productivity or operational measures. This holistic approach forsakes the
traditional business practice of focusing on one performance metric, usually
financial, lfor a multidimensional view that looks at other areas as well {(Frost,
2000). This new view is best exemplified by the Balanced Scorecard model
developed by Robert 5. Kaplan and David P. Norton, who studied the
performance metrics at leading organizations (Irost, 2000), The Balanced
Scorecard model developed by Kaplan and Norton (1992) was a performance
measurement system that considered not only financial measures, but also

customer, business process, and learning measures,
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The use of performance measures in the business sector has followed a
path that included missteps and the refinement of a balanced approach that has
proven successful for many companies. Deming's early guidance on the
importance of selecting an integrated approach to performance measurement
that did not focus solely on productivity has allowed the business sector to take
full advantage of this method for organizational improvement. Holistic and
balanced measures have been developed that give equal weight to qualitative
aspects of improvement. This approach is the culmination of more than 50 years
of trial and error since evolving from the traditional business model that was
inadequate for large-scale manufacturing in a competitive worldwide
marketplace, Compared to the education sector, performance measurement in
the business sector is far more mature.

Performance Measures in Education

There are a number of notable aspects regarding the implementation and
progress of education performance measures in the United Kingdom and the
United States. The three that will be briefly examined here are the historical
beginnings of such measures, their use in post secondary education, and the
support of the business community in the United States for their use.

The historical beginnings of public education performance measures in

the United Kingdom and the United States focused on accountability and were,
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in some cases, linked to funding. This was the case for post secondary education
in both countries. Many state college and university performance measures in the
United States were linked to funding; Tennessee used such measures as early as
1974, and 34 states were using some type of performance funding by 1997
(Massy, 2003, chap. 10). Public demands for funding accountability had
increased, and states were using performance funding as a means to ensure
accountability for public colleges and universities (Burke & Modarresi, 2000). In
the United angdom, institutional research funding was similarly allocated on
the “basis of measured performance” (Masscy, 2003, p. 290). For K-12 education
in the United States and primary education in the United Kingdom, performance
measures were also used for accountability, but the focus on student
achievement as measured by standardized tests was unique to this level of
education. The conservative government of the United Kingdomn in the late 1980s
crafted legislation for England, Wales, and Northern Ireland that established a
national curriculum and national curriculum testing for students at three
different ages (Olson, 2004). By 2000, almost all of the state governments in the
Uniled States were administering their own standardized tests in K-12 education
and publishing results (Elmore, 2002). In both countries, the development of
educational performance measures at all levels was driven primarily by the

perceived need to hold these publicly funded institutions accountable for results.
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The growing use of post secondary school performance measures in both
countries appears to increasingly recognize the need to assess organizational
improvement in additional to monitoring accountability. Advocates encourage
the use of a balanced model found in successful businesses rather than one
focused on a narrow measure such as student achievement. This balanced use of
performance measures had been proposed for educational institutions
attempting to reach customer satisfaction and efficiency goals. Massy proposed a
scorecard for colleges and universities thal measured ouiputs, market, internal
processes, finance, and organizational learning and growth (Massy, 2003). The
use of such business-like measures for post secondary education in the United
Kingdom is being clearly directed by the government:

...there has been strong Government pressure on the higher education

funding agencies and on universitics to demonstrate the existence of

effective quality measures for teaching, learning, and the student
experience, and to publish the results of these measures. The significant
influence of this concern reflects the dominance of national Government
funding of teaching activity in UK. higher education and a cross-party
political determination in a "customer is king" society to ensure good

value for money. {Assn. of Research Libraries, 1999, p. 2)

Another such “customer is king” model, focusing on both student achievement

and the customer, has been developed from the health care industry and offered
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for use in evaluating the qualily of nursing education (Anderson, Cuellar, &
Rich, 2003). These instances indicate how post secondary educational
performance measures are shifting towards a business sector focus of balanced
measures and provide insight as {0 how early public education can do the same.

In the United States, the business sector has been one of the major
proponents of performance measures as a means to ensure accountability. They
have advocated the use of performance measures through both government and
private organizations. The National Institute of Standards and Technology, a part
of the U.5. Commerce Department, adminislers the Baldrige National Quality
Program, which promotes performance excellence among U.S. manufacturers,
service companies, educational institutions, and healthcare providers (National
Institute of Standards and Technology [INIST], 2005). The U.5. Department of
Commerce felt these exacting quality standards could boost performance for
educational institutions, so education was added to the possible recipient arcas
in 1999, with awards for research-based and accountable initiatives (Arif &
Smiley, 2003). The fact that the Commerce Department, and not the Department
of Education, emphasized this inkage first is worthy of consideration.

The focus of the performance measures advocated by the U.S. Commerce
Pepartment is noteworthy. Using ils extensive experience with effective business

praclices, they developed the criteria by which an educational institution or



organization would be assessed for their Baldrige Award. These organizational
performance areas parallel many of the business award categories and include
others unique to education. The areas are as follows:

(1) student learning results

(2) student- and stakeholder-focused results

{3) budgetary, financial, and market results

(4) faculty and statf results

(5) organizational effectiveness results, including key internal operational

performance measures

(6) leadership and social responsibility results. (NIST, 2005, p. 7)
An examination of the areas indicates that operational or productivity metrics
(student learning results/standardized exam scores) are only one of several areas
these business leaders believe a successful educational organization shotld focus
their-efforts on. In fact, the authors of the award criteria make this point
expliciily: “The use of this composite of measures is intended to ensure that
strategics are balanced — that they do not inappropriately trade off among
important stakeholders, objectives, or short- and longer-term goals” (NIST, 2005,
p- 7). This guidance emphasizes a multi-faceted and balanced approach to
organizational improvement. Conversely, it could be inferred from these criteria

that educational institutions focusing a disproportional effort on studen"t
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achievement, as measured by standardized test scores, could not fully benefit
from the use of performance measurement as an organizational improvement
tool.

In the United States, the business sector has continued to increase its role
as an external stakeholder of government-funded education to this day. In
preparation for congressional hearings on the reauthorization of the NCLB Act
scheduled for 2007, these stakeholders are organizing to protect the law from
significant changes (Hoff, 2006). Hoff further described this trend of support by
the business community for performance measures and accountability in schools:

While corporate America has long supported national education

initiatives, many observers say that business leaders are now more

prominent and more focused on specific details than ever before.

Although business leaders supported efforts to set national education

goals in the late 1980s, for example they weren’t as involved as they are

now in advocating specific policy measures. (p. 2)

This influence of the business community on educational policy will most likely
continue to increase as this external stakeholder seeks to instill more business

proven improvement processes in public education.

Current Policy in the United Kingdom and the United States
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Although the targets for performance measures are sct at ditferent
government levels in the United Kingdom and the United Stales, the current
policy in both countries similarly focuses on accountability. In addition to this
similar focus, therce is a heavy dependence on standardized tests to measure
student achievement, and by extension, school performance. Current policy in
the United Kingdom is derived from the Education Reform Act passed in 1988
which had accountability as one of its’ key features (Bell, 1999). In the United
States, efforts that began in the mid 1980's by the National Governors
Association to introduce performance-based accountability (Elmore, 2002}
culminated in the passing in the No Child Left Behind in 2001 (U.S. Dept. of
Education, 2002). Both pieces of legistation established national benchmarks for
student achievement and mandated the use of standardized tests as the means to
measure it (Olson, 2004; U.5. Dept. of Education, 2002). A review of this
legislation and how it has shaped current policy in both countries reveals many
similarities with respect 1o intent and the mechanisms that arc.employed to meet
the requirements of the law.

Before reviewing the provisions of the legislation in the United States, it is
worth noting that federal legislation to support funding for K-12 education 1s
relatively recent given the age of U. 5. public educational systems. The primary

source of federal K-12 support began in 1965 with the enactment of the
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (U. 5. Dept. of Education,
2005). Although no substantial changes have been made in the law since its
inception, this changed during George W. Bush’s first term as president. The No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 was a reauihorization of ESEA, and the
law’s expressed purpose was to close the student achievement gap through
accountability (U. S. Dept. of Education, 2005).

The provisions of the NCLB law include the state governments in the goal
of improving the nation’s public schools. States are required to assess reading
and math every year for every child in grades three to eight {American
lederation of Teachers [AFT], 2002). States set standards, in consultation with the
federal government, to gauge progress towards the NCLB A;‘t’s goal of all
students reaching a state-defined level of proficiency by 2014 (National
Education Association [NEA], n.d.a).

Although states have been given this opportunity to develop their own
tests and assessmients (AFT, 2002), the federal government has mandated an
independent nationwide benchmark as well. The NCLB tasked the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) to conduct nationwide mandatory
tests in reading and math during the 4th and 8th grades (NEA, n.d.c). The NAEP,
in its role as an unbiased congressionally mandated project, had been conducting

non-mandatory nationwide student testing of various subject areas since 1969 to
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provide student learning assessments (NEA, n.d.b). The state governments’
results are essentially verified against the NAED results. Although other aspects
of the NCLB Act are important such as improving teacher quality and the school
environment, the clear focus is on accountability measured by achievement.

In the United Kingdom, the use of standardized tests to evaluate student
achievement against national standards, and subsequently school performance,
is far more pervasive. The distinct difference between the United States and the
United Kingdom is that these tests are based on a national curriculum that was
also mandated by the legislation in 1988 (Bell, 2004). National tests are given at
the completion of each key stage as summarized in Table 1.

Table 1

Uinited Kingdom Student Testing

Year group Age of pupils at end of year Kc);-g!“agc
Reception 5 o
1 6 Key Stage 1
2 7
3 - S S ]
4 9 Key Stage 2
5 10
6 11
7 12
8 13 Key Stage 3
9 14
10 15 Key Stage 4
11 16

(City of Newcastle, 2004)



30

Exams given when the pupils arc cleven and sixteen vears old, at the end of key
stages 2 and 4, are parlicularly meaningtul as the resulis are used to rank schools
locally and nationally in the “league lables” (DeHavilland Information Services
plec. [DIS], 2005). The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority is responsible for
maintaining these nationwide tests (D15, 2005), a far more expanded role than the
benchmarking role of the NAEP in the United States.

The monitoring of school performance in the United Kingdom is also
accomplished by the use of national-level external inspections carried out by the
Office of Standards in Education, or Ofsted, a non-ministerial organization that is
accountable to Parliament and inspects everything from child care to colleges
(Ofsted, 2006). The [ollowing excerpt from the Ofsted strategic plan explains
their inspections: “The system of inspection will entail a short and focused
review of the fundamentals of a school’s performance, closely related to the
school’s self-evaluation and improvement planning” (Ofsted, 2006, p. 10). The
direct manner in which Ofsted monitors school performance is very similar to
that of the state governiments in the United States.

The national policies of the United Kingdom and the United States with
respect to school performance, as implemented by current legislation, share
similar themes regarding accountability and student achjevement. The

legislation in both countries contains provisions {or direct intervention in schools
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that consistently fail to meet performance targets. By publicly reporting
performance measures, both countries effectively “productized” schools like any
other consumer product. The legislation in the United Kingdom used testing “to
provide the currency tor accouniability, simple data about schools so that
parents could make informed choices” (Black, 1994, p. 194). In thé United States
the legislation went so far as to direct the states that they must provide
transportation for students in failing schoaols to non-failing schools (Fritzberg,
2004). The current policies in both countries use a testing-based accountability
system to monitor the performance of their public clementary and state primary
schools, The use of such a system has resulted in a number of common high-
profile issues for their school leaders.

Cirrrent and Corntinuing Issues

The use of school performance measures in the United Kingdom and the
United States has resulted in a number of issues that are being debated in public,
legislative, and judicial forums. This section will focus on key issues that have
emerged [rom two aspects of thejr use. Firsi, and foremost, there is the
disproportionate usc of performance measures as a means to ensure
accountability, rather than organizational improvement. This use of performance
measures is a result of the rising cost of public education in both countries. This

cost, funded primarily by taxes, has created a political issuc that resonates with
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voters and the public at large. Calls for businesslike etficiency and accountability
from policy makers are cmbraced in the United Kingdom and the United States,
where sound fiscal practices are an intrinsic part of the societal fabric. The second
aspect is the manner in which standardized test scores have emerged as a
preeminent school performance measure that is publicly reported as a means to
assess accountability. Due to their readily quantifiable nature, standardized test
scores have overshadowed teacher assessments and learning in non-testable
areas, leading many to believe thev are having an adverse effect on the schools
and efforts to improve their performance.
Politics and Accountability

The passing of the NCLB law in the United States has mirrored a political
trend towards accountability and measurable performance for schools receiving
public funds. Public budgeting for schools traditionally focused on inputs, with a
view towards desired activities, but has now shifted 1o results and outcomes
(Burke & Modarresi, 2000)..'I'his legislation was passed despite the legal
difference in the role of the [ederal government and the stales with respect to
public education. The U.5. Constitution does not designate a public education
role for the federal government, and responsibility for K-12 education falls to the
states (U. 5. Dept. of Education, 2004). As its funding share increases, the federal

government will, in all probability, exercise an even greater oversight role as the
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steward of taxpayer funds. Although the 1990-91 tederal share of K-12 spending
was 5.7 percent, by 2004 it had risen onc third since then (U. 5. Dept. of
Education, 2004). In fact, federal funding for two main federal K-12 programs
increased $9.3 billion since 2007 under the president’s proposed budget for fiscal
yeatr 2005 (U. S. Dept. of Education, 2004).

The new accountability systems for schools, as exemplified by the passing
of this legislation in both countries, appear to be based on several key
assumptions regarding performance. These assumptions are captured in
Redesigning Accountability Systems for Education { Fuhrman & Elmore, 2004), a
source that also examined whether these assu ﬁwpti_ons were borne out in practice.
The assumptions covered the areas of intent, methodology, consequences,
results, and adverse impact. The assumplions were as {ollows:

* Performance, or student achievernent, is the key value or goal of
schooling, and constructing accountability around performance focuses
altention on it.

» Performance is accurately and authentically measured by the assessment
instruments in use.

+ Consequences, or stakes, motivate school personne] and students.

* Improved instruction and higher levels of performance will result.

¢ Unfortunate unintended consequences are minimal. (pp. 8-9)
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These assumptions form the cornerstone of an accountability system for schools
in both countries that takes a quantitative approach to the delivery of public
education. Assumptions with a more qualitative approach, such as schools
producing well-rounded and contributing members of society with staff
motivated by higher beliefs rather than consequences, would appear to be hard-
pressed to find accommodation in this type of system.

The federal govérnment made a substantial investment in standardized
tests during the first year after pa.lt;sage of the NCLB law, appropriating $387
million to develop assessments (AFT, 2002). In doing so, the federal govermment
has assumed a share of the financial responsibility for developing the
assessments it has mandated. It should be noted that, according to the law, the
states must continue to develop assessments should the federal government
funding levels for this effort falter (AFT), These potential administrative costs
could be problematic for states already struggling to meet educational financial
costs,

The use of standardized tests as a school performance measure has also
caused significant political controversy in the United Kingdom. Politicians have
addressed the public clamor for better schools by promising increased pass rates
on the national tests. The following excerpt from an issue brief on testing in

schools described the consequences of not meeting these public expectations:
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In 1997, moreover, the Covernment set a target for 2002 of 80 per cent of
11-year-olds achieving Level 4 or above in the KS2 tests, a step which
would result in the then Education Secretary Listelle Morris resigning due

to the target's not being met. (D15, 2005, para. 10)

The severity of these consequences can be placed in perspective for those not
familiar with the government structure in the United Kingdom if considered that
this would be equivalent to the U.S. Secretary of Education resigning when
student proficiency targets of the NCLB Act were not met.

The National Curriculum of England has also stressed accountability in
one of its aims, as described in the section entitled “To establish standards”:
“These standards can be used to set targets for improvement, measure progress
towards those targets, and monitor and compare performance between
individuals, groups and schools” (National Curriculum On-line, n.d., section 6),
The media publicly reported progress on meeting these standards by ranking
schools in England and Wales by their standardized test scores. These reports
include detailed national newspaper inserts where schools are ranked according
to their results throughout the country (“Schools Report,” 2005).

The Focus on Standardized Tests
The external focus on school standardized test results, boih in the United

Kingdom and the United States, has caused considerable issues for schools. The
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predominance of this one performance measure, and its heavy correlation o
accountability instead of performance improvement, has created an environment
where efforts are channeled towards this single area. Although this singular
focus is not specifically advocated by either of the two governments, government
messages are mixed regarding the relative importance of different performance
measures. These mixed messages have resulted in an adverse impact on non-
testable areas of learning as efforts and limited classroom time are targeted
towards raising test scores. There has also been a negalive impact on teacher
morale, as teachers’ traditional role of assessing student performance appears to
be seconded 1o these tests. Perhaps the most adverse impact will be the inability
of schools to develop meaningful performance improvement plans that focus on
a variety of performance measures as long as the singular focus of standardized
tests remains.

In the United States, this predominance of national test scores as a
performance measurc appears to be inconsistent with stated government goals.
Only one of the six goals, as delineated in the 2002-2007 Department of
Education strategic plan, is atmed al improving public education as measured by
student achievement (U. 5. Dept. of Education, 2002). The goals also focus on
other areas:

e  Create a Culture of Achievement



¢ Improve Student Achievement
» Develop Safe Schools and Strong Character
* Transform Education into an Evidence-Based Field

» Enhance the Quality of and Access to Postsecondary and Adult Education

Goal Six: Istablish Management Excellence (p.3)

Balanced performance measure developed for these goals could provide
meaningful information regarding the accomplishment of this strategic plan.
These goals, and the corresponding stralegic focus of the Department of
Education, do nol appear to elevate test scores inappropriately.

The Department of Education appeared to send a different message with
regard to the purpose and challenges of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
enacted just prior to the release of its strategic plan. In the information flyer
found on its web site, entitled “Facts About.. Measuring Progress” (U. S. Dept. of
Education, 2003), there is a heavy emphasis on testing. It states,

Testing lells parents, communities, educators and school boards which

schootls are doing well. If a school takes a challenging population and

achicves great results, testing will show that. If a school is allowing certain

groups to fall behind year after year, testing will expose that, too. (p. 1)
One is only left to wonder how school efforis towards other goals in the strategic

plan will be assessed as testing progress in these non-operational areas s not
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practical. One could conceive of a school ihal has increasing test scores but is not
“daoing well” due to student safety issues. A lack of progress in this area would
possibly not be evident given the focus on testing measures.

The message from the government in the Um't¢d Kingdom could be
considered more direct with regard to the use of testing to improve schoois. In an
effort to evaluate and ensure accountability, publicly funded schools have been
directed to meet performance goals primarily focused on student achievement as
measured by standardized tests (National Curriculum On-line, n.d.). The
strategy espoused by the Uniled Kingdom counterpart to the U.5. Department of
Education with respect to the use of testing is similar in its goals. In Excellence and
Enjoyment: A Strategy for Primary Schools, promulgated by the Department of
Education and Skills, the Department is very clear on the appropriate use of such
tests: "use tests, targets and tables to help every child develop their potential and
measure school performance” (2003, executive summary). Although performance
targets in areas other than testing exisi, the predominance of standardized lest
scores is clear.

Educational stakeholders in both countries have become concerned about
the equivocal role of national standardized exams and ﬂ1e iink to school
accountability. In the United States, Monly Neil], executive director of the

National Center for I'air and Open Testing (IFairTest), expressed concerned about
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how states will assess their schools under the NCLB Act: “Although building an
accountability system based on classroom assessments makes more educational
sense, most states will find it easier and less expensive to rely on standardized
tests to meet the Jaw's requirement” (2003, pp. 1). The NEA has warned that the
assessment of whether or not a school is performing adequately had increasingly
relied on standardized test scores even before the implementation of the NCLB
Act and cautioned this should only be one aspect of accountability (NEA, n.d.a).
The NEA went further and proposed a balanced set of measures:

¢ For teachers, evaluations are a more rigorous and thorough
accountability system than standardized test scores.

s [or students, assessment also should {ake inlo account classroom
assignments, grades, scores on teacher-developed tests and other
performance measures.

* lior schools, assessments should take into account graduation rates, .
progress on sltandardized tests (as'opposed to just raw test scores) and
other measures. (NEA, n.d.a, p. 2)

It is significant that these two stakeholders hold sumnilar views regarding the
singular focus on standardized test scores as a performance measure. Both
warned against determining school performance or improvement by

disproportionately weighing one such measure of school performance.
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Teachers in the United Kingdom and the United States, as stakeholders
very close to this issue, have risen what could be the loudest alarm. In Where We
Stand: Standards-Based Acconntability and Assessmient, the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) voiced its concerns about the use of standardized tests: “The
public and teachers are understandably deeply troubled that standardized tests
are all too often being used inappropriately, are usurping too much instructional
time, and are crowding out recognition of other important subject areas” (2003,
p- 3). The AFT shared similar concerns with IairTest when members expressed
their view on how states use standardized test results, commenting that “many
states and local districts grossly misuse test results when they make high-stakes
decisions affecting students, schools or school staff based on tesling and
accountability systems that do not meet professional standards” (p. 4). Teachers
in the United Kingdom voiced their displeasure with the singular focus on
nationwide exams by refusing as part of a union action to administer them in
1993 (Black, 1994) and almost succeeding in a similar boycott as late as 2004 (D15,
2005).

This focus on one performance measure has raised concerns among, these
teachers that other learning activities are being impacted adversely. Research
conducted by the National Union of Teachers (NUT} in the United Kingdom, the

equivalent of the American Federation of Teachers in the United States, found
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that almost tive hours of classroom time was being spent each week preparing,
for national tests (D15, 2005). The leachers’ view of these targets based on
national exams was clearly articulated by the general secretary .of the union in
2003: “The Government’s obsession with target setting and performance tables
has been most damaging in education. Schools have been forced to jump to
impossible national targets and to put on the back burner much that is valuable
for children’s learning” (National Union of Teachers, 2003, para. 3). A study in
the United States appeared to confirm these fears. The study, conducted by the
Center on Education Policy on the fourth anniversary of the NCLB, found that:
..71 percent of school districts reported that they had decreased the ime
teachers spent on subjects not specified for testing under the federal law
so they could emphasize reading and math. In some cases, districts said
they skipped certain subjects altogether to provide students with double
reading or math time...(Davis, 2006, p. 1)
This singular focus on one performance measure, and its impact on other
learning, is of great concern to teaching professionals in both countries.
This emphasis could be compared to the initial over-reliance on financial
measures exhibited by members of the business sector before they found a more
balanced approach to be effective. LEven with this realization throughout the

business sector, businesses still remain vulnerable to the adverse eftects of



focusing on one performance measure. The banking industry recently learned
that using performance measures as a means to assess employee success can and
has led to a focus on the measure instead of the overall business (Hill, 2000}, The
educational sector, with less experience in this area, is especially vulnerable to
these same counterproductive forces if performance measurement is not used
properly. The high visibility of one performance measure, such as standardized
test scores, may focus teaching and other staft efforts exclusively on raising those
scores. In addition to proving detrimental to a balanced approach that may
improve the organization, other adverse impacts might occur. Neglecling non-
tested areas of learning is just one such problem.
School Leaders and Performance Measures

Primary and elementary school leaders in these two countries have had to
consider a number of leadership issues associated with performance measures
given their planned long-term use by the government. The educational leaders in
the United States are under no illusion regarding their Jongevity as indicated by
a recent survey of school leadership which revealed "almost 9 in 10
superintendents and principals (87% and 85%}) believe that the push for
standards, testing and accountability in their state is here to stay” (Farkas,
Johnson, & Duffett, 2003, p. 20). In the United Kingdom, almost two decades of

continuous use of such measures are a testament to thetr longevity there, One
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researcher, folowing her study of siccessful head teachers, described what this
meant to the profession: “Modern headship means leading a highly accountable,
closely scrutinized public service” (Woods, 2002, p. 16). The obvious permanence
of these measures does not obscure the larger issue in both countries. It is the use
of these performance measures in the shadow of accountability that presents the
most formidable challenge for these leaders.

This challenge has a distinctly personal aspect for these leaders, It has
become evident that progress on these performance measures can be considered
by supervisors when evaluating subordinates” personal performance. In the
United States, there appears to already be a strong correlation between the two,
as more than half of the superintendents who participated in a 2003 survey used
test scores as a means lo evaluate principa} performance and more than four in
ten said they were "much more likely” to remove or reassign a principal when
student achicvement was low in their schools (Farkas et al.). Linking the
performance of these principals and head teachers so closely to operational
measures such as standardized tests scores will undoubtedly have an effect on
how they perceive performance measures with respect to their leadership role.

In their school leadership position, these head teachers and principals are
charged with gaining acceptance by staff and parents for these measures at the

point of implementation. Some insight as to the complexity of this task can be
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gained from one of the first business consultants who wrote of leadership
challenges associated with change in an organization: “Managing effective
transitions does not allow (or dealing with a single reality; it invelves managing
multiple realities as seen through various people’s fears, hopes, and aspirations--
their frames of reference” (Connor, 1992, p. 101). The positional authority these
leaders have will not be enough to effect change, as one London head teacher
learned: “I thought the status of being a head would reduce other people’s
resistance to Change, but this i1s not the case. You still have to convince people
and take them with yvou.”(Meyers, p. 4) These school leaders will have to address
the concerns of different stakeholders if they are to be successful in
implementing the change associated with performance measures.

Parents can be one of the most demanding stakeholders that head teachers
and principals must consider with the implementation of performance measures
such as standardized test scores. Head teachers are faced with parental concerns
regarding these tests, such as the “excessive parental demands for examination
success” (2001, p. 5}, identified by Lnglefield in his rescarch of the leadership
challenges of primary schools. For principals, there is also the issue of parental
acceptance of the No Child Left Behind Act, as a study conducted three years

alter its implementation revealed:
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Those who do know enough about NCLB to have an opinion are evenly
divided between those who tfeel favorable (39%) and those who feel
unfavorable (38%) toward it. Although positive and negative feelings

are nearly even, those who feel negative express a greater intensity of

feeling (23% very unfavorable, versus 16% very favorable).... (Harl &

Teeter, 2004, p. 2)

Even presuming in the two years since this study that the number of adults who
feel favorable has increased, the likelihood is that principals may still find
themselves in a position where they will have to “sell” the performance
measures the NCLB legislation has placed on their schools 1o a significant
percentage of their student’s parents. Parents in the United Kingdom and the
United States will have concerns that these school leaders will have to address in
their leadership roles.

The use of performance measures in schools has meant head teachers and
principals will face daunting challenges in their leadership role. With the
accountability overtones of these measures and the link to their own personal
performance, it will be a major aspect of their position. A recent study of the
perceptions of 45 North Carolina principals reported that the state’s

accountability and testing system affected their leadership role:
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..ABCs program had the most influence on monitoring student

achievement, aligning the curriculum to the testing, providing remedial

and/or tutorial opportunities, assigning teachers to grade levels or

subjects, and protecling instructional time. In contrast, the instructional

feadership practices that the principals believed were least influenced

included dealing with student, teacher, and parent stress, evaluating

teachers, and obtaining needed resources. {(Lyons & Algozzine, 2006, p.

11
The impact of testing-based accountability on the head teacher leadership role
can be similar. One study thal examined why head teachers left their positions
early found that for some .. there was a concern for the societal change into
what was seen as an alien accountability culture, particular in its link to
performance management....” (Flintham, 2003, p. 6}. Principals and head
teachers alike will have to lead their teachers and their other staff through the
change these measures engender while simultaneously providing information
and assistance to parents so that they may place them in perspective and
understand the impact on their children.

Summary of Literature Review
In almost every sense, current United Kingdom and United States national

performance measures for public education are at the beginning of a journey the
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business sector began over 50 years ago. This is true even in the United

Kingdom, where their use is approaching two decades. This immaturity is
rellected by the inordinate reliance on one operational performance measure,
much in the same way the carly use of business performance measures focused
on easily quantifiable produdivity measures. Post secondary educational
mstitutions are shifting to a balanced use of performance measures and provide a
model for other public education organizations.

The predominance of accountability in the legislation passed in both
countrics, instead of organizational performance improvemeht, has served to
encourage this narrow focus. There are clear similarities belween the two
education laws that mandate a test-based accountability system for improving
student achievement in schools. Clearly, the use of performance measures for
evaluation and accountability purposes in both countries will, in all Jikelithood,
continue given present political trends.

The focus on a narrow operational performance measure such as
standardized test scores has created a host of commmon organizational and
leadership issues tfor school leaders in both countries. The political
accountability aspect, coupled with the focus on standardized tests, creates issues
for head teachers and principals in their role as a staff leader and parent liaison.

The effect of school performance measures on both their daily and strategic
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planning is significant and will challenge them with an intensity few other issues
have. The perceptions of these leaders regarding the use of performance
measures in their schools can provide valuable insight for a number of internal
and external stakeholders. Chapter 3 discusses the methodology that will be

used to reveal their perceptions.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
The methodology for this study had to provide daﬁa that would answer
research questions that were centered on the perceptions and opinions these
school leaders in the United States and the United Kingdom had regarding the
use of performance measures in their schools. This qualitative study utilized Q
methodology as a means to collect and analyze data on these perceptions and
opinions. () methédo]ogy is an appropriate methodology as it is able to "reveal
subjective structures, aititudes, and perspectives from the person or persons
being observed” (Brown, 1996, p. 564). Invented in 1935 by British physicist-
psychologist William Stephenson (Brown, 1996), it has enjoyed widespread use
in the field of psychology and “is most often associated with quantitative
analysis due to its involvement with factor analysis” {Brown, 1996, p. 561). This
quantitative aspect adds a unique rigor to this qualitative methodology.
This methodology is well suited to collect data on the perceptions and
attitudes of the two participant groups in this study as it provides a means to

identify any clustering of like-minded perceptions (Brown, 2004). Similarly, it
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can be used to identify any clustering, or patterns of opinion, when the two
groups are combined. QQ methodology is a qualitative research tool that can
provide answers to the research questions as it is often used for "deﬁniﬁg
participant viewpoints and perceptions” (Brown, 2004, p. 1). This methodology,
using its factor analysis component, can extract factors that represent dimensions
relevant to the research questions.
Desrgn

The sort set for this study was compiled ulilizing predominant themes
that have emerged from a review of the literature on this issue, an accepted
source from which a sort set can be elicited (Watts & Stenner, 2005). This
unstructured sampling technique captured the larger issues associated with
performance measures in schools, making the statements in this Q-set “broadly
representative of the opinion domain” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 75). Themes
included the predominance of standardized test scores in school performance
measures; the inlended use of school performance measures by the oversight
authority; parent view and use of school performance measures; the usefulness
of performance measures to school leaders; the administrative impact of
performance measures on schools; the use of performance measures in the non-

business sector; and the use of a balanced set of performance measures when
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implementing performance measurement. A list of the 62 statements in the Q-set
is provided in Appendix A.

Pilot Study

The research methodology for this study included a pilot of the
instrument both in the United States and United Kingdom. The pilot in the
United States was conducted using students in the Educational Leadership
doctoral cohort at the University of North Florida in Jacksonville. Many of these
cohort members are in the public education profession, with several serving in
the Dhuval County school system as teachers and principals.

The pilot in the United Kingdom included one head teacher from a private
or independent primary school. Although a private school, the head teacher’s
school was in the sample county and voluniarily uses the same performance
measures as state schools. The purpose of both pilots was to validate aspects of
the rescarch instrument prior to its use, Some of these aspects included time and
ease associated with completing the Q-sort, the clarity of the Q-set statements,
and the unbiased nature of the prompt.

The instrument pilot in both locations yielded the required feedback. The
time to complete the sort, in both locations, was validated as being
approximately one hour. One of the most important areas of feedback from the

pilot would be regarding the 62 statements. Minor grammatical changes were



52

suggested, bui the content and intended nuances of all the statements were
understood by participants in both pilots. There was no feedback on the
demographic questionnaire from the U.S. pilot of the instrument. In the U.I, it
was suggested that in-service training be added under types of training as this is
a commonly used term to denote professional training. The demographic
questionnaire was updated accordingly prior 10 beginning data collection in the
U.K. Participants in both pilots considered the prompt to be unbiased, a crucial
result for validating the instrument.
Participants and Confidentiality

The 30 participants were equally divided between the United States and
the United Kingdom. They were serving principals and head teachers of their
elementary and primary schools. The principals in the United States were from
the Duval County public school system in Florida, which includes 104
clementary schools. The head teachers in the United Kingdom were from the
Gloucesiershire County state school system, which includes 231 primary schools.
The 15 participants in Duval County represented 14% of the total principal
population assigned to elementary schools. The 15 participants in
Gloucestershire County represented 6% of the head teachers population assigned
to primary schools. It should be noted that these percentages of the larger

principal and head teacher population in the two counties provided are for
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contextual purposes only. These participants were not a representative sample,
and Q methodology findings cannot be extrapolated 1o the larger population,

Somewhat different methods were used to select the participants. The
populations of interest were Gloucestershire County head teachers in the United
Kingdom and Duval County (Florida) principals in the United States as the
groups that would complete the sort. These groups would be “representative or
informative about the topic of interest” (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997, p. 171)
when seeking to answer the research gquestions. The selection of sample
participants within these population groups was accomplished differently in the
Uniled Kingdom and the United Stales, though the primary basis for selection in
both countries was accessibility (McMillan & Schumacher). Snowball sampling
through referrals was used to contact head teachers, a process which differed
from the sampling used by the consultant, who relied on professional
networking.

The study was designed to protect the confidentiality of all participants
regarding their identities and the names of their schools. The assurance that no
identifying information would be published was clearly stated in the Human
Research Consent Form, These assurances were made to ensure participants
would convey their candid perceptions during both the sort and interviews. This

study sought to report all perceptions, regardless of their congruence with
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official positions or guidelines regarding this topic, and these assurances might
have been a factor in obtaining candid responses from participants. It should be
noted that none of the participants displayed any concern regarding how
identifying information might be reported in the study.

The design for this rescarch study was submitted to the Institutional
Review Board at the University of North I'lorida for review in June 2005 and
approved the same month. The approval, including the certification of the
principal investigator, is provided in Appendix B. The Human Research Consent
Form, completed by each of the participants during the study, is provided in
Appendix C

Procedure

The method of data collection included the use of a proctor in both
countries. This enabled informal interviews throughout the course of the data
collection, The proctors were also available {o provide assistance on both the
methodology and the prompt to the participants. Initial contact with potential
participants was made via telephone. A description of the research, Q
methodology, and the instrument were provided during this initial contact.
Those who chose to participate then met with a proctor for approximately one
hour, during which the data collection occurred. The research instrument was

administered to each participant individually.
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Participants were first required o read the informed consent form and
document their agreement to participate in the study. They were then provided
with the demographic data collection sheet, written directions, the prompt, and a
list of the statements. The demographic data questionnaire, Appendix D,
requested the participants to provide demographic data on their location (either
U. 5. or U K), years in present position (from 1 to 7+ years), and school student
entollment. The questionnaire also contained a section querying what type of
training, if any, participants had received on performance measurement. The
written directions, explaining each step of the data collection effort, were then
reviewed by the proctor with each participant.

The reading of the “prompt” was the first step of the Q-sort. The prompt
served to provide the participant with an overview of the issue in advance of the
Q-set so that the opinions postulated by the statements could be understood.
This overview was designed to be neutral on the issue so as not to introduce any
bias that could later be reflected in the participant’s sort. The prompt only
provides the context of the broader issue so that the participant can objectively
consider agreement or disagreement with the sort statements as they are placed
in the forced distribution. The prompt used by the participants is provided in

Appendix E.
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The participants were then provided with a list of the stalements and
asked to review them for clarity and-any ambiguity. Following this review, and
the clarification of any statements by the proctor, participants were readied to
begin the (J-sort of the statements. The statements were provided to participants
on three-and-a-half by two-inch cards, with one statement per card. The scale
values were provided on similarly sized cards, arranged as the top row of the
distribution, with the required statement distribution for that value in brackets
under the number.

The participants were asked to accomplish the Q-sort of the 62 statements
using a graduated scale that created seven groups of statements between the
anchors of most agree and most disagree. The survey format forced the required

distribution of the statements as depicted in Figure 1.

Most Disagree Neutral Most Agree
G54 -37-2-1 0 +1 14243+ 45|46
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ls|s|sis|s|s5|Ss |5 |S |Ss |S |
s ls|s|s|s|s |s |s |s
s (s |s!s|s s s |~
2 1S |8 18]S |8
s |s|s |

Where 5= Slatement

Figure 1, Q-sort scale and statement distribution.



The Q-sorts of the statements are a forced distribution on a scale of (+6} for
Strongly Agree to {-6) for Strongly Disagree, where 0 is neutral. The statements
were grouped along this response scale by the participants after they reviewed
the statlements and the prompt. This response scale avoids yes/no answers, or
limited response scales, 50 as to not preclude factor analysis.

During the Q-sort, the participant was asked to consider the statements
against their own personal views and rank them accordingly. As an example,
consider two of the statements that express almost directly opposing opinions:
“A balanced set of performance measures must be used for schools” and
“Standardized test scores are the only necessary school performance measure.”
Puring the Q-sort, the participants rank-ordered these statements on the
response scale according to their own beliefs. The former could be ranked to the
extreme right as one of the two under Strongly Agree (+6}. The latter might be
ranked as one of two in the Strongly Disagree (-6) group. In both cases, only one
more statement could then be rank-ordered similarly under those values, as only
two statements are permitied in the distribution. The participanis were
permitted to re-order statements as often as they liked during the sort, as long as
they maintained the required distribution.

Before, during, and after the Q-sort, the proctors collected any feedback or

comments the participant provided regarding the use of performance measures
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in schools and Q methodology. In the United Kingdom, these comments were
recorded in a transcript by the proctor. Tn the United States, the principals were
able to provide written comments in a seciion of the form used to document their
sort distributions.
Pata Analysis and Interpretation
In order to answer the research questions, the data were analyzed in two
separate stages. The first stage was factorial analysis of sorts completed by the
participants. In order to accomplish this analysis, this researcher utilized the
POMethod software to evaluate the completed Q-sorts. PQMethod is available
tree of charge to researchers from Kent State University and can be downloaded
from the Internet. A number of commercial products are available which contain
simpler interfaces but offer essentially the same functionality. The following
excerpt from the PQMethod Manual describes the software’s capabilities:
POMethod is a statistical program tailored to the requirements of Q
studies, allowing casy data entry (Q-Sorts) the way they are collected, i.e.
as 'piles’ of statement numbers. It computes inter-correlations among Q-
Sorts, which are then factor-analyzed with either the Centroid or Principal
Component method. Resulting factors can be rotated either analytically
{Varimax), or judgmentally with the help of two-dimensional plots.

Finally, after selecting the relevant factors and 'flagging’ the entries that



define the factors, the analysis step produces an extensive report with a
variety of tables on factor loadings, statement factor scores, discriminating
stalements for each of the factors as well as consensus statements across
factors, etc, (Schmolck, 2002, p. 1)
The Principal Component method and Varimax rotation werce used for the first
stage of the data analysis in this study.

The sorts from each participant group were entered in PQMethod to
determine any patterns of opinion within each of the respective groups. A
comparison of the significant factors within each group was undertaken to
determine any different perceptions within the two groups. In order to
determine any similar patterns of opinion between the head teachers and the
principals, the sorts from both groups were combined into one data set and
entered in PQMethod. Thus, the research design produced three data sets for
entry in POMethod. These data sets were the head teacher Q-sorts, the principal
(J-sorts, and an aggregate of the two.

PQMethod first produced a correlation myatrix for each of the data sets.
The Principal Components analysis extracted factors from eacl of the correlation
matrices. When the factors were extracted, the VARIMAX capability. of
POMethod was used to rotale the factors and maximize the number of sorts that

defined each factor. VARIMAX produces uncorrelated or orthogonal factors, and
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these faciors indicated constructs that addressed the research questions.
Following rotation, z-scores were generated for all the statements in relation to
the corresponding factor. PQMethod then used QAnalyze to convert these z-
scores into corresponding, values in the Q-sort distribution for each of the factors.

The second stage of data analysis involved the subjective interpretation of
the factor arrays. These factor arrays, or combined participant sorts, consisted of
Q-set distributions for cach group of participants that defined a factor. These
combined soris are a collective set of perceptions as described by the Q-set
statements. As such, their interpretation allowed an understanding ol the
common perceptions of those participants who defined the factor. Considering
the statements and their locations on the distribution allowed the emergence of
themes regarding the use of performance measures in schools, When evaluating
the statements, initial consideration was given to the nine staterments at both the
extreme right and left of the distribution, These are the statements under the
positive and negative values of 6, 5, and 4. These statements provided
information on the statements the group both strongly disagrees and agrees
with. The statements at the center of the distribution, under -1, 0, and +1

provided insight as to what opinions the group remams neutral on.
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Delimitations and Lintitations of the Design

The design of this study was delimited by the focus on the perceptions of
a particular population, head teachers and principals, in their school leadership
roles with respect to one issue. These educators are facing the implementation of
an organizational improvement process that was previously limited to the
business sector. This use of performance measures, with heavy accountabi]ity
overtones, has resulted in significant issues [or these leaders whose early
responsibilities revolved around facilities maintenance and internal academic
issues such as curriculum (Calano & Stronge, 2006). The altitudes and opinions
of these leaders with respect to the use of performance measures in their schools
is the basis for the research questions of this study.

The study was turther delimited by the selection of 15 principals in Duval
County, Florida in the United States and 15 head teachers in Gloucestershire
County in the United Kingdom as participants. The results obtained in this study
can be attributed to these 30 participants only and it is possible that head
teachers or principals that did not participate, whether in these locations ornot,
may have significantly different attitudes and opinions. The selection of the
participants, and the inability to generalize the results of this study to larger

populations, is not a limitation given the accepted attributes of Q methodology.
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A limitation of the design was the statements in the Q-set derived from
the literature review which are expected to represent the broad range of opinion
on the issue. Some aspect of the tssue may not have been sufficiently addressed
by the Q-set and therefore could not have been revealed. Another limitation of
the design was the candor that was expected of the participants. If the
participants thought stating opinions contrary o the official view could result in
retribution, the data collection effort would be adversely aflected. This limitation
was mitigated by assuring the participants their identitics would not be revealed
in the results of the study. Perhaps the most significant limitation of this design is
the comparison of these two leadership groups that have a variely of cultural,
statutory, and historical dilferences thal frame this or any commnion issue they
may face.

Sununary

This two-country research study was designed to subjectively examine the
attitudes and perceptions of school leaders who are at the point of
implementation of performance measurement. These attitudes and perceptions
will add to the body of knowledge on this current and transnational issue. The
delimitations and the limitations of this study were acknowledged and given due
consideration, The target number of study participants, 15 in both the U. K. and

U. 5., was achieved without difficulty due to outstanding cooperation from these
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leaders. All participants were drawn from the target counties, Duval County,
Florida in the Uniled States, and Gloucestershire County in the United Kingdom.
The participants were from a diverse sample of public and state schools which
exhibited varying enrollment and economic conditions. Locations within the
inner-city and in suburbia provided a rich contrast of environmental settings.

The Q-sorts were completed by the participants during the summer and
fall of 2006 and were administered in the same manner both in the United States
and United Kingdom. Demographic data were collected from all participants as
was feedback regarding the issue. These data were examined by the researcher,
and a factorial analysis of the participant sorts was accomplished using

POMethod. The results of these data analysis efforts are reported in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4
Presentation of Findings

This presentation of findings presents the data from each of the groups in
the study and a comparison of the data between various sub-groups following
analysis of the data. The first data presented is that of the head teachers in the
United Kingdom. The analysis of the sort data, coupled with demographic data,
was interpreted to reveal pallerns of opinion as reflected by the factor arrays of
significant factors. These findings are followed by the results of the elementary
school principal data collection in the United States, The presentation of findings
continues by examining the data when the two groups are combined into an
aggregate group and the factors similarly interpreted. Comparisons within and
between the groups were conducted by examining the participant sub-groups
that defined the significant factors.

Head Teachers in Gloucestershive Primary Schools

In the United Kingdom, this researchey initially identified the participant

sample with three referrals of state primary school head teachers in

Gloucestershire County provided by the education and training liaison of a



government agency located in the county. These three initial referrals provided
at least one, and as many as three, additional referrals. These referrals provided
other potential participants and several offered to provide additional referrals if
needed. All referrals were initially contacted via telephonce 1o assess their desire
lo parlicipate. Of all ihe referrals that were contacted, only one declined to
participate in the study, citing a full calendar as the reason. All participants in the
U. K. completed the sort and interview during working hours at their respective
schools. Time to complete the sorts and interview varied between approximately
60 and 90 minutes.

Demographic data were obtained from all participants in the United
Kingdom. The average enrollment of the state primary schools was 356, ranging
from 420 for the largest to 90 for the smallest. Ten of the 15 head teachers had
been in position over seven years, with the newest having been in position for
two years. All head teachers, with the exception of .one, had received some type
of training in performance measurement. Of those 14, 10 considered the training
to be adequate. Although the types of training received varied, all fourteen of the
head teachers reported receiving in-service training or a workshop in
performance measures. Computer-based training was reported by 3 of the 14; all

but 3 had completed some type of self-study.
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The data from the 15 sorts were labeled with a unique numeric identifier

and the letters UK to denote their country and entered in PQMethod. Entering

the sorts completed by the 15 head teachers resulted in the correlation matrix

provided in Table 2.

Table 2

Correlation Matrix of Head Teacher Sorts
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A number of substantial correlations among the head teacher sorts were
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noteworthy. The most substantial correlation was that between sort 2 and sort 8,

Sort 14 substantially correlated to the most sorts in the group; sorts 13, 11, 10, 8,

7,6, 5,4, and 2. For sort 11, this was the only substantial correlation. Sort 12 also

substantially correlated to only one sort, number 9. Two sorts, numbers 15 and 3,

did not substantia]Iy correlate to any of the other head teacher sorts.
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A principal component analysis resulted in two signiticant [actors, as
determined by both their pre-rotational Eigen values (6.8092 and 1.4670) and
their position on a Scree plot. These two factors had been rotated using
VARIMAX in order to maximize the clustering of participant sorts around each,
POMethod determined z-scores for all the statements in relation to the two
factors and produced a factor array, or combined sort, for each factor.

Factor A: Inadequacies of Current Measuies

The sorts completed by the head teachers revealed two distinct collective
perceptions as supported by the factors. The first factor, Factor A: “Inadequacies
of Current Measures,” was defined by 12 of the 15 participants’ sorts. The
statement z-scores for this factor generated the factor array, or combined sort, in
Figure 2:

Most Disagree Neutral Most Agree
6 |54 |-3|-21-110 [+1]|+2|+3|+{+5|+6
2 1153 |8 1714 (107 |18]|5 11 15 |25
20|16 (46 |11 (19114 122 (21 |29 (2819 |34 36
1315213135126 (45(23 (3344 12(40]
1. |58 |42 (37127 48|24 [39]53 62} |
© 15713813049 |32 |41
|54 {51 |50|43 |47 |

161155 |59 ||
Cle0

Figure 2. Head teacher Factor A array.



68

This farger proup of participants strongly disagreed with the use of standardized
test scores as the only measure Lo evaluate schools (statement 2), and that school
performance measures should be uniform regardless of economic and social
factors (statement 31). These perceptions were also shared by the sub-group
defining the second factor. A distlinct perception of the Factor A sub-group was
the strong disagreement that current performance measures provide a
comprehensive view of their schools (statement 20). They also disagreed that
their effectiveness, as perceived by their supervisor, was based largely on
standardized test scores (statement 15) and perceived that performance measures
had not had a positive impact on teacher morale (stalement 16).

The Factor A sub-group strongly agreed that non-school-controlled social
factors directly affect school performance measures (statement 25). They
similarly agreed that using school performance measures to rank schools ignores
other important factors (statement 36). The group further agreed that using
standardized test scores as a pe1'f01‘111311cc? measure caused teaching to the test
(statement 34), and that the use of performance measures to evaluate schools has
become a politically charged issue (statement 40).

Factor B: Use Balanced Measures and Ne Ranking
The remaining 3 participants defined I'actor B, “Use Balanced Measures

and No Ranking,” that resulted in the combined sort in Figure 3:
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Most Disagree __‘A_lfﬂ_ggtra] Most Agree
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Figure 3. Head teacher Factor B array.

The Factor B array, defined by only 3 of the 15 participants, contained shared
perceptions that were different from the larger sub-group of head teachers.
Although this smaller group similarly strongly disagreed with the sole use of
standardized test scores as a school performance measure when evaluating
schools (statement 2), they also strongly disagreed with the use of performance
measures to rank schools (statement 28). This atlitude was further enforced by
the belief that practice of ranking schools was disruptive {statement 39) and did
not serve the public interest (statement 8). They also disagreed, as did the larger
group, with elecled officials selting school performance measure targets
(statement 3).

This sub-group strongly agreed that teachers should play a vital role in
developing performance measures (statement 62) and that the effectiveness of
any measures should be objectively reviewed on a periodic basis (statement 21).

This group perceives that performance measures, when developed properly and
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periodically reviewed, could be used to assist school leaders in improving their
schools (statement 5), a belief shared by the larger group. They also perceived
that standardized test scores have overshadowed other school performance
measures (statement 6) and agreed with the larger group that the predominance
of this measure causes teaching to the test (statement 34).

The group of head teachers, as a whole, thought that use of performance
measures in their schools had become a political issue and that important social
factors must be considered in their implementation. Although the larger sub-
group defining l'actor A thought that performance measures were not used to
evaluate their effectiveness, they perceived the measures were having an adverse
effect on teacher morale. They also opined that current performance measures
did not provide a comprehensive view of their schools. The smaller sub-group
that defined Factor B specifically rejected the ranking of schools using
performance measures while also offering that performance measures developed
and reviewed properly could assist school leaders in improving their schools.

Principals in Duwal Elementary Schools

Since this researcher resides in the United Kingdom, the services of a
former middle school principal in the Duval County school system were engaged
to proctor the instrument in the United States. This former principal utilized her

professional experience within the county to select and contact a diverse range of
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elementary school principals. The interviews were arranged via telephone and
were conducted during normal working hours at the participants’ schools.

Demographic data were obtained from all participants in the Uniled
States. The average enrollment of the elementary schools was 724, ranging from
1320 for the largest to 265 for the smallest. Eleven of the 15 participants had been
the principal of their schools in excess of seven years, The most recent in position
had been there [or one year. All principals had received some type ot training in
performance measures, and all but one thought it was adequalte. Every principal
had received training in either a workshop or class. Computer-based training
was reported by two-thirds of the principals, and 11 of the 15 reported some type
of selt-study.

The sorts completed by the 15 principals were entered in POMethod to
determine the correlation among the participant sorts. The sorts were labeled
with a numeric identifier to identify the participant and the letters US to indicate

their group. Table 3 is the resulting correlation matrix:
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Table 3
Correlation Matrix of Principal Sorts

SCRTS 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
i 100
2 3% 100
Y 13 100
4 53 32 48 100
5 51 44 45 89 100
6 30 37 36 47 49 100
7 B0 25 47 48 51 38 100
8 38 737 47 25 42 43 100
g 49 51 48 48 48 46 489 51 100
10 40 16 47 56 55 46 31 49 32 100
11 .49 24 40 43 47 48 32 36 43 30 100
12 51 i3 48 49 33 24 30 48 37 45 40 100
13 i9 5 20 26 13 T 8 2 -2 23 17 31100
14 32 13 42 48 40 36 34 33 13 B2 43 46 38 100
15 44 46 47 85 55 43 48 M Ry 47 40 37 12 46 100
Note: Decimals to two places omitted

There were a number of substantial correlations among the sorts of the
principals, although the significance and instances were overall less than the
head teacher group correlations. Although we must be careful not to infer too
much from these correlation tab]es,’lhis variance may reflect their reduced
exposure to national performance measures from a chronological standpoint and
subsequently more varied perceptions. The most substantial correlation was
between sort 4 and sort 5. Sorts 5 and 1 substantially correlated to the most sorts,
with four each. Sort 2 and 8 substantially correlated to only one sort, number 9,
but did not correlate substantially to each other. Three sorts, number 3, 6 and 13,
did not substantially correlate to any of the other principal sorts. This was one

morte than the head teacher group, and sort 13 reflected the only negative



correlation to any other sorts within the two groups. A comparison of the
demographic data for this participant revealed no significant differences between
that principal’s data and those with negative correlations.

A principal component analysis resulted in two significant factors, with
pre-rotational Eigen values of .46 and 1.6, respectively. These two factors were
rotated using VARIMAX, to maximize the number of sorts that defined the two
tactors. Subsequient analysis resulted in z-scores for all the statements in relation
to the two factors. PQMethod then used QAnalyze to convert these z-scores into
corresponding values in the Q-sort distribution for each of the factors.

Facter C: Expand and Avoid Funding Link

The sorts completed by the principals revealed two collective perceptions.
Factor C, “Expand and Avoid Funding Link,” was defined by 9 of the 15 sorls
{from the participants. The sort in Figure 4 resulted:

Most Disagree Neutral Most Agree

6|54 -3i-2¢-110 |+1 |42 +3|+4|{+5]|+6
3 (2 |20110(4 {7 |23[30[18]17|5 |9 |1
1635461118 1122433 [21(26]6 |25]|36
4205211312215 (27 |43 (34{40 (41|32
| - 158(14(29(19|28 (45139 |44 |56} -
1 137 |57 |54 |31|48 (47 |62 |-
16115938 |49 e

“ 160 |53 151 B R N

Figure 4. Principal Iactor C array.
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The nine principals who defined this factor shared attitudes with the other sub-
group regarding elected officials setting school performance measurce targets
(statement 3) and the use of standardized test scores as the only school
performance measure (statement 2). The Factor C sub-group turther disagreed
that the use of performance measure in schools had a positive impact on teacher
morale (stalement 16} and with linking school funding to progress on
performance measures (statement 42). This group of participants also concurred
in their strong disagreement that current school performance measures provided
a comprehensive view of their schools (statement 20), bul accepted them as part
of their educational system for the foreseeable future (statement 20 and 35). They
strongly disagreed that standardized test scores would emerge as the only
performance measure to evaluate schools (statement 52).

This larger sub-group of principals agreed that school funding based on
performance measures must consider social factors in the community (statement
9) while agreeing with the smaller group that performance measures could be
used to assist school leaders (statement 5). This sub-group of principals decried
the ranking of schools using performance measures, believing this practice
ignores important factors (statement 36). The principals in both sub-groups
strongly agreed that parents are using performance measures to differentiate

between the effectiveness of schools (statement 41).



Factor I): Trie Believers

75

The remaining 6 sorls defined Factor 1: “True Believers,” and resulted in

the combined sort depicted in Figure 5:

Most Disagree Neutral Most Agree
6 1.5 -4 13 -2 1-110 [+1]+42143 | 44|45 46
2212 |3 |etl12)10]4 |9 [15]1 [41]5 |23
3527128 |13129|11|8 |16|18 |6 |38]|32]50
1461392433200 14 452117 | 25740}

143[30/37 142 26|48 3617 (31| _

|55 |50 |52 34 |54 149 (19|

| 53|59 |44 |58 |51 |
Cle0 47 |62
157 |

Figure 5. Principal Factor D array.

In reviewing the representative sort of this smaller sub-group of principals, there

were similar perceptions with the larger sub-group. This smaller sub-group
shared the same opinion as the larger group regarding the use of performance
measures to measure student learning (statement 46). However, this Factor D

sub-group strongly disagreed with not using performance measures to rank

schools (statement 28) and did not agree that public ranking of schools based on

performance measures caused disruptive competition between schools

(statement 39). They further disagreed with not using standardized test scores as

a school performance measure (statement 22), although they perceived

performance measures were more appropriate for businesses (statement 27). This
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sub-group also perceived that the effectiveness of school perforiance measures
had not been lessened by their status as a political issue {statement 43).

The statements of agreement for this sub-group focused on their personal
effectiveness with respect to performance measures, Like the larger group ol
principals, they agreed that school performance measures, including
standardized test scores, could be used to assist instructional efforts (statement
32). They also perceived that performance measures, when used with other
techniques (statement 56), could be helpful for schools. There was a strong belief
that their personal evaluations were linked to progress on performance
measures. These principals strongly agreed that showing progress on their
school performance measures was a major concern for them (statement 23), as
their eflecliveness was assessed on these measures (statement 38).

The principal group as a whole perceived that performance measures
should be apolitical and that standardized test scores should be used as part of a
balanced sel of performance measures. They also held a realistic view that
performanee measures were an integral part of their future and would not be
abandoned in the near future as a means to evaluate schools. The larger sub-
group of principals perceived that linking performlance on these measures to
school funding was wrong and that there should be no linkage between the two.

They also opined that other factors must be considered when implementing
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performance measures. There were different attitudes between the two sub-
groups regarding the use of standardized test scores, ranking schools, and the
Jink to personal assessments of their effectiveness. The smaller sub-group
thought the use of standardized tests as a performance measure acceptable, but
did agree that balanced performance measures must be used to evaluate school
performance, These six principals strongly perceived that the assessment of their
effectivencss was linked to progress on performance measures and that this was
a major concern for them.
Head Teachers and Principals

The sort data from both the head teacher and principal groups were
combined into one data set and entered into PQMethod, an_d the correlation
matrix is provided in Appendix F. Eleven sort pairs negatively correlated;
however, it should be noted that 9 of these pairs included the same sort. That sort
was principal sort 13, the same sort that was the only negatively correlated sort
in the sub-groups. Sort 13 negatively correlated with one principal sort and 8
head teacher sorts. The most substantial correlation was between sort 9 from a
principal and sort 27 from a head teacher. Sort 9 substantially correlated to the
muost sorts, 7 head teachers and 2 principals. There were more substantial
correlations that consisted of head teacher pairs than of principal pairs. Nine

pairs of substantially corrclated sorts contained one sort from each sub-group.



Three principal sorts and 1 head teacher sort did not substantially correlate to
any other sotts.

A principal component analysis resulted in the emergence ol two
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signilicant factors once again, as had occurred in the principal and head teacher

groups. The two factors had pre-rotational Eigen values of 11.667 and 3.0733,

respectively.

Factor E: Test Skeptics
FFactor E was defined by 14 of the 30 sorls, ol which only 2 were from the

principals in the United States. Figure 6 provides the factor array of Factor E:

“Test Skeptics,” defined predominantly by head teachers.

Most Disagree Neutral Most Apree
6|5 1-4t-3-21-1(0 |+#1]+2}+3|H|+5]+6
2 | 58,4246 35|51 [49(3233/39|40 34136
163 52|57 (37|54 |50143,41(53|9 |6 |1
2001518 |38]61155 45 4456|1225
| 31011 (4 1059 48 47 62|28 |
To113|14 171604211185
1912717 123129
L1301 22 24
EEYR R

Figure 6. Principal and head teacher Factor E array.

This sub-group strongly disagreed with the use of standardized test scores as the

only performance measure when evaluating schools {(statement 2). They did not

agree that standardized test scores would emerge as the (mly performance
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measure for schools (statement 52) or that they should be used as a means to
obtain more funding from the government (statement 58). They did not agree
their effectiveness was measured against standardized test scores (statement 15)
and that performance measures must consider the social and economic factors of
schools (statement 31). This sub-group agreed with the sub-group that defined
the other factor with respect to role of elected officials in setting school
performance targets (statement 3) and in the permanence of performance
measures (statement 35). They also held similar beliefs regarding funding
(statement 42) and the ability of performance measures to measure student
learning, (statement 46).

The Factor E sub-group strongly agreed that the use of standardized test
scores as a performance measure causes teaching {o the test (statement 34) and
ranking schools using performance measures ignores other important factors
(statement 36). They also thought this would have an adverse impact on school
learning (statement 12) and that ranking based on performance measures should
be avoided (statement 28). They did agree with the sub-group defining the
second factor with regard to the political nature of the issue (statement 40) and
that performance measures could be helpful for schools when used with other

assessment techniques (statement 56).
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Factor F: Fair Use
The second factor, Factor F, was defined by 16 of the 30 participant sorts.
Of these 16 sorts, only 3 were head teachers in the UK. Figure 8 provides that the
factor array for Factor F: “Fair Use”:

Most Disagree Neulral Most Agree
6 -h 432 -0 [ H 2143+ b 6
23135142137 1391334813449 (36140 32|56
3 [46155[11 4315350 4451 [38]9 [41]5
12811316 |54 157 |54 (45|17 162|231
22120161 1585914711816 |25 1
27124 ey 4 {7 |26 21
12911018 [15(|31}
ESEVREVERCI
130 .

Figure 7. Principal and head teacher Factor IF array.
The participants who defined the second factor did not agree that showing
progress on performance measure was a major concern of theirs {statement 23)
but disagreed that performance measures should not be used to rank schools
(statement 28). They strongly disagreed with not using standardized test scores
as a performance measure (statement 22), and did not agree that the use of school
performance measures diverted serious effort from assessing schools (statement
55). These participants also agreed that these measures, including standardized

test scores, could assist teachers in their instructional efforts (statement 32).
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They did agree with the sub-group that defined Factor L in that the
purpose of performance measures was nol to reduce costs (stalement 13) and
that funding should not be linked to performance measures (statement 42). This
sub-group agreed with those defining Factor F that performance measures could
be used to assist school leaders (statement 5) and that balanced performance
meastires must be used for schools (statement 1). They also agreed with this
group that non-school controlied factors could directly affect school performance
measures (statement 1),
Relationships of Data te Research (hiestions
The sorts completed by the participants provided data as to each

participant’s perceptions regarding the use of performance measures in their
schools, and in doing so, answered the first research question. The factorial
analysis of these sorts, both within the groups and as an aggregate, allowed the
emergence of significant factors and their associated arrays, The interpretation of
these factor arrays, representing common perceplions or viewpoints, allowed
this researcher to recognize themes that could be both examined and contrasted
between the various sub-groups. The discussion and conclusions based on the
data are this rescarcher’s interpretation of the factors that emerged. The names
given to the factors are an attempt to capture the predominant theme that

differentiated the common perceptions and opinions of the sub-groups. These
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names arc not meant to be all-inclusive as they do not, and cannot, simplistically
capture the different perceptions of all the participants that defined the factor.
The emergence of significant factors, both for each patticipant group and
as an aggrepate, indicated identifiable clusters of opinions for these participant
groups. Demographic data assisted in answering the research question by
providing a means to establish some context of the participant responses, both
within each group and during the comparison between the two groups.
Head Teacher Perceptions
The interpretation of these two representative head teacher sorts reveals
both similar overarching opinions and unique perceptions on the use of
performance measures in their schools. The two factors thal emerged were:
Factor A: Inadequacies of Current Measures
Factor B: Use Balanced Measures and No Ranking
The entire group disagreed with the use of standardized test scores as the only
performance measure when evaluating schools and thought their use caused
teaching to the test. The larger group ot head teachers defining Factor A
perceived that social and economic factors affect their school performance
measures and are not appropriately considered. As a result, they thought the
current performance measures were inadequate in assessing the progress their

schools were making. This was borne out by interview feedback from six of the
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head teachers who were in the sub-group that defined this factor. Two
mentioned that the economic and social background of the children was not
considered. One of these head teachers, when providing the name of a potential
participant, elaborated on the wealth of resources this head teacher had duc to
the surrounding affluent commumity when compared to the resources at his
disposal. Another head teacher of a school in a challenging area commented on a
specific student who, due to issuces at home, was often left to care tor her younger
siblings and whose school work suffered as a result.

Although agreeing on this larger view of performance measures, the
smaller group that defined Factor B scemed to share a perception that the use of
balanced performance measures in schools had some value. Thev opined they
could be used to rank schools if developed by teachers and divorced from the
political stage. Their agreement that their effectiveness, as perceived by their
supervisors, was based on school progress on performance measures indicates a
certain degree of acceptance with regard to their use.

This shared perception that performance measures might have some value
when developed and used in an inclusive and balanced manner was borne out
by discussions with the three head teachers who were in the sub-group that
defined Factor B. One of these head teachers remarked that the standardized

tests were subject to inconsistent marking and decriced the fact that passing or
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(ailure could be determined by only one question. H is noteworthy that none of
these head teachers were critical of performance measures in general, but rather
of the use of standardized test scoves as a performance measure.

Another head teacher in this group repeatedly advocated the use of
performance measures when applied in a balanced manner. This head teacher
sought clarification of some sort statements that advocated such a use. The third
head teacher had restructured the curriculum with less focus on the test scores,
and more on non-testable areas. These 3 head teachers all emphasized the merits
of balanced performance measures as opposed (o reliance on standardized test
scores as the sole measure. This group also perceived ranking schools was
disruptive, did not serve the public interest, and that performance measures
should not be used for this purpose. The demographic dala lor these 3 head
teachers did not differ significanily from the larger group.

Principal Perceptions

In reviewing the interpretation of these the two representative sorts, there
were common perceptions regarding the impact of performance measures on
teacher morale and that they should be apolitical. The two significant factors that
emerged, Factor C and D, were described as follows:

Factor C: Expand and Avoid Funding Link

Factor ID: True Believers
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There were also unique perceptions in each of the two groups that focused on
different areas. In the larger group that defined Factor C, there was a clear
perceplion that social factors have an affect on performance measures and
should be considered. These opinions were similar to those expressed by the
head teachers who defined I'actor A: Inadequacies of Current Measures. It is
noteworthy that the most heavily defined factor in both the head teacher and
principal groups addressed the deficiencies of current performance measures.
The principals who defined Factor C also shared a sirong beliel that school
tunding should be divorced from performance measures.

One of the unique perceptions of the sub-group that defined Factor D was
benefit in the use of performance measures for schools when not inordinately
focused on standardized test scores and when used in éonjunction with other
performance assessment techniques. This smaller group also perceived that
showing progress on performance measures was important, as they thought
their own performance was assessed against such progress. The 2 principals with
the least time in position, one with a year and the other with 3 vears, were in this
group of 6 principals. This may have influenced their beliefs regarding the use of
performance measures, including standardized scores, as a means to assess their
personal performance.

Comparing Head Teacher and Principal Perceptions
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Prior to comparing the perceptions of the head teachers and the
principals, a comparison of their demographic data is in order. This comparison
revealed several similarities and differences that bear mentioning. One of the
most obvious diflerences, acknowledged by this researcher prior to beginning
the study, was the enrellment of the schools with respect to the country. The
average enrollment of the head teachers” schools was 356, compared to 724 for
the principals” schools. The schools in Duval County were effectively twice as
large on average as those in Gloucestershire. The traditionally smaller schools in
Gloucestershire County result from a policy that allows smaller villages and
towns to retain their own schools rather than consolidating in larger schools that
encompass a wider geographic area. There is a greater degree of consolidation in
urban areas such as the city of Gloucestershire, where school enrollment for the
participants from these schools was in some cases almost five times that of the
village schools in this study.

Another difference was the number of head teachers, when compared to
the principals, who thought their training on performance measures had been
inadequate. Four head teachers, representing almost one-third of the group,
thought so compared to only ene principat in 15. Although the type of training in

performance measures for both groups was for the most part similar, twice as
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many principals had reccived computer-based training than their U. K.
counterparts.

With respect to similarities between the two groups, years in position as
head teacher or principal was the most obvious. Each group had 10 or more
participants in these leadership positions for over 7 years. Although the type of
training in performance measures for both groups was for the most part similar,
twice as many principals had received computer-based training than their U. K.
counterparts. A large portion of participants in both groups utilized self-study to
increase thetr knowledge of performance measures.

In comparing the representative sorts from each of the iwo groups, the
most evident difference is the number of principals or head teachers who defined
each of the factors. When comparing the number of sorts that defined each factor
in each of the two participant groups, it appears as if a larger number of head
teachers shared a common perception with respect to the use of performance
measures in schools. Twelve of the head teachers’ sorts supported the most
significant factor, as opposed to 9 of the 15 for the principals. It could be inferred
trom this loading that longer use of performance measures in the United
Kingdom has resulted in a more commonly held belief system among these head

teachers regarding their use.
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There was a common belief among a majority of the participants in both
groups that the social and economic factors of the school community must be
considered when using performance measures. A similar majority opined that
standardized test scores could not be the only performance measure for
evaluating schools. The belief that performance measures should be apolitical
and that political leaders should not set targets was also prevalent. There
appeared to be no obvious disagreement among the head teachers and the
principals on these aspects of school performance measures.

There were differences between the some participants in each of the two
groups regarding their personal evaluations with respect to performance
measures. The majority of the head teachers strongly agreed that their
performance was not assessed against current performance measures. The
principals who defined the second factor admitted that showing progress on
performance measures was a major concern of theirs. Tt might be inferred that
these head teachers are not as concerned given their relatively longer experience
with these national-level performance standards.

Another aspect of the principal beliefs was an apparent acceptance of
performance measures in schools as evidenced by their strong disagreement with
the statement that they were only useful in a business environment. Although

the head ieacher group perceived that balanced perlormance measures could be
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useful to school leaders, their advocacy and support appeared more guarded
than that of the principals. The principals agreed with more statements that
advocated the correct usc of performaﬂce measures, both to measure progress
and assist in teaching. This seemed to present the principals as more accepting of
performance measures, although they clearly perceived that there should be no
linkage to school funding.
Head Teacher and Principat Peyceptions as @ Group

In order to reveal common opinions and belicfs of the entire group of
participants, the sorts of the head teachers and principals were entered in
PQMethod as one group. Two factors emerged during the analysis, each defined
by sub-groups that contained both principals and head teachers. The two factors
that emerged were:

Factor E: Test Skeptics

Factor I'; Fair Use
The sorts that defined the two factors, for the most part, followed national
boundaries. Eighty-five percent of the soris that detined Factor L were head
teachers from the United Kingdom and similarly, ecighty-one percent of the sorts
that defined F were principals from the United States.

The theme of Factor L: Test Skeptics was aptly named. These 11 head

teachers and 3 principals opined the manner in which standardized test scores
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should be used was exiremely limiled. They clearly perceived that scores from
these exams should not be the sole indicator of a school’s performance and that
they would never attain that status. Further, this group did not agree that their
personal performance was measured against these exam results. The narrow
utility they envisioned for standardized tests was (urther illustrated by their
strong belief that performance measures must consider social and economic
factors, a property not normally aliributed 1o such exams. This group also shared
common beliefs regarding the adverse effect of standardized tests, believing they
cause leaching lo the test.

The group of principals and head teachers that defined Factor I': Fair Use
shared strong opinions that advocaled the balanced use of performance
measures, even for purposes of ranking schools. This group of 13 principals and
3 head teachers perceived that standardized test scores could be used as a
performance measure and that they could assist teachers in their instructional
efforts. Their view that school performance measures did not divert serious effort
from assessing schools inferred the balanced use of such measures could be an
integral part of the school processes. It is noteworthy that this group’s strong
belief in the fair and balanced use of performance measures included equally

strong beliefs that there should be no linkage to school funding.
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Chapler Sumniary
The results clearly answered the research questions that formed the
framework of this study. A number of factors emerged both within the two
groups and the aggregate group that provided insight as to the perceptions of
these school leaders on this {ransnational issue. In the next chapter, these results
will be discussed in their leadership context and their applicability for
slakeholders. In addition to drawing conclusions in these areas, the next chapter
will also address areas for potential research and the suitability of Q

methodology in educationat research.



92

CHAPTER 5
Discussion and Conclusions

The lirst chapter of this study described the purpose and research
questions that provided the framework for this study examining primary and
elementary school leader perceptions of performance measures. Four of the five
research questions focused on the perceptions of a group of United Kingdom
head teachers and United States principals that participated in the study. The last
rescarch question addressed the validity of Q methodology to collect the data.
The chapter also defined terms unique to each country, those associated with the
methodology, and others that were common in the literature. The chapter ended
by describing the significance of this research to various stakeholders in both
countries,

Chapter 2 contained a literature review that provided background and
context to the issue of school performance measures in the United Kingdom and
the United States. An historical overview of the use of performance measures in
both countries examined their development and use in both business and
education. The current policy of school oversight implemented in both countries
by national-level legislation was also provided. The literature review contimied

by exploring key issues associated with this implementation, such as
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accountability and the use of standardized tests. Finally, the chapter examined
the role of the school leader and the impact of these performance measures on
the leader’s role.

The methodology and findings were provided in Chapters 3 and 4,
respectively. The description of the design covered the methodology, selection
and contidentiality of participants, procedures, and data analysis. The results of
pilot studies conducted in both countries were also provided. A section that
covered the delimitations and limitations of the design was also provided at the
end of Chapter 3. The next chapter provided the findings from the study.
Participant demographic data were discussed {or similarities and differences in
training, time in position, and school enrollment. Sort data were analyzed for the
head teacher group, the principal group, and an aggregate group composed.of ali
the participants. Two significant factors emerged in each of the groups, and their
arrays were used to interpret the meanings. The composition of the sorts that
defined each factor was examined, and a comparison between the two groups
was provided. Chapter 4 ended by discussing the relationships of the data to the
research questions, thereby setting the stage for the [ollowing major conclusions

and recommendations.
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Muajor Conclusions of Hie Shudy
This study revealed the perceptions of 30 school leaders on an issue that is
at the forefront of educational policy in the United Kingdom and the United
States. An overall examination of these perceplions, both in separate geographic
groups and as one aggregate group, plainly indicated shared opinions and
beliets among these head teachers and principals. Although these perceptions
cannot be generalized to a larger population, this does not diminish the message
they convey. The fellowing conclusions are the substance of that message and
can be useful for those interested in understanding how school performance
measures have impacted this leadership role in both countries.
The Adverse Effects of Focusing on One Performance Measure
The predominance of standardized test scores in assessing school
performance, coupled by their use in an accountability-based policy by both
countries, was a major theme thal emerged in the literature review and the
participant sorts. Sorts completed by the head teachers and principals lamented
this predominance of one measure and the overall political nature of school
performance measures in general. This common perception of test scores, given
the chronological difference of their implementation as a component of
accountability-based systems in both countries, bears consideration by policy

makers. The message that current policies convey to these school leaders by
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weighing these scores so heavily is one of political posturing rather than a
sincere desirve to improve schools. As long as this perception persists, the
organtzational improvement benefit of performance measures for these primary
and elementary schools will be hampered.

Although the participants accepted the political reality of pertormance
measures, there was an equally strong opinion that this type of reality is
inappropriate and adversely aflects the manner in which measures are
developed and reported. Several head teachers in the United Kingdom voiced
their dissatisfaction with the unolficial ranking carried out by the media
following releasc of stage test scores. Another group of the participants indicated
a preference for teachers to plav a vital role in the development of performance
measures. Clearly, these participants were of the opinion that the political nature
of school performance measures made their proper development and
implementation problematic. The prevalence of political targets and their
associated media coverage would make it challenging to include education
professionals and inform the public of the proper context in which operational
measures stch as test results should be considered.

One of the most strongly held opinions among both the head tcachers and
the principals was that social and economic factors must be considered when

implementing performance measures in schools. The unbalanced focus on
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standardized test scores makes consideration of these factors essential. Schools in
atfluent areas will have more resources at their disposal to increase student test
scores. One principal lamented the fact that she would have responded
differently to some of the sort statements had she still been posted in an inner-
city school in an economically disadvantaged arca.

Those schools with a large English as a second language enroltment will
be challenged to prepare their students for nationwide exams that cannot, by the
nature of their broad application, take diverse social factors into consideration.
One head teacher described a question on a recent reading and writing exam that
did just that. She described a student from a very conservative culture who was
asked to write about the conversation between himself and his parent if he
wished to stay up late. The student’s response, expected by examn graders to be a
prolonged discussion, instead consisted of the student asking the question once
and being told no by the parent. This student’s culture did not aliow for such
discussions with one’s parent and as a result, his test score suffered.

Advocacy for Balanced Performance Measures

There is little doubt that balanced performance measures are a proven
organizational tool to improve effectiveness. Many successful companies utilize
the Balanced Scorecard approach, which includes “measures on customer

satisfaction, internal processes, and the organization’s innovation and
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Improvement activilies” (Kaplan & Norton, 1992, p. 1) instead of just
productivity measures. The realization that this approach was cffective took the
international business community many vears to reach. The business sector,
driven by competitive forces, evolved its use of performance measures to a more
holistic model.

It can be argued that the public education sectors in the United Kingdom
and the United States, while at different points of adoption when compared, are
both in the same early stages of performance measurement that the business
sector experienced. The predominani focus on one measure to assess
performance improvement and the heavy accountability overtones suggest a
parallel to those early stages of business performance improvement, Narrow
financial measures were used to define successful and failing companies. An
inordinate focus was placed on units of production in much the same way that
focus is now on standardized test scores. Efforts directed solely at increasing
units of production in business ignored quality, the workforce, and customer
relationships. That focus ultimately proved the undoing of several companies in
the competitive global marketplace and may have similarly adverse
consequences for schools if policy makers use that approach. The question may

be whether there will be sufficient motivation in the educational sector,



comparable to competition in the business sector, to shift the focus away from
narrow performance measures,

One of the prevalent opinions that ecmerged from both the head teacher
and principal sorts addressed the manner in which school performance measures
should be used. There was a perception that properly developed and
implemented performance measures can provide benefit to elementary and
primary schools. The strength of this perception is significant, given the adverse
effects associated with the manner in which they are currently impleinented in
the United Kingdom and United States, Despite the skewing of this tool towards
accountability, these leaders have managed to appreciate the contribution
balanced performance measures can make. External stakeholders and policy
makers should appreciate the dichotomy of these leaders endorsing the overall
use of performance measures despite the current narrow focus and heavy
accountability overtones.

Leadership at the Point of Implementation

The challenges school leaders face with the implementation of
performance measures in schools, given their current focus and usc, are
daunting. They will have to address staff concerns in this area, convey the
meaning of exam results to parents, and meet targets set by supervisory bodies,

all while trying to tmprove the organization. The leaders whoe participated in this
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study opined that the use of performance measures did not contribute o teacher
morale in their schools. Employee and, indeed, customer satistaction--arcas
critical to organizational growth and success—-may be impacted negatively by the
emphasis on one performance measure. ’rospective and current leaders in both
countries will have to consider they may be faced with the same situation.

School leaders who wish to use performance measures for organizational
improvement will face a number of obstacles. In a resource-constrained
environment, the comparative cffort to develop and use non-operational
measures can prove significant if no externally provided resources such as
standardized tesls are available. Coupled with the widely held perception that a
school’s success is based on this one operational measure, convincing staff (o
dedicate effort on other measures will most likely require concerted leadership
effort. A narrow focus of performance measures could prevent schools from
allocating the resources and effort to truly benefit from a process of continuous
improvement using performance measurement.

Limitations and Delimitations of Study

The delimitations discussed in Chapter 3 addressed the refinement of both
the sample group and the issue that was the subject of this research study. The
data collected from these 30 participants, both the individual sorts and the

factorial analysis of group sorts, addressed all of the research questions. The
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sample size of 15 head teachers and 15 principals proved adequate for purposes
of the research questions and the use of {} methodology. The participant patterns
of opinion and factors revealed during the study were similar to schools of
thought on the issue that emerged during the literature review.

With the exception of ene limitation that was discussed in Chapter 3, none
of the other limitations appeared to affect the collection or analysis of the data,
and no new lmitations emerged during the course of the study. The one
hmitation that appeared to manifest itsell in a noticeable manner was the
collection of non-sort data regarding perceptions in the two countries. The
manifestation took the form of less of this data from the principals when
compared to the head teachers. Although the participant Q-sort did not appear
to be affected by the use of a different proctor in ihe United Kingdom than in the
United States, the collection of this non-sort data may have been affected by the
use of different data collection methods. The principals in the United States, in
lieu of interviews, provided free response data relating to the issue in the form of
written comments. The head teachers, on the other hand, were interviewed and
their comments transcribed by the proctor. This difference in data collection
meant that the principals were somewhat constrained in expressing their
viewpoints as a result of having to write their own comments down when

compared {o the head teachers. Given the significance of this non-sort data in
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corroborating (Q-sort data, this limitation most likely hindered the thematic
interpretation of the factors defined by the principals.

Recommendations

The recommendations of this study, based on the findings and
conclusions, can be focused on three general groups. The first group is those
policy makers charged with the development and implementation of school
performance measures in both the United Kingdom and the United States. The
second group is those individuals who, due to their professional development
plan, could be considered prospective principals and head teachers in the two
countrics. The last category of recommendations is for a slightly less
differentiated group, educational researchers.
For Eduneational Policy Makers

Notwithstanding the inability to generalize the results, this study has
provided valuable insight with respect to school leaders’ perceptions of an issuce
that increasingly knows no national boundaries and is at the forefront of
educational policy. Two recurring perceptions resonated in both the head teacher
and principal groups. Both of these perceptions should be considered by policy
makers as they develop and modify policies regarding school performance

measures.
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The first perception concerned the nature of school performance
measures. School leaders in these two groups perceived the measures had
become a high-profile political issue for both their governments. The support of
performance measures in these primary and elementary schools is hampered by
the perception they are being used more as a political issue rather than to
actually improve schools. Although the participants accepled the political reality
of school performance measures, there was an cqually strong perception that this
is inappropriate and adversely affects the manner in which they are developed
and reported. Several head teachers in the United Kingdom voiced their
dissatislaction with a political climate thal [osters the unofficial ranking carried
out by the media following release of stage test scores.

The second prevalent belief is one that emerged in both the head teacher
and principal representative sorts. This was the belief that performance
measures, when properly developed and placed in perspective, can provide
benefit to elementary and primary schools. Given the accountability overtones of
their initial implementation, the ability of these leaders to see the possible
organizational benefit of these measures should be noted by policy makers. This
indicates that the damage done to the practice of performance measurement in
schools by their inappropriate use might yet be undone by implementation of

more balanced measures.
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The resulis of this study can be particularly useful for those in a position
to influence the manner in which performance measure are perceived and
utilized. That these two groups of participants, with such different chronological
exposure to nationally mandated performance measures, might share common
perceptions regarding the political nature of such measures and the manner in
which they could be helptul is worthy of consideration by policy makers. For
those policy makers whose overriding goal is school improvement, the advice of
these leaders could not be more apparent.

For Prospective Principals and Head Teachers

Ior those education professionals in the United Kingdom and United
States whose career path may lead to the top leadership position in primary and
elementary schools, the opinions and beliefs of the leaders revealed by this study
may have reinforced existing perceptions or provided food for thought.
Whatever the case, a number of recommendations can be drawn from these
leaders’ perceptions that ave appropriate for those aspiring to these positions.

First, it is apparent there are a number of stakeholder equities in a school
oversight system based for the most part on accountability instead of
improvement. The data from this study indicated that the head teachers and the
principals understood the different manner in which their teachers, supervisors,

and parents viewed performance measurement data. Aspiring leaders could
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prepare tor their leadership roles by learning about and understanding those
equities as much as is possible prior to assuming the position. Understanding,
what each group of internal and external stakeholders views as important wili
aid communication of policy, school acheivements, and desired efforts from staff,
The administration of mandated standardized tests is a good example.
The different ways in which this testing, and the subsequent resulis, will be
viewed will be at least as varied as the number of stakcholder groups. Fora
parent audience that is inundated with school rankings in the media based on
these scores, schoo! leaders may wish to convey that this is not a comprehensive
view of the school. One head teacher in this study, whose school had not
distinguished itself in the leagtie tables, relaled how she advised prospective
parents to visit the school rather than rely on such reports when selecting the
school in which to enroll their children. School leaders who can communicate
performance measurement issites sttch as this in the context of individual
stakeholder equities are more likely to be successful in conveying their messages.
The majority of the school leaders in this study understood the benefit of
balanced performance measures despite current policies that [ocus on
accountibility and one measure. Prospective school leaders should ensure they
understand the manner in which such measures can be developed and used so

they can be used to their organization’s advantage. It would be understandable
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for school leaders to avoid the use of anything but mandated performance
measures due to their heavy accountability overtones. However, in doing so,
school leaders would deny themselves an important tool that has been
demonstrated to improve organizational performance. The school leaders in this
study understood that other social and economic factors must be considered
when developing and implementing performance measures. For those who
aspire to be head teachers and principals, distinguishing incorrect application of
performance measures from their beneficial use could be key to accurately
reporting school progress and focusing limited resources.

For Educational Researchiers

For educational rescarchers, this study’s recommendations were twofold.
First, the study provid ed- further validation of Q methodology as an educational
research tool. The richness of data from this methodology, when compared to a
Likert-type survey with no forced distribution, is startling. Clearly, this
methodology can be a very useful tool for educational researchers who are
conducting qualitative studies. The second recommendation of this study
concerns potential areas for further study of internal and external stakeholder
perceptions on this extremely relevant issue.

The use of Q methodology in this study provided remarkable insight as to

the perceptions and opinions of these leaders. The range of educational research
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issues that could benefit from such a revealing qualitative methodology is vast.
Stmplistic surveys that do not explore the full range of participants’ beliefs on
these issues will be hard-pressed to provide similarly meaningful data. This
methodology can be especially useful in understanding the human component of
the complex issues that face the cducational community.

Q methodology challenges the participant to consider many dimensions of
a particular issue and their own beliefs in a remarkably unique way. In addition
to weighing the opiion statements against their own beliefs, participants must
wetgh the statements against each other. This instrument, by forcing the
participant to rank order the statements, allows meaningful and interdependent
data to emerge. The format forces participants to consider their own views
against a myriad of other viewpoints on that issue. Following the factor analysis,
the data allow for substantive qualitative interpretation by the rescarcher.
Themes can be examined on an individual or group basis. For analyzing a
groups’ sorts, any clustering of opinion can provide a revealing window into
shared perceptions and beliefs.

Just as the perceptions of these principals and head teachers have
provided valuable insight into the perceptions school leaders have regarding
performance measures, similar benefit may be obtained from examining other

stakeholders within the educational systems of both couniries. Teacher sample
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groups that completed sorts with a more applicable (Q-set of statements might
provide these leaders, among others, with useful insight for tailoring the use of
performance measures to their unique organizational climate. Parents, another
important stakcholder in the use of performance measures in schools, might
provide valuable insight as to how they view their use, and in doing so, reveal
areas that should be addressed. A number of studies have examined the effects
of accountability based systems for school oversight. An examination of the
blame associated with failing schools in New Zealand and England (Thrupp,
1998) was one such study that contrasted the school inspection regimes in the
two countries. The effect of these accountability-based systems on stakeholder
opinions and perceptions could be further examined in these efforts to explore
the issue of school performance measures.
Conclusion

The results of this study provide insight as to how these leaders perceive
performance measures should, and should not be, utilized so the measures might
be useful in improving their schools. The message their perceptions send is clear:
use a balanced set of performance measures and they will be accepted and
supported by school leaders and their staffs, The disproportionate weight given
to standardized test scores for purposes of evaluating and ranking schools is

categorically rejected by these leaders. A link between performance measures of
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any kind and funding is similarly rejected. These leaders do agree that the use of
standardized test scores, in concert with other performance measures, can
improve both teaching efforts and school performance.

The head teachers and principals in this study are under no
misconceptions regarding the permanence of school performance measures and
accept that they are finmly ensconced as part of their school governance system.
With this acceplance comes a belief thai further effort in their development and
in‘lp]Bmt}ani(m is needed so that they may achieve their full potential as a

leadership and organizational tool.
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A balanced set of performance measures must be used for schools.
Standardized test scores should be used as the only school performance
measure when evaluating schools.

Elected officials should set school performance measure targets.

School performance measures should be used primarily for evaluating
schools.

Performance measures can be used o assist school leaders in improving their
schools.

Standardized test scores have overshadowed other school performance
measures.

Teacher work-place satisfaction should be equally weighted with other school
performance measures.

Ranking schools using school performance measures serves the public
interest.

School funding based on performance measures must consider social factors
of the community.

School performance measures should be equally weighted in importance.
Pertormance measures for schools assure accountability to taxpayers.

School performance measures can have an adverse impact on student

learning,.

. The underlying goal of school performance measures is to reduce cost.

Parents believe standardized test scores are the only performance measure
necessary for student achievement,
My effectiveness, as perceived by my supervisor, is based largely on one

school performance measure, standardized test scores,
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. The use of performance measures in schools has had a positive impact on
teacher morale,

. School attendance rates should be a major school performance measure.

Ranking schools using balanced performance measures would serve the

public interest better than current systems.

Performance measures are used primarily to improve schools.

Current school performance measures provide a comprchensive view of the

school.

The cffectiveness of school performance measures should be objeclively

reviewed on a periodic basis by the originating authority.

Standardized test scores should nof be used as a school performance

measure,

. Showing progress on school pertformance measures is a major concern of

mine.

Collecting performance measure data places a burden on school resources.

Non-school controlled social factors can directly affect school performance

meastires,

Students should not have to attend schools with unsatisfactory performance

measures,

Performance measures are more appropriate for businesses than schools.

Performance meastres should not be used to rank schools.

The weight of cach school performance measure should not be

disproportionate to the others.

Public perceptions aftfect the number and velative weighling of school

performance measures.

Performance measures should be uniform for all schools regardless of

economic or social conditions.
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School performance measures, such as standardized test scores, can assist

teachers in their instructional efforis.

. School pe1'¥0rm ance measures place an administrative burden on teachers.

. The usc of standardized test scores as a performance measure causes

“teaching to the test.”

. The use of performance measures in schools is a passing “tad” that will soon

be replaced by a new management concept.

Using performance measures to rank schools ignores other important factors.

. USlI]"Ig more than a few school performance measures to evaluate performance

is counterproductive.
My effectiveness, as perccived by my supervisor, is based largely on my

school’s progress on performance measures,

. Public reporting of school ranking, based on performance measures, causes

disruptive competition between schools.

The use of school performance measures to evaluate schools is a politically
charged issue.

Parents use performance measures as a way to differentiate between the
effectiveness of schools.

Funding for schools should be linked to progress on performance measures.
School performance measures are not effective because they have become a
political issue.

Comimunity economic data must be considered when reviewing school
performance measures.

Performance based funding increases the administrative reporting burden for
schools.

Student learning cannot be measured by performance measures.
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Parents and teachers should have a larger voice in deciding what school
performance measures should be used.

The effectiveness of elected officials should not be linked to school
performance measures.

Schools not making progress on performance measures should receive
additional funding,

Schoot leaders are not being engaged in the development of school

PE‘I‘fOI‘]l’] ance measures,

. The use of performance measures to evaluate schools will increase in the

future.

. Standardized test scores will emerge as the only performance measure used

to evaluate schools.

. Parents have not been engaged in ihe development of balanced performance

measures for schools.

. The goals of performance measurement in schools are clearly articulated to

school leaders.
Using school performance measures to evaluate schools diverts serious effort

from assessing schools,

. School performance measures, when used with other performance

assessment techniques, can be helpful to schools.

Performance measures can be useful in the fiscal administration of schools.
School performance measures should be used as a means to obtain more
funding from government.

Performance based funding for schools will be too difficult for government o

effectively monitor.
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60. School performance measures would be more meaningful when combined
with performance measures from other public agencies serving the same
community.

01. The public drive for accountability in schools has limited the benefit of school

performan ce measures.

62. Teachers should play a vital role in the development of balanced school

pE‘TfO]'Iﬂ ance measures.
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I Objcctives of Inyestigation

The objeclive of this study, using Q methodology, is to determine if there are any patterns of
perception on the research issue. This methodology will be used to examine the attitudes and
pesspectives principals and headmasters have with regard to the use of performance
measuremant in their schoels. Although these two groups have a similar level of leadership
responsibility in that elementary and primary schools are roughly equivalent, national level
performance measures have been in use substantially longer in the United Kingdom. This
difference, coupled with the obvious geographic and curriculum differences, may reveal useful
knowledge of similarities or differences both within and between these two leadership groups. The
null hypatheses is that no patterns of perception will emerge from these participants.

11 Explanalios for Use and Description of Subjects

The selection of the participants wilt be based on access and willingness to paricipate. In the
United States, the researcher will enlist the services of Dr. Judy Poppel for data collection. Dr.
Poppel is a retirad Duva! County elementary schoo! principal who will utilize convenience
sampling 1o select participants, cortacting them Initially via telephone. The dala collection in the
United Kingdom will be accomplished by the researcher. The parlicipants will be selected based
on an affirmative response to a letter requesting their participation. The sample lelter is attached.
The pool from which the parlicipanis are to be recruited is primary schools in Gloucestershire
County, United Kingdom and elementary schools in Duval County, Florida, United States. The
{otal number of paricipants will be thifly, divided evenly between the United Kingdom and the
United States.

There are no experimental aspects of this study. This study will uiilize the standard Q
methodology to collect data. Bias in selecting participants is not a factor for this research
methodoiogy.

I cthods edutre

The instrument begins by asking the panicipant to provide demegraphic data on their location,
years in present position, school enroliment, and what type of training, if any, they have received
on performance measurement. Detailed directions, explaining each slep of the data collection
effort, will be used in conjunction with the proctor to guide the paricipant. A "prompt”, explaining
the context of the statemenis, is the {irst step of the actual g-sorl. The participant is asked to
review the statements, provided in a list and on separate cards, in no parlicular order so as o
gain an understanding of the themes. Foliowing this review, paricipants will be asked 10 conduct
a g-sort of the statements. The g-sort of the statements wiil be a forced distribution and rank
ordergd on a scale of +6 for Strongly Agree to -6 for Strongly Disagree, where zero is neutral. The
statements wil! be grouped along this response scale by the parlicipant afier they consider the
statements as compared to their own opinions and perceptions. A proctor wili record he
responses and conclude the interview by recording feedback on the research methodology and
the statements from the participant. The data will be analyzed using software designed for Q
methodology. The software and data will be stored on the Principal Investigator's personal
computer, where only he wilt have access to it. Data will be reported in ah aggregated and
anonymaous manner.

IV,  Assesernent of Risks and Benefits to Human Subjects
Rev. 1/30/2002
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Participants wilt have an opportunity {o learn mare aboul the Q1 methadotogy as a research tool.
The findings of this intemational study will alsa provide the parficipants with insight of their peer's
attitudes, both in the United States and the United Kingdom, towards a current issue for schoals.

There are no knewn risks in this study and no known tisk of injury.

Measurgs 1o Protect Human Subjects

This research methodology presents na risks to the salely of the parlicipants.

Methods of Obtaining *Informe nsent” frorn Subjec

The procior will arrange an interview with one or more paricipants. At the stan of the inferview,
the proctor will provide a verbal overview of the research objectives and methodolagy.
Participants will then be required to read the informed consent form and agree to paricipate in the

study. Consent will be documented using the aflached infarmed consent form. They will then be
provided with the research instrument.

11ow Resulis Will be UJsed

Data from this study may be published or used in publications. However, the rame and identifying
information of participants will not be published to protect confidentiaiity. Data may be used
subsequently and will be stored indefinitely by the principat investigator on his personal computer.

eenificats £ Principal Investi

1 have read and understand the U.5. Department of Health and Fluman Services procedures concerming
research involving buman subjects as stated in the June 1991, Federal Register announcernent of pelicy, and 1
will ahide by thein In addidon, T accept the following responsibilities:

A. Toncipal Investigatos:

1. 1 wilf obtain approval fromn the IRB priot to iustituting any change in project protorol.
1 will bring to the attention of the IRB the development of any unexpected risks or adverse effects.
3. Tl keep signed consent forms, if tequited, from each experinental subject for the duraton of the
roject.
4, ?uﬂjﬂ sabmit 2 status report at 12 month or shorter lime intervals (as indicated on the 2ppraval letter)
attesting to the current status of the project.
5 If applicable to my project, T have atiached a copy of the informed consent form(s) and a copy of the

test instrument(s) fot ty project. 4—
. . o)
[ aecept the responsibilines indicated abogNF |RB Number. ! g_
[
Approval Date: _l_[,(_E-LA

Principal Investigator Revision Date: T e

Signed:

B. [acuaity Advisor {if student project)

[ have collaborated in the development of the researeh proposal desenbed in the attached znd have
reviewed all of the infomnation enclosed and will oversee the work described. T wall endeavor 1o ensizre that
all of the responsibilities described in “A™ above are fullilled. Conlidential rmaterial and completed
informed consent forms will be maintained in the Department or under its control.
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Revision Date: ——r
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UNIVERSITY OF NORTH FLORIDA

Human Research Conscent Form

Title: Perceptions of School Pedormance Measures: A study of Principals and Headmasters in
the United States and the United Kingdom using Q Methodology

Investigators: Rene Velez, Doctoral Candidate; Dr. Kathe Kasien, Disserdation Chair
Affiliations: None

Contacl Information: Rene Velez - riveravelez@onetel.net, 011-44-124-222.7406;
Dr. Kathe Kasten- kkasten@unf.edu, 304-620-1789

Approved By lustitutional Review Board: Not yet submitted

This is an important form. Please read carciully. It tells you what you need 1o know sbout
this research study. If you agree to take part in this study, you need to sign this form. Your
signature means that you bave been told about the study and what the risks are. Your
signature on this form alse means that you want to take parl io this study.

Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. Refusal to pariicipate in this
research will involve no penaliy or loss of benefits to which you otherwise are eptitied,

You may discontinue parlicipation in this research study at any time withont pearlty or
loss of bencfits you are otherwise entitled to,

What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this study is to examine the attitudes and perspectives of elementary schoao
principals and primary school headmasters have with regard to performance measurement.
Although these two groups have a similar level of leadership responsibility in that elementary
and primary schools are roughly equivalent, national level performance measuwres have been in
use substantially longer in the United Kingdom. This difference, coupted with the abvious
geographic and curticulum ditferences, may reveal useful knowledge of similarities or
differences both within and between these two leadership groups.

UNF IRB Number: T% | f{: _

=
How many participants will take part in this study? Approval Date: efi2 c'{*'
Approximately thirty.
ppro: y thirty Revision Date:

What will happen in this siudy?
Participants will complete a "g-sod” as part of the Q methodoicgy to collect data, The g-scrt
consists of a forced distribution and rank erdering of statements on a scate of +6 for Strongly

IRB #
Status
Approval Date
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Agree {o -6 for Strongly Disagree, where zero is neutral. The staterments should be grouped
along this response scale compared to the participants own opinicns and perceptions.
Participants will also be asked to provide limited demographic data. There are no experimental
procedures associated with this study.

How teng will 1 be in the study?

Forty-five minutes 1o one hour. UNF IRB Number: 0S| oi
Approval Date: ojries

Revisjon Date:

Atre there reasons ] niight leave the study early?

Taking part in this study is your decision. You may decide to stop at any time. You should tell
the director of the study that you wish to stop. In addition, the director of this study may stop you
from taking part if it is in your best interest.

What are the risks of the study?
There are no known risks in this study and no known risk of injury.

What happens if I am injured because I took part in this study?
NIA

(1f mare than minimal risk, will § be compensated il injured? Will medical ireatment be
provided? Il so, what will i{ constst of? Where can 1 get further information on this matter?)
NI

Are there benefits 1o taking part in this study?

You will have an opportunity to learn more about the Q methodelogy as a research tool. The
findings of this international study will provide you with insight of your peers' attiludes towards
performance evaluation. If you desire, you will be provided with an abstract of the completed
study.

What other choices do I have if I do not take pant in this study?
NiA

Atre there any manetary or other compensation or inducements for my taking par in this subject?
No,

IRB #
Status
Approval Date
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UNF iRB Number: % &_'{Di .

Are there any financial costs (o me to take part in this study? Approval Date: {Dﬂ i !-95—
No.
Revision Date:

What are my rights if' | take part in this study?
You do not have to take part in this study; but if you do, you may stop at any tima.
You do not give up any of your rights by taking part in this study.

What about confidentiality?
Data from this study may be published or used in publications. However, your name and
identifying information will not be published.

Explain your method further

Before beginning the g-sort you will be provided an opperiunity to review hackground
information on the issue and the opinion statements that will be used for the sarl. The dala
cellection is accemplished by reviewing and sorling sixty-two opinion statements an a graduated
scale, These statements of opinion will address the use of performance measures in schaols.
The principai investigator or his assistant will record your responses on a form.

Will there be audiotaping or videctaping? If so, will 1 get to view them before they are used?
Who witl review lapes besides the researchers? Who will have access to the tapes? When wil
they be destroyed?

(Note — If tapes are to be used outside of the research project, a separate release form shauld be
vbtained)
There witi be no audiotaping or videotaping during this study.

Who can answer my questions?

You may talk to Rene Velez at any time about questions and concerps you may have about this
study. You may contact Rene Velez at his home in the United Kingdom, 011-44-124-222-7406,
33 Redgrove Park, Cheltenham, Glos. GL51 6QY. Allernatively, you may also conlact his
Dissertation Chair, Dr. Kathe Xasten, at the Universily of North Florida, kkasten@unf.edu, (504)
620-1789.

You may get further information aboul UNF policies, the conduct of this study, the rights of
research subjects or if you suffer injury related to your participatian in this rasearch project from
the Chair of the Institutional Review Board, Dr. Kathaleen Bloom, at (304) 620-2684.

IRB #
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I have had an opportusiity to have my questions answered. | have been given a copy of (his form.
1 agree to take parl in this study. ] am over 18 years of age,

1 am at least 18 years old. . (initials)

I have had the study that I am agreeing lo participate in explained to me to my satisfaction.
(initials)

I have had the opportunity to ask any questions that | may have had regarding this study.
{initials)

1 agree to participate in (sfudy hame) Perceptions of School Perfonnance Measures: A
Study of Principals and Headmasters in the Linited States and the United Kingdom using Q
Msethodology  being conducted by

(PI) _ Rene Velez _ and the University of North Florida.

Dae Printed Name of Participant
Signed Name of Participant
Date Printed Name of Individual Obtaining Consent
Date Signed Name of Individual Obtaining Consent
(oA
UNF IRB Number: 05 '

Approval Date: _telpks

Revislon Date:

IRB #
Status
Approval Date
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APPENDIX [: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

Demographic information {please circle one)

School location: US UK
Years in present position: 1 2 3 4 5 6 74

Do you feel your training on performance measures has been adequate? Yes

No

The training was: (circle all that apply)
Workshop Self-Study Class Computer-based
In-Service Training

The student enrollment of my school is approximately:
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APPENDIX E: SORT PROMPT
Performance measures have been used, int varying degrees, by the
business secior both in the United States and United Kingdom for over forty
years. The business sector initially focused on easily measured financial
performance measures to measure success or improvement. There were also
instances where massive data collection efforts were underiaken to provide
information on numerous performance measures. In recent years, the business
sector has learned that a narrow or broad use of performance measures may not
accurately measure performance or provide useful feedback for improvement.
Many organizations in the business sector now use a limited and equally
weighted number of performance measures such as customer data, employee
satisfaction, and internal business processes along with financial performance.
This balanced approach has proved successful for a number of organizations and
has become the predominant use of performance measures in the business sector.
The use of performance measures has spread outside the business sector

to non-traditional areas such as publicly funded education. The appeal of these
easily understood indications of output and success to government and the
public has led to such use in the United Kingdom and United States.
Government agencies have used performance measures as a means to evaluate

schools, enforce accountability, and in some cases allocate funding. The public
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has used these measures as a means o measure student achievement and as
useful information when selecting schools for their children. These performance
measures were also intended to provide school leaders with useful information
in the administration ol their schools. In the United Kingdom, schools are ranked
nationally based on performance measures (test results) that are published in
league tables. In the United States, State accountability systems and provisions of
the No Child Left Behind Act have accelerated the use of such performance
measures nationwide.

In much the same way as financial data initially dominated performance
measures in the business sector, standardized test scores have emerged as the
major indicator of student achievement, and by extension, school performance,
The business sector eventually shifted from such a singular focus as this limited
the potential benefit of performance measurement. A balanced approach, using a
small number of equally weighted performance measures, may provide a more
accurate assessment of school performance and provide useful information for
school leaders. Some propaosed performance measures that may provide a more
balanced approach in education include teacher satisfaction, teacher professional
growth, student attendance, and internal administrative processes. Measures
reflecting student advancement and engagement could also be useful in this

balanced approach.
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