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Executive Summary

The main research question for this evaluation is How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work towards the
goal of improving Maori student achievement? To address this question, the evaluation was designed specifically to

answer the following sub-questions:
e  What is the quality of the overall design, content and implementation of Te Kotahitanga?

e How valuable are the outcomes for the teachers who participate—what new knowledge, understandings and skills

do they develop, and how valuable are these learnings?
e How valuable are the outcomes for Maori students, and what is the impact on other classmates/peers?
e How valuable are the outcomes for whanau?

e How beneficial (or detrimental) are the effects of Te Kotahitanga on school culture (covering any changes in
formal systems and policies; informal practices, or “the way we do things around here”; and underlying beliefs,

values, assumptions and attitudes)?
e  What are the enablers and barriers for getting Te Kotahitanga to work most effectively?

e To what extent is Te Kotahitanga likely to work effectively in other settings and contexts? How sustainable is the

initiative likely to be when ministry investment of resources is scaled back?
e  What are the most critical factors in improving teacher efficacy?

To address these questions, our evaluation team of Maori and non-Maori researchers carried out school visits at 22
Phase 3 and Phase 4 schools participating in Te Kotahitanga. We observed classrooms and professional development
(PD) components, and we interviewed school leaders, teachers, project facilitators, whanau, students and board of
trustees (BOT) chairs. Hundreds of interviews with participants and classroom observations were analysed using
quantitative and qualitative approaches. We also reviewed school and Ministry of Education reports and other
documents, and we reviewed student achievement data and information on other student outcomes from a variety of
sources including official records in the Ministry of Education and New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA).

This executive summary first summarises the evidence addressing each of the evaluation sub-questions to answer the
main research question of How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work towards the goal of improving Maori
student achievement? Next, key findings are highlighted with respect to Te Kotahitanga as a model for teacher
professional development and its impact on teachers’ classroom practice, students and schools, reported in more detail
in the body of the report. Key findings are also presented on the issue of sustainability of Te Kotahitanga as a school-
based teacher professional development programme designed to enhance Maori student outcomes including
achievement in mainstream secondary schools. Finally, we include a set of recommendations emerging from the
evaluation that have the potential to enhance the effectiveness and sustainability of Te Kotahitanga towards improving
Maori student achievement outcomes.
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Summary of Evidence for the Evaluation Questions

To answer the main research question for this evaluation How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work
towards the goal of improving Mdaori student achievement?, the evidence with respect to each of the eight sub-questions

is summarised:

What is the quality of the overall design, content and implementation of Te Kotahitanga?

Across the board and with very few exceptions, teachers, principals, Boards of Trustees chairs, and facilitators were
most enthusiastic about the Te Kotahitanga professional development model, viewing it as a sound and effective
process for improving classroom teaching for Maori students. Teachers valued the interconnected parts of the model,
voicing most enthusiasm for the classroom observations with feedback which they saw as not only improving their
teaching but also improving their ability to reflect on their teaching. Components of the model working well were
facilitator observations with feedback to teachers and co-construction meetings; shadow coaching did not appear to be
well understood or used according to the model. Teachers, principals and other school leaders affirmed that their own
expectations had been raised for and relationships improved with Maori students, and they attributed this shift to Te
Kotahitanga. Teachers were less clear about development of Maori culturally grounded identity as an educational
outcome for students.

The Te Kotahitanga professional development model is associated with improved classroom teaching. In comparison
with classrooms where Te Kotahitanga was not yet implemented, classroom observation results indicate that the
majority of teachers (approximately 75%) evidenced either moderate or high implementation according to criteria based
on the Effective Teaching Profile (ETP). More than one in five teachers demonstrated a high level of implementation of
the ETP in Year 9-10 classrooms across subjects and schools. At the same time, observational data indicate variability
across subjects and schools in the quality of implementation. On average, one in four teachers had not mastered
sufficiently key dimensions of the ETP; in these classrooms, PD needs extend beyond those Te Kotahitanga was

designed to address.

How valuable are the outcomes for the teachers who participate—what new knowledge, understandings and
skills do they develop, and how valuable are these learnings?

Interview analysis confirmed that teachers valued relationship-based pedagogies. The majority of teachers affirmed that
Te Kotahitanga professional development had an impact on classroom instruction leading to enhanced outcomes for
Maori students as well as for all students. Most teachers were able to highlight particular teaching strategies and
methods in their subjects introduced by Te Kotahitanga that had a relational/interaction focus towards improving
practice and outcomes for Maori students. Teachers spoke of change in their classrooms in terms of: (a) change in
teacher beliefs, expectations and understandings; (b) change in teacher agency, and (c) increased teacher job
satisfaction, motivation and empowerment. They described increased experimentation and risk-taking in the classroom;
increased understanding and awareness of Maori students needs such as valuing, respecting and including Maori
students language and/or cultural knowledge; teacher repositioning, co-construction, power-sharing and student-focused
classrooms; group work and cooperative learning approaches; teacher monitoring and related assessment activities; and

an increase in teacher satisfaction, motivation and empowerment.

How valuable are the outcomes for Maori students, and what is the impact on other classmates/peers?

Students reported enhanced valuing of their identity as Maori learners and increases in culturally responsive practices at
most schools; perceptions of school personnel and whanau provide additional support for growing appreciation for
Maori cultural identity in schools. Maori students were proud of Maori culture and identity and felt that, on the whole
and in most schools, they were able to “be Maori” in school rather than having to leave that identity outside the school
entrance in order to succeed academically. When students discussed ways in which the school as a whole either did or

did not demonstrate valuing of Maori culture and language, they gave examples such as use of powhiri, kapahaka and
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waiata, and they were able to define places and people—such as the Te Kotahitanga room, the marae, and Maori
teachers—that helped them to ‘feel Maori’ at school in a positive way. While appreciated by the students, these

examples appeared to be episodic rather than reflecting systemic changes to the overall culture of the school.

Students were able to articulate how teachers showed they valued them as learners and as Maori, and they were able to
discuss how teachers had changed in establishing positive relationships with them as learners. They emphasised the
importance of teachers’ caring about them as persons to support their learning. They commented on how difficult it was
for them to care about how well they did and do the work in classes if teachers made it clear they did not. However,
there were still perceptions among Maori students in a few schools that a ‘double standard’ continued to exist whereby

Maori students were singled out and disciplined for behaviour ignored for students from other cultural groups.

Teachers, facilitators, principals and other school leaders reported improvements in student attendance, participation,
motivation, and engagement in school and classroom learning activities. There is numerical evidence of enhanced
student retention and increases in Maori student enrolment in the senior school and National Certificate of Educational
Achievement (NCEA) credit attainment at Year 11 for Phase 3 schools in comparison to 12 matched comparison

schools.

Systematic comparisons of Year 11 student performance between the 12 Te Kotahitanga Phase 3 and 12 matched
schools reveal higher increases (gain) across 2004-2008 in the percentage of Year 9 entrants attaining NCEA Level 1 in
Year 11; Te Kotahitanga schools also evidenced twice the increase in this percentage gain than the average gain
nationally. These comparisons also reveal lower achievement outcomes for literacy and similar achievement outcomes
for numeracy at NCEA level 1 in 2008.

Systematic comparisons of Maori student NCEA achievement at Te Kotahitanga Phase 3 schools compared to matched
schools reveal statistically significant differences favouring the Te Kotahitanga schools in mathematics, physics and
science, and no differences across the two groups of schools in English and history. NCEA findings, however, are early
days for the Phase 3 schools, where the first student cohort to experience full implementation of Te Kotahitanga did not
reach Year 11 until 2008. It would be inappropriate to make NCEA comparisons at the Phase 4 schools where no
student cohort had yet experienced full implementation and thus reached Year 11 by 2008-2009.

Te Kotahitanga schools were associated with a higher mean percentage of the total school population at Year 13 who

gained University Entrance in comparison with the 12 matched comparison schools.

How valuable are the outcomes for whanau?

For whanau whom we interviewed, Te Kotahitanga was associated with major changes in the way their children
approached school and their motivation to do well. Most stressed that while they themselves had never enjoyed coming
to school, their children were enthusiastic about school and did not have to be persuaded or forced to attend. They
valued high achievement for their children, and many emphasised whanau expectations that their young people would
do better in school than the previous generation of Maori. They also valued that their children were ‘able to be Maori’
while learning, unlike how they themselves recalled feeling about being in school. At a few schools, whanau were
critical of the extent to which Maori culture and te reo were supported, and they felt that their children had to struggle to
be both Maori and high achievers at school.

The commitment of Maori whanau and the school community to Te Kotahitanga and to Maori student achievement in
the mainstream requires ongoing communication and information sharing. Present communication strategies with
communities are tenuous, nor are effective strategies for engaging with Maori whanau evident. Enhanced
communication links would further support sustainability, particularly in periods of change in school leadership. These

links were not key elements in Te Kotahitanga as implemented during Phases 3-4, but future development of such
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linkages would enhance the model and school capacities to support achievement and other positive outcomes for Maori
students. To some extent, the small sample of whanau whom we interviewed can be viewed as an indicator of less than

optimal levels of involvement and communication with Maori families.

How beneficial (or detrimental) are the effects of Te Kotahitanga on school culture (covering any
changes in formal systems and policies; informal practices, or “the way we do things around here”;
and underlying beliefs, values, assumptions and attitudes)?

School leaders, teachers and students noted a focus and a change in the relationships within the school as a result of the

Te Kotahitanga programme.

Principals were able to articulate achievement targets and achievements for students, but these were not always shared
with the school community including teachers, facilitators, whanau and the Boards of Trustees. Chairs of Boards of
Trustees and particularly whanau expressed the desire to know more about Te Kotahitanga and an interest in closer
connections between the school and its community. There is, for example, potential for improving the use of the Marae

and facilities in enhancing these relationships.

Te Kotahitanga has created new professional leadership opportunities in schools, including facilitation, mentoring, and
leadership skills for teachers through the creation of new roles. There is less evidence of leadership distributed across
the school with respect to responsibility for the GPILSEO framework; the support of Deans, Heads of Departments and
DPs is more philosophical than structural. In a few schools there is evidence that this power has been shared with
leadership opportunities extended for Maori students with the creation of mentoring roles, prefect and head boy/girl

positions.

Schools struggle over the dilemma of voluntary participation or full inclusion of staff. Shared problem-solving and
decision-making by co-construction teacher groups work best when all members of the group are participating in Te
Kotahitanga and can be prohibitive when some are not. The implementation of the programme can initially cause
division amongst staff as some are resistant to change, although there is evidence that this dissipates after time. There
continue to be concerns at some schools that targeting of Maori student achievement may be misconstrued as deficit
theorising in attributing less than satisfactory outcomes to the students and their families rather than schools and

teachers assuming agency for student results.

Principals generally indicated that Te Kotahitanga had not had significant impact on other school practices and/or
school policy. Their discussions of the programme emphasised the teacher change in developing the Effective Teaching
Profile rather than the GPILSEO framework and how it had impact on their school overall. Thus, they did not generally

see Te Kotahitanga as a school reform initiative, but rather as focused on teacher professional development.

What are the enablers and barriers for getting Te Kotahitanga to work most effectively?

The Te Kotahitanga professional development model works best when: it has active support from the school’s
leadership team, particularly the principal and the other senior managers; the leadership team views it as an essential
vehicle to improve academic achievement of Maori students; and there are effective communications between the

school’s senior management team and the lead facilitator.

Trained facilitators are critical to the success of this professional development model. Facilitators as well as teachers
affirmed that the facilitator role required expertise in Maori culture and its relationship to culturally responsive
classroom pedagogy; subject matter expertise that they can connect with culturally responsive pedagogy; and the
process of working with teachers and other adult learners. This is not a role that can be shifted to other personnel in the
school who have not developed this expertise. The challenges for facilitators in providing effective professional

development support for teachers included uneven availability of: curriculum expertise for ETP exemplars across
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different subject areas; timely student outcome data for feedback to teachers; and differentiated PD activities to
accommodate teachers at different stages of implementation, expertise and cultural knowledge. Enabling teachers in the
different subject areas who have demonstrated high levels of implementation of the ETP to play a greater role in

mentoring other teachers could provide a way forward as well as recognise teacher leadership.

The Te Kotahitanga professional development model appears to function best when there is stability in the facilitation
team; when most facilitators are based within the school thus connected to its school community; and either full-time or,
if part-time, have a sufficiently flexible schedule for project responsibilities; and all facilitators have sufficient training

around issues of culture, pedagogy and subject knowledge.

Planning for the implementation of Te Kotahitanga is crucial to the success of the programme as new staff needed to be
employed, provision to timetables needed to be made and physical space appropriated. The interview data demonstrate
that the physical space given to the programme signals the importance and permanence of the programme to staff and
students. Some schools indicated that initial implementation is challenging for schools given the necessity of making
changes to systems and structures to accommodate Te Kotahitanga. Principals felt that networking and/or mentoring
relationships with colleagues more experienced with the model could have assisted in this process and expressed

interest in playing this role for schools new to Te Kotahitanga.

To what extent is Te Kotahitanga likely to work effectively in other settings and contexts? How
sustainable is the initiative likely to be when ministry investment of resources is scaled back?

Principals emphasised sustainability of Te Kotahitanga was dependent on continued resources and expertise associated
with the facilitator role, although some principals explored ideas for embedding the culture of Te Kotahitanga in school

relationships and related school processes including staff appraisal and peer support networks.

The BOT chairs who were interviewed also emphasised that sustainability of Te Kotahitanga depended upon both
people and financial resources, and they expressed concern about funding being reduced or withdrawn. They generally
saw the lead facilitator’s role as key to sustainability. They emphasised existing budget limitations and wondered aloud
whether their Boards would support re-directing funds from other initiatives in order to continue funding Te
Kotahitanga should targeted Ministry of Education funding end.

Sustainability of Te Kotahitanga is currently dependent upon delivery of professional workshops and hui from the
Waikato research team to develop school leader and facilitator skills and expertise in support of the initiative. Without
the availability of ongoing training and mentoring opportunities, there is risk of losing expertise needed to sustain

teacher professional development programme towards enhancing Maori student outcomes in mainstream schools.

Without better access to student outcome data on a regular basis, teacher participation in the professional development
activities may wane once teachers themselves feel they have mastered the critical components or no longer have interest
in doing so. Sustainability will require more efficient and relevant data on student outcomes at the school level for
teacher use throughout the year. With some exceptions, the present data collection and reporting systems are not

achieving this.

What are the most critical factors in improving teacher efficacy?

There is agreement across school personnel at all levels that the role of lead facilitator is central to Te Kotahitanga with
its focus on teacher professional development towards the Effective Teaching Profile towards enhancing student
outcomes for Maori in the mainstream. There are also concerns that integrating the role within the school with
additional professional development coordination duties could have a negative impact on programme effectiveness if

responding to multiple initiatives shifts the focus away from Maori student achievement. There was strong support for a
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permanent senior teacher leadership role held by a person with the necessary cultural and instructional expertise so that

this work would continue.

Across schools and across subjects, Te Kotahitanga has communicated effectively to teachers that relationships in the
classroom are important. The success to which these relationships were transferred into successful learning situations
was variable in some subjects and some schools. A key challenge was how to overcome a lack of change in some
classrooms, particularly for teachers shown and perceived to be low implementers. Some teachers may require
additional work and exemplars to assist them in constructing lessons that enable learning relationships to develop in the

classroom.

Factors associated with low implementers were the absence of stated learning outcomes and achievement criteria; low
expectations for students; and classroom management challenges. These classrooms did not evidence culturally
responsive pedagogies of relations, and students did not appear to be engaged as active participants in building
understandings and bringing their own knowledge, cultural identity and experiences to new learning opportunities.
Difficulties being experienced by some teachers indicated professional needs beyond those that Te Kotahitanga is
designed to address. Some may be performance appraisal issues, but these teachers require more support and advice
than Te Kotahitanga is designed to give.

The percentage of high implementers was high, at approximately 2 in 5 at the Phase 4 and 1 in 5 at the Phase 3 schools.
The fact that the percentage of high implementers was highest at Phase 4 schools could be due to a number of factors.
One possibility is that refinements to the Te Kotahitanga programme model might have resulted in enhanced
effectiveness at Phase 4 compared to Phase 3 schools. Another could be that the benefits for teaching practice reach
their peak within two-three years, and teachers may lose momentum for demonstrating high implementation when the
cycle becomes repetitive. Facilitators indicated that it seemed unnecessary to continue to carry out the same
observations and feedback sessions for teachers who had long since demonstrated their skills on the ETP. There could
be further differentiation of the model for the involvement of high implementers. This differentiation could be done by
moving onto senior secondary subjects once a certain level of master is reached in years 9-10. Alternatively, high
implementers along with Heads of Departments could become more active in mentoring others or even serving on the
facilitation team. Such initiatives might also enable the ETP to be better integrated into the different subject areas and

across the senior secondary school.

There also needs to be better access to student outcome data on a regular basis to inform the co-construction planning
meetings. Without this, teacher participation in the professional development activities may wane once teachers feel
they have mastered the critical components or no longer have interest in doing so. Most importantly, the co-construction
teams’ problem-solving and planning processes require these data if they are to focus change based on evidence rather
than collective impressions regarding impact on students. Sustainability will require more efficient and relevant data on
student outcomes at the school level for teacher use throughout the year. With some exceptions, the present data

collection and reporting systems are not achieving this.

Appendix 1 lists reference to specific sections and page numbers of the report where evidence relating to each sub-

question can be found.

Key Findings for PD, Classrooms, Students and Schools

In addition to reporting our findings for each of the evaluation sub-questions, this section reports the evidence with
respect to four “categories” that have more functional utility for educational policy and practice. The first set of findings
is related specifically to Te Kotahitanga as a professional development model, and we then report findings with respect

to impact on teachers’ classroom practice, students, and the school as a whole. This alternative organisation for our
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findings does not introduce new evidence but instead strives to present that evidence for particular constituent or

stakeholder groups including those engaged in professional development design and implementation; teachers and

curriculum specialists; educators and whanau/families; and school leaders and the school community. These include

evidence around the issue of sustainability for Te Kotahitanga in schools.

Findings for Te Kotahitanga as a professional development model

Across the board and with very few exceptions, teachers, principals, Boards of Trustees chairs, and facilitators
were most enthusiastic about the Te Kotahitanga professional development model, viewing it as a sound and
effective process for improving classroom teaching for Maori students.

Teachers valued the interconnected parts of the model, voicing most enthusiasm for the classroom observations
with feedback which they saw as not only improving their teaching but also improving their ability to reflect on
their teaching. Co-construction meetings appeared most effective and useful when all teachers in the group were
trained in Te Kotahitanga and problem-solving was based on student evidence provided to the group on a regular
basis. The implementation of shadow coaching across Phase 3 and Phase 4 schools appeared variable. Data
analysis indicated that some lead facilitators and facilitators were less knowledgeable and/or confident about the
implementation of shadow-coaching in their school. Some teachers also indicated that they were unclear about the
process of shadow-coaching, how it differed from other components of the PD model and/or its contribution to
their ongoing professional development. More attention needs to be placed on facilitators’ knowledge and use of
shadow-coaching and the quality of its implementation within participating schools.

Trained facilitators are critical to the success of this professional development model. Facilitators as well as
teachers affirmed that the facilitator role required expertise in Maori culture and its relationship to culturally
responsive classroom pedagogy; subject matter expertise that they can connect with culturally responsive
pedagogy; and the process of working with teachers and other adult learners. This is not a role that can be shifted

to other personnel in the school who have not developed this expertise.

The Te Kotahitanga professional development model works best when: it has active support from the school’s
leadership team, particularly the principal and the other senior managers; the leadership team views it as an
essential vehicle to improve academic achievement of Maori students; and there are effective communications
between the school’s senior management team and the lead facilitator. It also appears to function best when there
is stability in the facilitation team; when most facilitators are based within the school thus connected to its school

community; and either full-time or, if part-time, have a sufficiently flexible schedule for project responsibilities.

The challenges for facilitators in providing effective professional development support for teachers included
uneven availability of: curriculum expertise for ETP exemplars across different subject areas; timely student
outcome data for feedback to teachers; and differentiated PD activities to accommodate teachers at different stages
of implementation, expertise and cultural knowledge.

Findings for impact on teachers’ classroom practice

Classroom observation results indicate that the majority of teachers (approximately 75%) evidenced either
moderate or high implementation according to objective assessment using criteria based on the Effective Teaching
Profile.

More than one in five teachers demonstrated a high level of implementation of the Effective Teaching Profile in
Year 9-10 classrooms across subjects and schools.
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e  Major changes reported by teachers who were interviewed which they attributed to Te Kotahitanga professional
development were: (a) change in teacher beliefs, expectations and understandings; (b) change in teacher agency,
and (c) increased teacher job satisfaction, motivation and empowerment.

e  Sub-themes associated with these changes included increased teacher experimentation and risk-taking in the
classroom; increased understanding and awareness of Maori students needs such as valuing, respecting and

including Maori students language and/or cultural knowledge; teacher repositioning, co-construction, power-

sharing and student-focused classrooms; group work and cooperative learning approaches; teacher monitoring and

related assessment activities; and an increase in teacher satisfaction, motivation and empowerment.

e Interview analysis confirmed that teachers valued relationship-based pedagogies, and the majority of teachers
affirmed that Te Kotahitanga professional development had an impact on classroom instruction leading to
enhanced outcomes for Maori students as well as for all students. Teachers held varied beliefs about the extent to
which the ETP differed from good teaching generally.

e  Most teachers were able to highlight particular teaching strategies and methods in their subjects introduced by Te

Kotahitanga that had a relational/interaction focus towards improving practice and outcomes for Maori students.

e Observational data indicate variability across subjects and schools in the quality of implementation. On average,
one in four teachers was not observed to be implementing key features of the Effective Teaching Profile. In
addition to an absence of mastery of culturally responsive pedagogies of relations, students in these classrooms
experienced an absence of explicit learning outcomes, criteria for success and high expectations, along with high
levels of off-task and disruptive behaviour likely to interfere with learning. The PD needs associated with low
implementation of the ETP go beyond factors that are the responsibility of Te Kotahitanga and would seem to
indicate the need for good teaching support generally.

e Interview analysis identified ongoing challenges in the attempt to improve practice and outcomes for Maori
students. A key challenge was how to overcome a lack of change in some classrooms, particularly for teachers

shown and perceived to be low implementers.

Findings for impact on students
e  Students reported enhanced valuing of their identity as Maori learners and increases in culturally responsive
practices at most schools, and the perceptions of school personnel and whanau provide additional support for

growing appreciation for Maori cultural identity in schools. Maori students were proud of Maori culture and

identity and felt that, on the whole and in most schools, they were able to “be Maori” in school rather than having

to leave that identity outside the school entrance in order to succeed academically.

e  Students were able to articulate how teachers showed they valued them as learners and as Maori, and they were
able to discuss how teachers had changed in establishing positive relationships with them as learners. They

emphasised the importance of teachers’ caring about them as persons to support their learning. They commented

on how difficult it was for them to care about how well they did and do the work in classes where teachers made it

clear they did not. However, there were still perceptions among Maori students in a few schools that a ‘double
standard’ continued to exist whereby Maori students were singled out and disciplined for behaviour ignored for

students from other cultural groups.

e  Students discussed ways in which the school as a whole either did or did not demonstrate valuing of Maori culture

and language. They gave examples such as use of powhiri, kapahaka and waiata, and they were able to define
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places and people—such as the Te Kotahitanga room, the marae, and Maori teachers—who helped them to ‘feel

Maori’ at school in a positive way.

Interviews with whanau affirmed that their children view school positively, loved coming to school, and had
greatly improved their attendance and participation, which many contrasted with their own more negative

memories of schools and schooling.

Teachers, principals and other school leaders affirmed that their own expectations had been raised for and
relationships improved with Maori students, and they attributed this shift to Te Kotahitanga rather than to the ETP
specifically. Teachers generally did not use the language of the ETP when they discussed Maori learners,
expectations, relationships and pedagogy in the classroom. While they noted the relevance of culture to teaching
and learning, few discussed specifically that the development of a culturally-grounded identity was an educational
outcome for students. The work of facilitators with teachers may require more explicit focus on culturally
responsive pedagogies and how to support learning grounded in students’ Maori identity towards adding to and
enhancing existing conceptions of good teaching. This will also require more dialogue with the Maori community.

Teachers, facilitators, principals and other school leaders reported improvements in student attendance,
participation, motivation, and engagement in school and classroom learning activities which they attributed to Te

Kotahitanga.

There is numerical evidence of enhanced student retention and increases in Maori student enrolment in the senior
school and NCEA credit attainment at Year 11 for Phase 3 schools in comparison to 12 matched comparison

schools.

Systematic comparisons of Year 11 student performance between the 12 Te Kotahitanga Phase 3 and 12 matched
schools reveal higher increases (gain) across 2004-2008 in the percentage of Year 9 entrants attaining NCEA
Level 1 in Year 11; Te Kotahitanga schools also evidenced twice the increase in this percentage gain than the
average gain nationally. Comparisons also reveal lower achievement outcomes for literacy and similar

achievement outcomes for numeracy at NCEA level 1 in 2008.

Systematic comparisons of Maori student NCEA achievement at Te Kotahitanga Phase 3 schools compared to
matched schools reveal statistically significant differences favouring the Te Kotahitanga schools in mathematics,
physics and science, and no differences across the two groups of schools in English and history.

Te Kotahitanga schools were associated with a higher mean percentage of the total school population at Year 13
who gained University Entrance in comparison with the 12 matched comparison schools.

Findings for impact on schools

School principals were able to articulate achievement targets and achievements for students, but these were not
always shared with the school community including teachers, facilitators, whanau and the Boards of Trustees.

Across schools and across subjects, Te Kotahitanga has communicated effectively to teachers that relationships in
the classroom are important. The success to which these relationships were transferred into successful learning

situations was variable in some subjects and some schools.

While evident within the schools, there is less evidence that this focus on relationships has been extended beyond
the school to relationships between the school and its Maori community and whanau. Chairs of Boards of Trustees

and particularly whanau expressed the desire to know more about Te Kotahitanga and an interest in closer
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connections between the school and its community. There is, for example, potential for improving the use of the

marae and facilities in enhancing these relationships.

Planning for the implementation of Te Kotahitanga is crucial to the success of the programme as new staff needed
to be employed, provision to timetables needed to be made and physical space appropriated. The interview data
demonstrate that the physical space given to the programme signals the importance and permanence of the

programme to staff and students.

Some schools indicated that initial implementation is challenging for schools given the necessity of making
changes to systems and structures to accommodate Te Kotahitanga. Principals felt that networking and/or
mentoring relationships with colleagues more experienced with the model could have assisted in this process and

expressed interest in playing this role for schools new to Te Kotahitanga.

Te Kotahitanga has created new professional leadership opportunities in schools, including facilitation, mentoring,
and leadership skills for teachers through the creation of new roles. There is less evidence of leadership distributed
across the school with respect to responsibility for the GPILSEO framework; the support of Deans, Heads of
Departments and DPs is philosophical rather than structural. In some schools there is evidence that this power has
been shared with leadership opportunities extended for Maori students with the creation of mentoring roles, prefect

and head boy/girl positions.

The implementation of the programme can initially cause division amongst staff whose different perspectives on
enhancing student achievement may result in resistance. There is evidence that resistance to the programme
dissipates over time, but schools still struggle over the dilemma of voluntary participation or full inclusion of staff.
Shared problem-solving and decision-making by co-construction teacher groups works best when all members of

the group are participating in Te Kotahitanga and can be prohibitive when some are not.

Schools leaders, teacher and students noted a focus and a change in the relationships within the school as a result
of the Te Kotahitanga programme. The classroom observations indicate that further emphasis on fostering learning

relationships between students within some classrooms is needed.

There continue to be concerns at some schools that targeting of Maori student achievement may be misconstrued
as deficit theorising in attributing less than satisfactory outcomes to the students and their families rather than

schools and teachers assuming agency for student results.

Whanau at a few schools were critical of the extent to which Maori culture and te reo were supported, and they felt
that their children had to struggle to be both Maori and high achievers at school. There is evidence from our school
visits that a few staff at a few schools engaged in deficit theorising and racist attitudes, seen by students, teachers

and whanau as continuing to impede progress for Maori students at those schools.

Principals generally indicated that Te Kotahitanga had not had significant impact on other school practices and/or
school policy. Their discussions of the programme emphasised teacher change in developing the Effective
Teaching Profile rather than the GPILSEO framework and how it had impact on their school overall. They did not
generally regard Te Kotahitanga as a school reform initiative, but rather as focused on teacher professional

development.
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Findings for sustainability of Te Kotahitanga in schools

School leaders emphasised that sustainability of Te Kotahitanga at their schools was dependent on three factors:
(a) the lead facilitator role, performed by a professional with the necessary cultural knowledge, secondary
curricular and pedagogical expertise, and credibility and skill in providing technical advice and support to
teachers; (b) individualized expert advice to teachers and support for co-construction team activities; and (c) the
availability of ongoing expert training and consultation as had been provided by the University of Waikato

research team.

There is agreement across school personnel at all levels that the role of lead facilitator is central to Te Kotahitanga
with its focus on teacher professional development towards the Effective Teaching Profile towards enhancing
student outcomes for Maori in the mainstream. There are also concerns that integrating the role within the school
with additional professional development coordination duties could have a negative impact on programme
effectiveness if responding to multiple initiatives shifts the focus away from Maori student achievement. There
was strong support for a permanent senior teacher leadership role held by a person with the necessary cultural and
instructional expertise so that this work would continue.

Principals emphasised that sustainability of Te Kotahitanga was dependent on continued resources and expertise
associated with the facilitation team, although some principals explored ideas for embedding the culture of Te
Kotahitanga in school relationships and related school processes including staff appraisal and peer support

networks.

BOT chairs also emphasised sustainability of Te Kotahitanga depended upon both people and financial resources,
and they expressed concern about funding being reduced or withdrawn. They generally saw the lead facilitator’s
role as key to sustainability. They emphasised existing budget limitations and wondered aloud whether their
Boards would support re-directing funds from other initiatives in order to continue funding Te Kotahitanga should

targeted Ministry of Education funding end.

While also important, the role of additional facilitators in schools has presented various challenges to schools
regardless of targeted Te Kotahitanga funding. Reasons for this include staff time, expertise and credibility around
issues of culture, pedagogy and subject knowledge. Further, the evidence on uneven implementation of the
Effective Teaching Profile, despite length of participation, suggests that teacher participation could be better
differentiated. Enabling teachers in the different subject areas who have demonstrated high levels of
implementation of the ETP to play a greater role in mentoring other teachers could provide a way forward as well

as recognise teacher leadership.

Sustainability of Te Kotahitanga within the Phase 3 and Phase 4 model is dependent upon delivery of professional
workshops and hui from the Waikato research team to develop school leader and facilitator skills and expertise in
support of the initiative. Without the availability of ongoing training and mentoring opportunities, there is risk of

losing expertise needed to sustain teacher professional development programme towards enhancing Maori student

outcomes in mainstream schools.

Without better access to student outcome data on a regular basis, teacher participation in the professional
development activities may wane once teachers themselves feel they have mastered the critical components or no
longer have interest in doing so. Sustainability will require more efficient and relevant data on student outcomes at
the school level for teacher use throughout the year. With some exceptions, the present data collection and

reporting systems are not achieving this.
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The commitment of Maori whanau and the school community to Te Kotahitanga and to Maori student
achievement in the mainstream requires ongoing communication and information sharing. Present communication
strategies with communities do not appear to be effective, nor are effective strategies for engaging with Maori
whanau evident. Enhanced communication links would further support sustainability, particularly in periods of

change in school leadership.

Recommendations based on Evaluation Findings

Based on the findings from this evaluation, the following recommendations are made:

For teacher professional development

1.

There should be continued support for the Te Kotahitanga professional development model as a viable process for
improving classroom teaching, and particularly teachers’ ability to teach Maori students. Schools require further
advice and technical assistance to determine how they can institutionalise the model without relying on an ongoing

stream of additional funding.

Given the key role of the lead facilitator and the importance of trained facilitators who are critical to the Te
Kotahitanga professional development model, there should be encouragement for development of alternative
training formats such as university-based programmes along the lines of the RTLB professional, postgraduate

programme leading to a formal qualification.

Since schools have at least some teachers who are implementing the effective teaching profile at a high level,
consideration should be given to facilitation teams that include more opportunities for high implementer teachers
to serve part-time as facilitators for limited time periods, especially to provide subject-specific advice and support.
This offers rich possibilities for developing teacher leadership while addressing concerns that facilitation teams

lack expertise in specific subject matter areas.

Teachers indicated the need for more subject-focused advice on culturally responsive pedagogies, suggesting
possible alignment whereby Heads of Departments and experienced Te Kotahitanga teachers might become more

involved in supporting colleagues in the different curriculum areas where they have expertise.

For classroom instruction

1.

Te Kotahitanga professional development should be recognised for contributing to positive change in teachers’
classroom practice. Analysis of interview data indicated changes in teacher beliefs, expectations and

understandings and teacher agency as well as teacher satisfaction, motivation and empowerment.

Teachers also should be recognised for their role in creating more responsive classrooms for Maori students,
particularly in the area of relationship based and interactive pedagogies. Interview and observational analyses also

confirmed the value of relationship-based pedagogies.

At present the professional development programme does not differentiate between teachers who are working as
‘High’ ‘Moderate’ or ‘Low’ implementers. Teachers have different strengths and challenges, whereas the
professional development programme now represents a ‘one size fits all’ approach. There is a need for more
specific and targeted professional development to better cater for teachers’ needs with more targeted PD goals for

improvement.

Teachers working as High Implementers could be used more effectively in coaching/mentoring activities,
specifically working in classrooms with those teachers who are currently operating at a Low Implementation level.

This recommendation also has implications for school leadership, emphasising the involvement of Heads of
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Departments working alongside other, new teacher leaders both within and across schools. Teacher leaders should

be recognised and their contributions towards ongoing improvement valued.

For students

1.

Whenever initiatives are intended to have an impact on student outcomes, systematic measure of those outcomes
should be reported on an annual basis by the school to the Ministry of Education and to the school’s Board of
Trustees, students and families. For Te Kotahitanga, these data should minimally include an agreed measure of
student achievement as well as achievement-related motivation and/or engagement. There are measures now
available normed in New Zealand to measure each of these and already in use in some schools, some of which
may require disaggregated norms for Maori students as well.

Schools receiving special initiative funding should be provided a template and technical support for reporting
required student outcome data annually to the funding agency in a format that is consistent across schools. These
data should also be shared annually with school personnel, parents and their Boards of Trustees. Minimally, these
data should include the overall data and data disaggregated by ethnicity covering: average percentage daily
attendance; retention as a percentage of students returning to school in the year following their 16th birthday; the
total number of suspensions, stand-downs and expulsions; and numbers and levels of streamed groups including

percentage composition by ethnicity.

The Ministry of Education should also provide technical support to schools as needed in order for them to
establish reliable data management systems and designated school personnel who will be responsible for these
data.

If achievement results are expected to be demonstrated beyond the year groups affected by a project or initiative,
there should be systematic planning for extending an appropriate level of project activities. For the Te Kotahitanga
project, for example, this could comprise selected facilitator observations and feedback sessions focused on NCEA
subjects in the senior secondary school for teachers once they have demonstrated mastery in the junior school,

rather than assuming transfer of processes and new skills without scaffolding.

For schools

1.

All schools and particularly mainstream schools with significant Maori populations should establish staffing
patterns, policy and procedures, and cultural advice to teachers across disciplines to support student achievement
in culturally responsive ways. Accountability for these systemic processes and changes should be with the
principal and the senior management team.

There should be focus on high achievement for all Maori students alongside evidence of high expectations
represented by access to enhanced learning opportunities, gifted and talented programmes, and appropriate
educational supports including lesson differentiation for students with special educational needs

Data should be collected, analysed and summarised in a manner appropriate for use by school personnel to
improve instruction and programmes. Summaries of student outcome data should also be shared on a regular basis
with teachers, whanau and the students themselves. Whanau and students should be included in the feedback loop
and given opportunity to participate in the visioning and goal setting for the school. This includes creating
opportunities for whanau to participate in reform; some schools may need to address relationships with whanau
and local iwi given evidence that historical disputes and/or past schooling experiences for whanau at the school

were seen as barriers to participation.
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There needs to be an expectation of overall school change associated with Te Kotahitanga driven by school
principals and other school leaders accountable for that change. This should include consideration of the
implications for specific school and personnel systems such as supports for provisionally registered teachers,
professional mentoring, performance management, professional development activities, curricular reform, and

relationships with the community and families.
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Chapter 1: Te Kotahitanga and the Focus of
the Evaluation

The main research question for this evaluation is How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work towards the
goal of improving Maori student achievement? To address this question, the evaluation was designed specifically to
answer the following sub-questions:

e  What is the quality of the overall design, content and implementation of Te Kotahitanga?

e How valuable are the outcomes for the teachers who participate—what new knowledge, understandings and skills

do they develop, and how valuable are these learnings?
e How valuable are the outcomes for Maori students, and what is the impact on other classmates/peers?
e How valuable are the outcomes for whanau?

e How beneficial (or detrimental) are the effects of Te Kotahitanga on school culture (covering any changes in
formal systems and policies; informal practices, or “the way we do things around here”; and underlying beliefs,

values, assumptions and attitudes)?
e  What are the enablers and barriers for getting Te Kotahitanga to work most effectively?

e To what extent is Te Kotahitanga likely to work effectively in other settings and contexts? How sustainable is the

initiative likely to be when ministry investment of resources is scaled back?
e  What are the most critical factors in improving teacher efficacy?

It is important to qualify that this evaluation report and the findings reported here are focused on Phases 3-4 of Te
Kotahitanga led by the University of Waikato research team. Prior to the preparation of this synthesis report across
these two phases, the VUW evaluation research team submitted two separate interim evaluation reports in March 2009
and June 2009 that were focused on the findings from data collection at Phase 3 and Phase 4 schools, respectively. The
two interim reports were prepared for the Ministry of Education and for the University of Waikato Te Kotahitanga
research team, hence were available to inform the design of Te Kotahitanga for Phase 5. Thus, aspects of the Te
Kotahitanga design and approach for Phase 5 differ from those used in Phases 3-4, including modifications made by the
project in response to issues arising from our interim findings. A comprehensive, authoritative description of the current
Te Kotahitanga model as it is being implemented in Phase 5 schools from 2010 can be found in Bishop, O’Sullivan, and
Berryman (2010).

This chapter, therefore, focuses on description of Te Kotahitanga as it was implemented in Phase 3-4 schools and as

evaluated at those schools and reported here.

Overview of Te Kotahitanga

Te Kotahitanga is a professional development programme designed for secondary school teachers with a focus on Years
9-10. Its purpose is to help teachers improve achievement of Maori students by focusing on relationships between
themselves and the students within a cultural pedagogy of relations. It does this by implementing strategies and

processes that recognise the importance of culture as found in every classroom. These include the ways in which
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participants relate to one another, the context within which the participants interact, the content of what is taught and
learned, and the actual pedagogical act itself. Te Kotahitanga is one of a series of mainstream initiatives designed and
implemented to enhance Maori student educational achievements; Maori students attending schools participating in Te
Kotahitanga will have transitioned to secondary from other mainstream and/or immersion or bilingual school
programmes. Hence, Te Kotahitanga is designed for mainstream secondary schools that include Maori students but are
also delivering educational services to the wide range of students enrolled in New Zealand schools. The model,
therefore, involves school leaders, other school personnel, and especially teachers who are themselves representative of
the wide range of cultural identities found in schools, and where there may be relatively small percentages of Maori

among professionals who interact with and teach Maori students in those mainstream schools.

Of 330 state and state-integrated secondary schools in New Zealand at the time, the Ministry of Education selected the
first 12 Phase 3 schools based on their participation in one of its schooling improvement programmes that provided the
funding source for the project. Selection of the Phase 4 schools was done collaboratively by the Waikato research team
and the Ministry of Education. This selection started with an advertisement in the Gazette calling for expressions of
interest from schools that required information regarding school staff, board of trustees and principal support; indication
that the school’s student management system could accommodate the project’s needs for data; and other criteria. More
than 50 schools responded, and a joint selection panel comprising project leaders along with Ministry of Education
personnel then identified 21 schools invited for Phase 4 based on both the percentage of Maori students on the roll
(generally higher than 20%) and geographic region (to allow the project to extend beyond the Waikato and Auckland

regions where school rolls showed the highest proportion of Maori students).

Table 1 indicates the timeframe for implementation of Te Kotahitanga at the Phase 3 and Phase 4 schools. Phase 3
schools began participation in late 2003 with initial programme preparation followed by the first full year of
participation and training the first teacher cohort in 2004. Phase 4 schools began participation in late 2006 with initial
programme preparation followed by up to three teacher cohorts experiencing their first full training years in 2007, 2008
and 2009.

Table 1: Implementation timeframes at Phase 3 and Phase 4 Schools

Project Year Phase 3 Schools (N = 12) Phase 4 Schools (N = 21)
1% Year 2004 (years 9-10) 2007 (years 9-10)
Training Year Training Year
2" Year 2005 (years 9-11) 2008 (years 9-11)
Training Year Training Year
3" Year 2006 (years 9-12) 2009 (years 9-12)
Full Implementation Training Year
4" Year 2007 (years 9-13) 2010 (years 9-13)
Full Implementation Full Implementation

Training years are those in which cohorts of teachers are using the Te Kotahitanga model and being observed for the
first time. Full implementation years signify that all teachers participating in Te Kotahitanga have been trained in the
model, so that all students across Years 9-10 have exposure to Te Kotahitanga trained teachers. Year 9 students in Phase
3 schools in 2006—the first year of full implementation—will not be in the Year 11-13 student cohort until 2008-2010.
Year 9 students in Phase 4 schools in 2010—the first year of full implementation—will not be in the Year 11-13 student
cohort until 2012-2014. These timelines are important to acknowledge in any evaluation anticipating effects on student

outcomes. Because secondary school students in Years 9-10 are enrolled in different subjects across the curriculum, on
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any given school day a particular Maori student will be exposed to 5-6 different teachers; in the “training years”, some
of those teachers will be participating in Te Kotahitanga and others not. Even in the “full implementation” years,
students will be exposed to various subjects where the teacher is new to the project or may have chosen not to
participate at all. Hence, student exposure to the Te Kotahitanga model is difficult to quantify nor would it be possible
to quantify the quality of that exposure. These are the kinds of complications that make it challenging to track student
outcomes as a function of teacher professional development initiatives and which must be kept in mind in reading this

report.

Te Kotahitanga as professional development

During Phases 3-4, Te Kotahitanga was implemented primarily as a professional development model designed to

enhance teaching and learning towards enhancing Maori student achievement in mainstream secondary schools'.

In contrast to most professional development (PD) initiatives, the origins of and approaches taken by the project were
not based primarily on existing PD theory nor were they driven by professional and adult stakeholder perspectives or
conceptions of how to promote Maori student achievement and culturally responsive pedagogies in mainstream schools.
Instead, the Te Kotahitanga professional development model is grounded in the voices of Maori students as they
articulated what does and does not work for them in school, and how they have been victimised by teacher deficit
theorising coupled with a transmission approach to teaching. The “Effective Teaching Profile” (ETP) of Te Kotahitanga
came directly from the Maori student narratives; as Bishop, Berryman, Cavanaugh and Teddy (2009) explain, “the
narratives [of the students] were used in the professional development part of the project to provide teachers with a
vicarious means of understanding how students experience schooling in ways that they might not otherwise have access
to” (p. 736).

Ministry of Education Note: The evaluations of both Phase 3 and Phase 4 synthesised in this final report were used formatively
in the design of the new implementation phase of Te Kotahitanga. Phase 5 is therefore significantly different in design from
Phases 3 and 4. Many of the modifications are in response to recommendations made within this report. They have been made
through an iterative process of collaboration and critique between the evaluation team, the Ministry of Education and the
University of Waikato Te Kotahitanga team.

Te Kotahitanga in Phase 5 has evolved from being a purely professional development programme aimed at improving teacher
practice, to a wider programme that sets out to achieve whole-school change in addition to improved teacher practice. A stronger
emphasis is now placed on school leadership and evidence to inform teaching practice. These intervention points recognise the
importance of influencing both policy and practice to affect sustainable, whole-school change.

In the Phase 5 model, leaders in each of the participating schools are provided with specific support. This additional support is
provided to enable leaders to increase their pedagogical leadership and establish whole-school policy that supports Maori student
achievement in a culturally responsive environment.

The importance of using evidence to inform practice in Phase 5 of Te Kotahitanga is crucial. It is intended that systematic
measures of student outcomes are reported on an annual basis to the Ministry, the school’s board of trustees, students and
families. While there are some very strong markers of success within this evaluation, it is clear that schools continue to need
support to develop greater capability and capacity in this area. Helping schools to use evidence to inform teaching and learning,
particularly as it relates to Maori, is a strong focus in the Phase 5 implementation model.

There are also some important changes to the design of the teacher professional development programme itself. The evaluation
identifies some of the issues in measuring the success of a year nine and year ten teacher development programme by NCEA
results. In Phase 5, Te Kotahitanga now includes all teachers in a three- year cycle of professional development. As years 9-10
remain a priority group, teachers in this area will begin the process first.

The evaluation also identified that the professional development programme did not differentiate between teachers who were
working at ‘High’ ‘Moderate’ or ‘Low’ implementation in Phases 3 and 4. Undoubtedly, teachers, like their students, have
different learning needs. In response to this recommendation, Phase 5 has more specific, targeted professional development to
better cater for teachers’ needs. New descriptors within the Effective Teaching Profile provide the means for an in-school team to
differentiate the needs of their staff, and to respond in ways that include using high implementers as shadow coaches.

In summary, this evaluation report, has already played an important role in informing the design of Te Kotahitanga. The
professional development model of phase five is significantly different in design, in response to recommendations that are made
within this report. The University of Waikato Te Kotahitanga team and the Ministry of Education are anticipating that these
design changes within Te Kotahitanga will further enable Maori to enjoy education success, as Maori, in English-medium
schools. The Ministry of Education continues to support the philosophies that underpin Te Kotahitanga. It has begun to explore
ways in which wider gains can be made from the knowledge gained within the programme.
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The Te Kotahitanga professional development model links culturally relevant/relationship-based classroom pedagogy
with a site-based process for working with teachers in the classroom. Implementing the Effective Teaching Profile
operationalises the project’s “culturally responsive pedagogy of relations” to establish “a learning context that is
responsive to the culture of the child and means that learners can bring who they are to the classroom in complete safety
and where their knowledge is acceptable and legitimate” (Bishop et al., 2009, p. 741).

The model reflects research on the most effective forms of professional development for teachers. Researchers have
found that professional development that is most likely to have an impact on teaching is sustained over time, focuses on
specific instructional strategies or content areas, involves teachers collectively rather than individually, is coherent, and
uses active learning (Garet et al., 2001; Snow-Runner, 2005). Peer coaching in the classroom is emerging as an
important facet of teacher professional development that is linked with improved student learning (Joyce & Showers,
2002; Neufield & Roper, 2003). The Te Kotahitanga professional model reflects this research. The Te Kotahitanga
programme takes on particular significance given the growing international interest in effective professional
development approaches for teachers of indigenous and other minoritised student populations in mainstream schools
(Castagno & Brayboy, 2008).

Project schools begin by participating in Te Kotahitanga training delivered by the University of Waikato Te
Kotahitanga research team. Over the years of the project, this training has evolved and become highly structured as well
as being driven by ongoing data collection reported to the research team by the schools. The school principal, the lead
facilitator and, over time, additional school personnel including the facilitation team and school leaders are expected to
participate in training opportunities at both the national and regional level. During Phase 3, there was regional
facilitation expertise and support provided to schools from the Waikato team, but this regional support has not been part
of the Phase 4 model and was discontinued at Phase 3 schools in 2008.

The facilitation team

At each school, Te Kotahitanga activities are coordinated by a lead facilitator supported by one or more additional
facilitators with the total percentage of FTE for the team determined based on student and teacher numbers. At a typical
medium size-secondary school, the lead facilitator is a full-time appointment and there will be additional facilitators
who are usually working part-time as Te Kotahitanga facilitators and spend their remaining time in a variety of roles;
these include working with the school advisory services, as a Resource Teacher of Learning and Behaviour (RTLBs),
and teaching within the school. Unless the remainder of the facilitator’s role is as a teacher in the school, part-time
facilitators will be spending set days within the school in that role and travelling to other schools for different work on
the other days. These additional facilitators will also have varied reporting lines, thus not necessarily reporting to the
principal as employees at that school: school support services advisors are employed by the university in that region

running the advisory service, whereas RTLBs are likely to be employed by a school cluster.

The teams comprise a mix of expertise, experience and credibility as facilitators for Te Kotahitanga. Lead facilitators
are generally appointed for their strengths relative to key aspects of Te Kotahitanga and nearly all will have themselves
been master teachers respected by their peers. The majority of the lead facilitators are Maori but a few are New Zealand
European in ethnic origin but genuinely bicultural as professional educators. Their background as teachers will also
dictate their curriculum areas, so that any given lead facilitator is likely to have taught in only 2-3 subjects at secondary
level. Remaining members of the facilitation team are in theory appointed with a view towards expanding subject area
coverage across the curriculum as well as for their personal and professional understandings of Maori education and
Maori culture. The majority of facilitators who are not lead facilitators are not themselves Maori nor bicultural, but they
are all selected for their commitment to Te Kotahitanga and based on their credibility and experiences relevant to the
role.
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Teacher cohorts in the school

Teachers begin the programme in groups of 30 from the same school, and throughout, they have regular meetings with
other teachers to analyse their own progress in teaching Maori students effectively. The effective teaching profile and
classroom coaching focus specifically on teaching strategies and ways teachers position themselves in relationship to
their students. Facilitators who are or have been excellent classroom teachers work directly with teachers in the

classroom to improve their practice.

The professional development model

Bishop, Berryman, Cavanagh, and Teddy (2007) describe the separate components of the professional development
programme as experienced by teachers:

The initial induction workshop (hui) introducing Te Kotahitanga and the model of a culturally responsive
pedagogy of relations

e  Structured classroom observations followed by feedback sessions with teachers

e  Co-construction meetings where teacher teams problem-solve collaboratively based on observational and student
outcomes data

e  Specific shadow-coaching sessions for individualised teacher professional development.

More detail regarding these components is provided in the next section.

Initial hui

The Te Kotahitanga professional development model begins with a three-day hui on the marae. At that time, teachers
meet with the Waikato team; read parts of Culture Speaks (the narratives of experience that ground the programme);
discuss the relationship between deficit theorising, pedagogy, and Maori student achievement; and learn about the
process of the professional development programme itself.

Classroom observations with feedback and shadow-coaching sessions

Observations are carried out in the schools once per term for each teacher in the classroom, involving a facilitator who
observes a teacher’s classroom using an observation tool that is designed to capture various aspects of the effective
teaching profile. Following the observation, the facilitator and teacher meet to discuss the lesson and findings recorded
on the observation tool. In the post-observation conferences, teachers learn to analyse the observation data for
themselves, and to reflect on it with the facilitator; both then establish goals for future growth that will form the basis
for subsequent instructional planning, observation, and feedback.

The professional development model also includes shadow coaching, which follows a similar process except that the
focus of the observation is on something specific that the teacher would like help with and the facilitator gives the

teacher input throughout the lesson rather than providing feedback, privately, after the students have finished the lesson.

Co-construction meetings

In addition to the individual teacher observations, co-construction meetings are also central to the Te Kotahitanga
model. These meetings normally involve small numbers of teachers who teach the same students but in different subject
areas, meeting once every month or two to share concerns and strategies for improving Maori student achievement. The
meeting is led by a facilitator who has observed the teachers in the classroom. The intended focus of co-construction
groups is the analysis of a teaching-learning problem shared by the teaching team, using some form of evidence of
learning and then developing a group goal. At a subsequent meeting, they analyse what they have been doing to

improve their practice relative to that goal. For co-construction meetings to work as intended, teacher participants
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require relevant evidence from both the observations as well as regarding student achievement and other achievement-

related data such as attendance, disciplinary events, and so on.

Sustainability of Te Kotahitanga

Te Kotahitanga as a programme is long-term, and Phase 3-4 schools were assured funding for a six year time period
with the expectation that the programme become self-sustaining over time. In theory, sustainability would evolve as a
function of the expertise and commitment of school personnel. This would occur directly through the PD initiative
providing teachers with the skills and understandings underpinning the Effective Teaching Profile and also indirectly
through higher expectations for Maori across the school that would be reflected in school-wide accountability for Maori

student achievement and other positive outcomes for Maori students.

Te Kotahitanga “uses GPILSEO as a mnemonic device to aid in referencing” (Bishop, Berryman, Cavanagh, & Teddy,
2007, p. 195) so that the reforms flowing from the project are sustainable. GPILSEO requires a school-wide Goal; new
Pedagogy; new Institutions and structures for support: Leadership that is responsive, transformative, proactive and
distributed; strategies for Spreading reform; Evaluating progress; and establishing school Ownership of the reform. Key
school personnel such as principals, deputy principals, deans, and heads of departments were not themselves the
primary focus of professional development, but commitments made at the school level through the principal and the
Board of Trustees were expected to have an overall impact on how Te Kotahitanga schools operate and how they
respect and respond to Maori students and their communities. And though the Board of Trustees must approve the
school’s participation in the project and Maori communities and whanau receive information about the project, their

involvement and participation are not formal components in the programme.

Thus, it is important to qualify that the focus of Te Kotahitanga during Phases 3-4 has been on a generation of the
programme that was primarily teacher professional development, rather than overall school or systemic reform or on the
development of other aspects such as enhanced networks between the school and its Maori community. The evaluation
results in this report are focused on Phases 3-4 of Te Kotahitanga, utilising data gathered and analyses conducted in
2008-2009. The evaluation does not encompass the next generation of Te Kotahitanga as it later evolved in Phase 5,
which will commence in 2010 with the new cohort of schools. Phase 5 is described as having a greater focus on overall
school reform and factors such as accountability, systematic use of evidence on student outcomes at the school and
teaching team levels, and relationships between school and community; this includes highlighting the GPILSEO
framework at school level, discussed in more detail in Chapter 6 (Bishop et al., 2010). Nevertheless, changes made to
the programme in the Phase 5 schools have been informed and influenced by the findings emerging from
implementation in Phases 3-4, including the findings of this evaluation of Te Kotahitanga as primarily teacher

professional development.

In order to address How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work towards the goal of improving Maori student
achievement, our evaluation addresses both the strengths as well as the limitations revealed by findings about

programme impact and sustainability over time.
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Chapter 2: Evaluation Research Method

Our bicultural evaluation research team was contracted by the Ministry of Education to carry out a comprehensive
evaluation of the Te Kotahitanga Programme, led by the University of Waikato Te Kotahitanga Research Project and
implemented in 33 secondary schools on the North Island (12 Phase 3 schools and 21 Phase 4 schools) at the time of the
evaluation. For this evaluation research, we gathered data at all 12 Phase 3 schools and at 10 Phase 4 schools selected as

representative of the 21 schools.

The overall aim of Te Kotahitanga has been to investigate effective teacher professional development strategies leading
to culturally responsive pedagogies and improvements in the educational achievement of Maori students in mainstream
secondary school classrooms in New Zealand. Thus, Te Kotahitanga focuses on professional development support for
teachers across the curriculum to build more effective teaching and learning relationships with Year 9-10 Maori

students in secondary classrooms and improving Maori student learning outcomes.

The primary research question for this evaluation is: How well and in what ways does Te Kotahitanga work towards the

goal of improving Maori student achievement?

To address this overarching evaluation question, we developed the evaluation research design approach; specific data
collection procedures including those for documents review, achievement data records, interviews, and classroom
observations; and sub-sets of evaluation questions appropriate for each aspect and respondent group. These steps were
carried out following the specifications of the original Ministry of Education request for proposals, our proposal, ethics
review, and in consultation with members of a national advisory group, key researchers from the Waikato team, and

senior Ministry of Education personnel with responsibility for the project.

This final report synthesises the information previously reported in two interim evaluation reports based on findings
from evaluation activities at the two sets of schools. The first interim report (March 2009) focused on the 12 Phase 3
schools that began participation in Te Kotahitanga late in 2003 with implementation phased in across 2004-2005, while
the second interim report (June 2009) focused on 10 of the 21 Phase 4 schools that began participation in Te
Kotahitanga in 2007.

This final synthesis report highlights findings based on evidence gathered at the 22 schools. We also summarise issues
and recommendations for consideration in ongoing and future planning that we consider relevant to Te Kotahitanga and
related initiatives directed to the development of culturally responsive pedagogies and enhancing Maori student social
and achievement outcomes.

Overview of the evaluation methodology

The evaluation project was mixed-methods, involving both quantitative and qualitative methods comprising multiple
data sources that informed one another and allowed triangulation of emerging findings (Creswell, 2009).
Comprehensive data were gathered from the 22 schools during school visits and from other sources, including

participant perspectives, review of individual school reports, and student outcome data including achievement results.

To investigate aspects of the teacher professional development model and its impact on classroom teaching and learning
interactions, we conducted in vivo classroom observations following a detailed observation protocol to allow analyses
across the data. We also observed teacher professional development sessions and co-construction meetings and
interviewed a sample of teachers following these sessions in order to clarify and elaborate agenda and issues. To

investigate perspectives of key stakeholders and constituents regarding how well and in what ways Te Kotahitanga
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works towards the goal of improving student achievement, we conducted individual and small group interviews with
teachers, principals, deputy principals, deans, heads of departments, Te Kotahitanga facilitators, Board of Trustees

chairpersons, and focus groups of whanau and the students themselves.

To investigate student outcomes associated with Te Kotahitanga implementation, we utilised multiple data sources
encompassing three broad categories: student achievement, student behaviour, and student attitudes about their learning.
Sources of evidence on achievement and behaviour included formal assessment information as well as school reports
and interviews with various constituent groups. Formal achievement results sourced by our project included Year 11-13
NCEA achievement data for the original 12 schools from the NZQA and the Ministry of Education Benchmark
Indicators databases.

Sources of information on student attitudes about their learning included interviews with school personnel and
whanau/family as well as what the students had to say about their learning, about the project, and about being Maori in
schools. To investigate Maori student perspectives on Te Kotahitanga and on being Maori in their schools, we

interviewed focus groups of Maori students from Years 10 to 13.

We reviewed available data for student social and educational outcomes in Years 9-10 that could show the immediate
effects of Te Kotahitanga, including information about student attendance, retention, percentage representation in
different ability bands for core subjects, percentage representation in the school’s disciplinary statistics, and preliminary
achievement assessments such as asTTle. We reviewed a large sample of Te Kotahitanga milestone reports submitted
by schools to the Ministry of Education; available school data on student outcomes including Year 9-10 assessments

and behavioural data; and interviewed key personnel from the University of Waikato Te Kotahitanga Research Team.

For the Phase 3 schools, we compared longer term Year 11-13 student outcomes in the senior school—where the project
is not directly involved—at Te Kotahitanga schools with student achievement at a matched group of comparison
schools. These data were obtained from the Ministry of Education annual benchmark reports and from records of the
NZQA on Year 11-13 NCEA performance at Levels 1, 2 and 3. The NCEA achievement data analyses include the
percentage of Year 9 students who attained NCEA Level 1 two years later when they were in Year 11 from 2004-2008;
literacy and numeracy attainment; credits attained in Year 11 in different subject areas; and the percentage of students
attaining University Entrance. Where possible, these analyses are disaggregated for Maori learners; in some cases, only
the total school population can be reported where the source databases are not disaggregated by ethnicity. We also
summarised the percentage of Maori and New Zealand European school leavers who had attained at least a Year 12
qualification for the “baseline” years 2004-2007; these data are not included in the report because 2008 results—the
first year in which it would be reasonable to evaluate this outcome for the Phase 3 schools—were not included in the

Ministry of Education benchmark report within the timeframe available to us.

Observations, interviews and focus groups were conducted individually or in pairs by members of the research team
comprising experienced Maori and non-Maori researchers using specific protocols that had been piloted. More
information regarding the observation and interview protocols and questions are provided in the relevant sections of the
report, along with information on how data were analysed using either SPSS (for quantitative student achievement data)
or NVivo (for qualitative data from the interview transcriptions). Transcriptions of interview recordings and observation
notes were checked by the researchers, and coding was carried out by trained and experienced coders familiar with such
data sets according to keywords and phrases. These categories were identified based on reviews of selected interview
transcripts followed by research team group discussions, then cross-checked as data were coded and analysed
throughout coding to allow modifications and additions. Specific analysis procedures are described throughout the

report for particular data sources.
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Bicultural dimension of the evaluation

Given the focus of this evaluation on the nature of teaching and learning activities for Maori students in mainstream
schools, it was crucial that this evaluation research be carried out in adherence with the principles of biculturalism and
that our team encompassed cultural expertise as well as other expertise required for evaluation research. To achieve this,

seven key points are pertinent:

1. The cultural composition of our team includes Maori and non-Maori members both within the VUW research team
as well as being represented by additional international experts experienced in cultural pedagogies and

independent Maori researchers contracted in the regions of the schools participating in the project;

2. Three of the six Maori research team members were involved only in the data collection on site in schools,

whereas the three Maori research team members at VUW took part in every aspect of the evaluation;

3. The research team affirmed Maori cultural protocols at every opportunity during school visits. These included

formal powhiri and less formal elements of mihimihi, hongi me te hariru, waiata, and karakia when appropriate;

4. Whanau group meetings were informal but included whakatau, karakia, sharing of kai, and poroporoaki. Each of
these meetings was led by one of the Maori researchers with another member of the research team responsible for
taking notes. Meetings with students were more formal and constrained by time, but also included Maori cultural
elements whenever possible. We checked back with whanau, students and others to confirm the accuracy of our

notes with what was said, and more detail on these processes is provided in this chapter;

5. There were occasions, though rare, when Maori teachers and whanau members felt more comfortable commenting

in te reo Maori. They were delighted when there were researchers who could reciprocate in kind;

6. The mixed method approach of quantitative and qualitative research was generally welcomed. Teachers in
particular were familiar with the data collection and analyses of formal school assessments but could also
appreciate the need to elicit other kinds of data such as that derived from observations and interviews. On every
occasion, Maori teachers, students and whanau members were enthusiastic about sharing with us what they knew
about Te Kotahitanga, what they knew about constraints in the schools, and what they thought was needed to

address issues of Maori schooling achievements.

7.  Finally, our national advisory group included Maori knowledge, expertise and experience that provided further

input and fresh eyes in reviewing key aspects of the evaluation plan and findings.

Ethics review and approval

As this research involves direct contact with and gathering data from and about school personnel, whanau, and school-
aged students, appropriate and rigorous procedures for participant consent, data collection, and protection of privacy
and confidentiality were followed. These consent protocols, information sheets, and letters distributed to participants to
gain their consent are included in Appendix 2. Participation in observations and interviews was voluntary, according to

the evaluation research requirements.

The proposed data collection approach, data collection measures and questions, and processes for obtaining consent and
protecting the privacy of natural persons (and the identities of the individual schools) were comprehensively reviewed
and fully approved by the VUW Human Ethics Committee. Our ethics protocols guaranteed confidentiality to
individual participants from the schools, including that their identity would neither be revealed in our reports nor would

their schools be able to associate data with particular persons. Even for very small groups where there is a risk that
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someone’s privacy would not be protected (e.g., a BoT chair or the principal), we have attempted throughout the report

to disguise those identities so that they cannot be traced to individual schools and thus identified to others.

All data are kept according to strict ethical guidelines in locked and password-protected files at the Jessie Hetherington
Centre for Educational Research at VUW. These will be kept for a proscribed period of time as required, and raw data

will be destroyed after 5-10 years depending on the nature of the data.

Data collection for the evaluation
Selection of schools

Our sample for gathering data comprised all 12 Phase 3 and 10 of the 21 Phase 4 Te Kotahitanga schools in 2008 to
gather representative data on site at each school systematically. We also visited 10 of the newly selected Phase 5
schools in October 2009 to conduct observations in classrooms focused on four compulsory subjects to provide a
comparison sample of non-Te Kotahitanga trained teachers. In all, we gathered comprehensive data at 22 project
schools (Phases 3-4) and selected comparison data at 10 additional pre-implementation schools (Phase 5).

With regard to the selection of 10 of the Phase 4 schools for our sample, it was not feasible to site visit all 21 Phase 4
schools in order to replicate the methodology used to collect data in the 12 Phase 3 schools. We judged that carrying out
parallel-intensity data collection and analyses at a non-biased sample of 10 of the Phase 4 schools—approximately
half—would be preferable to a more cursory review across all schools. By replicating Phase 3 procedures, we would
also have a comparable data set for comparison across the two phases of Te Kotahitanga to examine for recency and/or

sustainability effects.

There are slight regional variations across the Phase 3 and Phase 4 schools. Phase 3 schools are predominantly located
in Northland, Auckland, and rural regions of the North Island. Phase 4 schools were from three geographic regions—
Auckland, Bay of Plenty and the Waikato. Like the Phase 3 schools, the Phase 4 evaluation sample included both coed
(N=7) and single-sex (N=3) schools, and schools were selected to include tho