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Abstract

School performance evaluation (SPE) and the use of performance indicators is one of the most
common educational reforms sweeping the globe as a consequence of neoliberalism and
increased managerialism in education (Ball, 2012a). Like many countries, Saudi Arabia has
implemented SPE to improve educational outcomes. The School Performance Indicators
System (SPIS) is the most recent programme, but not the first (Al Hakamy, 2008). It was
preceded by many other SPE programmes, some of which operated concurrently. Although
SPE has generated widespread global debate and is known to cause increased workload and
emotional strain on teachers and head teachers (Perryman, Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 2011),
there is a dearth of empirical research into teachers and head teachers experiences of SPE in
Saudi Arabia. This study is aimed at contributing to closing that gap. Giving a voice to an
underrepresented group in research by focusing on female teachers and school head teachers,
specifically, the aim of this study is to explore how they make sense of and experience SPIS
monitoring and inspection visits, as well as their views of SPIS key performance indicators
(KPIs) and accountability within the system. In addition, the study explores the effects of SPE

on their stress levels, workload and morale.

The data collection and analysis are embedded in an interpretivist paradigm, using explanatory
sequential multi-site case study mixed methods. This consisted of administering a
questionnaire to 64 female head teachers and 109 female secondary school teachers in Jeddah.
These data were then enriched by conducting interviews with three female head teachers and
nine female teachers from three schools to gather more in-depth views of SPIS. The conceptual
framework for this study centres upon three main concepts, which are discussed in depth: SPE,

performativity and accountability.

The results of this study point to the importance of teachers and head teachers participating in
the design and implementation of new programmes, aimed at education reform. The study
reveals the impact of centralisation on the reduced efficiency of SPE implementation, which
casts doubt over the efficacy of such education reforms.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Many countries across the world, including the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA), have
established the aim of reforming their education systems, with the goal of promoting their
overall economy and society. Financial returns from international students enrolling at
universities and from scientific research, funded by companies and governments to generate
innovation and create products that will yield high financial returns — as in the field of medicine,
computer programming or smart devices — have made education an important factor in the
growth of national economies worldwide. This is why so many countries are keen to implement
education reform (Au & Hollar, 2016; Bowe, Ball, & Gold, 2017), according to the World
Bank (2008) and OECD (2013). As part of the package of education reform, one of the
recommendations is for school performance evaluation (SPE), which involves the deployment
of performance indicators to evaluate school performance (Ball, 2012a). This type of
assessment is based on data that are collected and documented by head teachers and the
teachers themselves, including students’ exam results and parents’ opinions. According to
Ehren and Swanborn (2012), once collected, they are used as evidence to help judge how well

a teacher or school is performing.

Although there are high expectations of applying SPE and its results, even its supporters do not
deny its negative influence on teachers and schools (McVeigh, 2016). These influences have
become the subject of considerable discussion in the research community, dedicated to school
improvement and teachers’ development, identity, wellbeing and professionalism. In Saudi
Arabia, even though several SPE programmes have been implemented, such as the School
Performance Indicators System (SPIS), where school performance is evaluated according to
specific indicators (see Appendix I), the research to date has failed to ascertain its influence,
particularly from the perspective of teachers and head teachers. Therefore, in this study, head
teachers’ perceptions and experience of SPIS have been investigated, as well as the influence
of SPIS on:

1- School monitoring
2- Head teachers’ stress levels, workload and morale

3- Teachers’ stress levels, workload and morale



4- School improvement and accountability for this improvement (as defined by head
teachers, teachers and SPIS).

These aspects are highlighted as the research focus for several reasons. The first point for
consideration is school monitoring, since most SPIS processes take place during inspection
visits to schools. Therefore, teachers’ and head teachers’ experiences of these visits are
explored. The second and third points refer to stress, workload and morale, which are important
issues that are likely to influence head teachers and teachers. These can be influenced by details
such as the date of the inspection visit, how well staff are prepared for the visit, their

understanding of its purpose or the focus of the inspection, and its results.

Empirical evidence on stress and workload resulting from SPE has been published in a
considerable number of Western studies; for example, (Perryman, Ball, Maguire & Braun,
2011; Perryman, Maguire, Braun, & Ball, 2018), as well as in studies from the Arab world (see
Jaradin, 2004, in the Jordanian context). Therefore, building on that evidence base, the current
research has sought to establish whether teachers and head teachers experience issues of stress,

workload and declining morale as a result of SPIS.

Finally, the relationship between accountability and school improvement is important for
several reasons: the goal of SPE is to improve schools, and its results are then used to judge
school performance, including the performance of head teachers and teachers. Consequently,

head teachers’ and teachers’ voices are crucial in this case.

The current chapter establishes the study setting and gives an overview of the thesis, outlining
the important points of this study. It identifies the research problem, questions and aims, and
presents the main study objectives. Additionally, it clarifies the author’s personal and
professional interest in the topic, together with the study’s significance and outcomes.
Likewise, the conceptual framework of this research is described, and the basic structure of
this thesis and its remaining chapters is outlined.

1.2 Identifying the Research Problem

Saudi Arabia is one of the most important countries in the Middle East and Islamic world, due
to its geographical location, economy and religious status (see section 2.3). For example, its
physical location, with a long border that is shared with the majority of Arab countries in the

Middle East, gives KSA great political importance. The nation is also a member of G20: a



group of the world’s biggest economies. In addition, it is acknowledged as the leader of the
Islamic world, which is made up of around two billion Muslims distributed across the globe.
This is because the Saudi cities of Mecca and Medina host the two most important mosques in
the world: the Haram Mosque and Al-Masjid an-Nabawi.

Saudi Arabia has made considerable efforts to preserve and improve its position as a nation. It
has therefore invested a huge budget in various service sectors, most importantly education (Al
Sulaimani, 2010). In 2018, according to the Ministry of Economy and Planning (2015), KSA’s
education budget amounted to 33% of the total state budget of SR 364 billion. In addition, it
became a member of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in 2005, and that same year,
participated in the International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and the Programme
of International Student Assessment (PISA) (Tayan, 2017). PISA, designed and administered
by the OECD (Rutkowski & Rutkowski, 2016), consists of a triennial international survey,
aimed at evaluating education systems around the world by testing the skills and knowledge of
15-year olds. To date, students representing more than 70 economies have participated in this
assessment since the year 2000 (Carnoy, Khavenson, & Ivanova, 2015). Breakspear (2012)
claims that PISA has had a definite impact on national educational reform and policymaking.
It is designed to monitor outcomes in relation to time, as well as shedding light on the factors
that could account for differences in performance within and between different systems.
Stremfel (2014) explains that PISA results, are:

presented in comparative achievement scales, [aim to] provide an insight into how one
educational system performs in comparison to other systems and also how one
educational system contributes to the achievement of common goals of a particular group
of participating countries. (p.29)

Following every PISA survey, there has been considerable debate over the test in many

countries. For example, Germany’s PISA results for the years 2000 and 2003 shocked the
nation, in what is now known as the ‘PISA shock’ in the education landscape. Because of the
unexpectedly poor results, compared to those achieved elsewhere in the world, Germany was
obliged to reform its education policy (Breakspear, 2012). Meanwhile, in 2012, the PISA
results demonstrated serious underperformance amongst Slovenian students in terms of

literacy, emphasising a critical need for improvement (Breakspear, 2012).

In the Middle East, specifically in the United Arab Emirates (UAE), PISA scores were found
to have improved in mathematics (by 13 points), reading literacy (by 10 points) and science
(by 11 points) from 2009 to 2012 (PISA, 2009). However, in certain other countries, such as



Russia, the PISA results were lower than those obtained from other surveys, whereby Russia’s
TIMSS scores were higher than its PISA results. This has led to extensive debate surrounding

the value of PISA as a trusted assessment tool (Carnoy, Khavenson, & lvanova, 2015).

Nevertheless, despite high expenditure and substantial efforts, the Saudi education system has
ranked very low in these international tests: its last result for TIMMS 2015 was 383 (TIMMS,
2015), which was almost half the score achieved by Singapore in the same test (see Figure 1.1).
It was embarrassing for Saudi Arabia, which subsequently called for education reform,
especially to narrow the gap between economic goals and educational outcomes. According to
Maroun, Samman and Moujaes (2008), it consequently became an important topic of debate
about education in Saudi Arabia, motivating the nation to reform its education system. These
discussions have continued and focused on issues surrounding the quality of Saudi education,
such as the lack of qualified teachers in rural areas; the unavailability of proper training for
new head teachers, and the question of whether there is adequate educational investment in the
population and its skills to enable the Saudi economy to meet future challenges and compete
globally, should oil reserves run dry (Al Hakamy, 2008). Due to various issues, including a
lack of effectiveness, school performance has especially suffered, which has attracted

significant criticism over recent years.

It is against this background that Saudi Arabia has embarked on a programme of reform for its
education system, seeking to find solutions to its problems. As a result, the government has
launched Tatweer: a set of education reforms that reflect the requirements of neoliberalism in
education (Wiseman, Astiz, & Baker, 2013). SPE is especially concentrated in a number of
performance programmes, such as the Education Excellence Award, the Education and
Training Evaluation Commission (ETEC) and SPIS (Ministry of Education, 2019). All these
programmes apply indicators to evaluate school performance (ETEC, 2019; Ministry of
Education, 2019).

Unsurprisingly, SPE and its influence on head teachers and teachers is widely discussed in
many contexts across the world (Ball, 2003; Galton & MacBeath, 2008; Bailey & Colley,
2015). The above-mentioned studies refer to several effects of SPE based on indicators, such
as increased stress and workload among teachers, but also a positive influence on school

improvement (see section 3.4).



In Saudi Arabia, SPE has received considerable attention (for example, see Al Hakamy, 2008;
Alrwgee, 2012), but its influence on head teachers and teachers has not been given the same
importance. It is important to discuss the influence of performativity here, because the
evaluation of school performance is new, with many points that need clarification to avoid

negative effects, as well as numerous areas in need of improvement.

Teachers and head teachers are partners in the education process and the greatest effort in
education always lies in their tasks. In fact, education reform is widely discussed in terms of
the teacher’s role in its implementation and the way that it is approached by teachers; for
instance, whether they contribute to the reform, resist its application, or ignore it altogether
(Fullan, 2007; Taylor, Yates, Meyer, & Kinsella, 2011; Jiang, Sporte, & Luppescu, 2015).
Although teachers’ participation in educational decision-making engenders their trust in the
system and reduces their resistance to it (Hallinger & Lee, 2011), they are rarely involved in
decisions over education reform (Jiang et al., 2015). However, this highlights the importance
of teachers' commitment to the system, if they are to see anything positive in it (Moses, Berry,
Saab, & Admiraal, 2017). In addition, if they are to develop a positive opinion of the system,
teachers must be provided with clear information (Moye, Henkin, & Egley, 2005). This
confirms the necessity to research teachers' opinions and experiences of the process of
education reform. The benefits gained will relate to an understanding of their opinions and the

impact of this process on them, so that their acceptance of reform can be addressed.

Therefore, teachers’ opinions and experiences should be considered, as they have an influence
on the application and effectiveness of government efforts to implement managerial approaches
to education reform, which are rooted in neoliberalism (see subsection 2.2.2), including
performance evaluation (see section 3.2). In particular, it is important to understand how SPE
applies to teachers within a centralised education system, as is the case in Saudi Arabia. The
negative impact of performance evaluation can have a significant impact on teaching
performance, due to pressure and additional work; thereby indicating the importance of

studying these effects, so that they can be addressed or avoided.



MATHEMATICS—-FOURTH GRADE TIMSS
2015

International Mathematics Achievement

East Asian Countries Top
Achievers at Fourth Grade

Singapore@P Hong Kong SARG@D
Korea@®

in Mathematics »C"i“ese Taipei@D Japan&D
TIMSS 2015 Mathematics has
achievement results for 49 N Srbiictwiean (he Bt folan
N ] countrles and the next highest coun
countries at the fourth grade. was 23 in 2015, unchanged from 20

Northern Ireland@

Russian Federation®
Norway&@Dlireland &% England @b
Belgium-Flemish&@» Kazakhstan@®

Portugal ¥ United States&ED Denmark&ED
LithuaniacED Finland&ED Poland &EH
Netherlands&Eld Hungary &L Czech Republic&Eh
/ﬁ Bulgaria &) Cyprus&® Germany&g» Slovenia&h
/@/ SwedendP Serbiadgl Australiadgyp Canadadp Italydy
/ Spaind® Croatiadi® Slovak RepublicCDNew Zealand &D

/France Turkey f® Georgiad® Chiletd United Arab Em|rates@

/ Bahrain3 QatarED IranE)) OmandEd Indonesia€ln
L J
f' Jordan€rf» Saudi Arabia&€f®) Morocco€iz) South Africa€zd Kuwaitesm
/@ Please see Exhibit 1.3 for statistically significant differences.

N B -y ot L P/t SO | M . gy O I e S S

Figure 1.1 Saudi Arabia’s ranking in TIMSS 2015

1.3. The Researcher’s Personal and Professional Interest in the Topic

| was born and raised in KSA, and hold a Master's degree in Educational Administration from
Umm Al-Qura University. | worked as a secondary school teacher for seven years, but I am
also a writer with a column in the Saudi newspaper, Al-Watan. Most of my articles published
in this newspaper deal with education reform, and I am well known in academic and education
circles for my interest in issues of education reform and my criticism of the Saudi education
system. My writing in the field of education has enabled me to monitor many issues in the
above-mentioned context, especially regarding the implementation of new programmes, such
as SPIS (see subsection 2.3.6.2) and its influence on schools and teachers. I have also been able
to highlight many problems that could be addressed to help improve the system. Additionally,
my work as a teacher has reinforced my contributions to Al-Watan, in terms of being able to
expose the way in which female staff and other stakeholders suffer. This includes their lack of
voice in decision-making, whether in education or in everyday life, and their lack of presence

in leadership positions in the Ministry. Aside from this, | have already published a paper on the



topic of Saudi women in academic positions (see Alsubaie & Jones, 2017). All these aspects
of my professional background and experience have influenced my choice of research subject
for this doctorate, which is associated with education reform, as well as giving teachers the
opportunity to express their views and discuss their experiences. This topic specifically
concerns the influence of performance evaluation on teachers and head teachers, using SPIS as
an example and exploring the perceptions of these education professionals. This proved to be
a major challenge for me, but I did everything within my power to gain as much knowledge
and experience as | could. | therefore believe that the findings will make a difference to my
professional and personal life. Additionally, the Saudi education system is prone to change,
which means that my results will be given careful consideration, especially during this period
of implementing Saudi Vision 2030, wherein education reform is one of the most important
pillars of the nation’s development (Vision 2030, 2018)

1.4. Research Aims, Objectives and Questions
1.4.1 Study Aims

This study aims to explore perceptions and experiences of education reform among head
teachers and teachers in secondary schools in Jeddah, using SPIS as a specific example. It also
aims to fill several knowledge gaps in the field of performance management and its tools of
evaluation. Specifically, this study investigates the perceptions of head teachers and teachers
in secondary schools in Jeddah, as well as exploring the impact of SPIS processes, namely the
use and awareness of key performance indicators (KPIs), SPIS, and the grading of outcomes

relating to various aspects of school life, such as school monitoring.

1.4.2 Study Obijectives

1- To explore the level of awareness of KPIs and their use in SPIS evaluation, as well as the
ability of head teachers and teachers to read performance tables and demonstrate how

KPIs indicate key strengths and weaknesses in SPIS evaluation.

2- To explore the frequency of SPIS monitoring of teachers, head teachers’ awareness of
when this monitoring will take place, and the various monitoring techniques used in
SPIS.



3- To examine the extent to which SPIS evaluation can lead to head teachers’ and teachers’

perceptions and experience of heavier workload in schools.

1.4.3 Research Questions
The main research question in this study is worded as follows:

What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experience and perceptions of the influence

of SPIS on school performance?
This question raises three sub-questions (RSQ):

RSQ1. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on school monitoring?

RSQ 2. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the
influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale?
RSQ 3. How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their

accountability under SPIS in relation to school improvement?

1.5 Overview of the Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Since the growth of neoliberalism in the 1980s (see subsection 2.2.2), most developed countries
have looked for the most effective approach to education reform (McDonald, Pini, & Bartlett,
2019). For example, Ball (2017) states that during the 1990s, many schools and universities in
the UK began to phase out traditional forms of educational governance; adopting practices
from the private sector and corporate management instead — allegedly for political reasons.
According to Tolofari (2005), the widespread economic problems encountered around the
world, such as in the UK and USA, caused concern at this time amongst many governments,
particularly in OECD countries (for example, the UK and USA), over receiving value for
money (Curristine, Lonti, & Joumard, 2007). These countries, together with China, reported
that their systems had become more consistent with the adoption of neoliberalism. According
to Harvey (2007), this represents a turning point in economic history, whereby the leaders of

these countries decided to re-design their systems according to neoliberalism.

To illustrate the above, Chairman Deng Xiaoping led the Chinese nation towards neoliberalism
to recover the country’s economy (Harvey, 2005). Meanwhile, in the USA, President Ronald



Reagan steered US government policy towards neoliberalism (Harvey, 2005; Robertson,
2008), and British Prime Minister, Margret Thatcher reduced tax to allow citizens greater
freedom and personal control (George, 1999). This led to the rolling back of state provision,
and the privatisation and marketisation of education in a reconfiguration of state powers. What
is more, technological development and the exponential growth in the Internet, with the
excessive use of communication tools, ease of information exchange, emergence of
competition in the field of computer programming, and protection of information, could not be
accommodated within existing forms of traditional education. However, centralised and
bureaucratic procedures helped de-escalate the constraints on financial and technological
development, which bore upon the learning process (Fusarelli & Johnson, 2004). All these
factors drove governments to reform their education systems, while many experts for example,
Ferlie, Hartley and Martin (2003) suggested new public management (NPM) (see subsection

2.2.3) as a solution to such challenges.

The most important changes brought about by NPM (see subsection 2.2.3) have included the
local authority of powers over budget, appointments, personnel and planning; the sharing of
powers amongst all stakeholders (head teacher, teachers, parents, governors and the
neighbouring community); competition for pupils; and public accountability. (Ferlie, Hartley,
& Martin, 2003)

Tolofari (2008) discusses these points in detail, claiming that roles and relationships in
education have come to resemble those of the private sector. Thus, staff participation in school
management is encouraged and school heads are delegated more authority than previously. The
pattern of accountability under NPM means that all stakeholders, including teachers and
parents, are made more accountable for the provision of education. Patterns of governance
therefore offer schools greater autonomy, with NPM giving schools more control over their
budgets, strategies and mechanisms. Moreover, the educational and other values that underpin
schooling have been transformed by NPM, thereby impacting on the value of education and
adding value to society. However, in order for NPM to be effective in meeting the requirements
of education reform, it is proposed that performance management should be implemented in
education (Tolofari, 2008). Moreover, the system of evaluation for education needs to be

adapted, so that school performance can be evaluated (Wadongo, 2014).

The changes outlined above fall within the marketing of education, so that it can be pushed

towards becoming a tributary of the economy. This means that education draws out students



with high-level skills to serve the economy in all fields, whether in industry, construction or
the social and political sciences. However, this is impossible to achieve without improving
performance (Proudfoot, 2018), meaning that performance management needs to be
implemented in education (see subsection 2.2.4). Furthermore, to ensure continued
improvement in education performance, teachers and head teachers must be held accountable.
This notion would appear to be the cornerstone of education reform. However, neoliberal, NPM
and other performance management policies have led politicians to impose their authority on
education by determining the manner of its management, objectives and output priorities, in
relation to what can be measured. In fact, performance is always linked to measurement
(Wadongo, 2014), giving rise to performance indicators. These point to the level of success in
school performance, often associated with student achievement. As such, performance
indicators usually consist of national exam results, with teaching performance being evaluated
according to students’ performance in these tests (Rothstein, 2010), since students with high
exam scores are seen as a reflection of teaching quality (Vinh, Chetty, Coppel, & Wangikar,
2011).

This evaluation of school performance has elicited intense debate amongst researchers in terms
of its capacity to measure competence and ability, as well as its influence on teachers. This is
especially pertinent where the results of performance evaluation are linked with teachers’
salaries, promotion, incentives and school budgets, as is the case in the UK (Ball,2017), USA
(Dee, Wyckoff, & Force, 2013) and KSA (Ministry of Education, 2019). In fact, evaluation has
an influence, whether negative or positive, deliberate or unintentional (The World Bank, 2008).
Researchers have explored this influence when applying indicators to evaluate school
performance, which is referred to as performativity (see section 3.3.3; see also Ball, 2003;
Perryman, 2006). In addition, it is discussed in the context of accountability, because
governments use the results of this type of evaluation to ensure accountability in education,
especially amongst teachers (Barzano, 2009).

Nevertheless, the effects of the above have been found to vary. For example, Ball (2003)
claims that performance-based accountability and evaluation influence the independence of the
teaching profession, robbing teachers of their professional identity. In contrast, Yia and Kimb
(2019) consider evaluation to have a positive influence, especially on the performance of
school leaders, but do not ignore its negative influence on teaching performance. Additionally,
Barzano (2009) discusses this influence in terms of accountability based on performance
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evaluation, including the actions involved in the latter. These range from the dissemination of
school performance results, to the stress experienced by teachers. This stress arises from their
scepticism that these results will be understood correctly by the general public and the sense of
threat to their professionalism. In addition, researchers such as Ball (2003), Perryman (2006)
and Mayer, Mitchell, Santoro and White (2011) have studied the influence of SPE on teachers’
stress levels and workload, as well as on school improvement, in a debate that is addressed in
detail in subsections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5.

Correspondingly, the literature reviewed here deals with three strong themes relating to the
current research questions: the evaluation of school performance (see section 3.2), as this is the
mission of SPIS in evaluating schools in Saudi Arabia; teachers’ accountability and its
influence on overall school improvement, and teachers’ stress, workload and morale (see
subsections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5). Stress and workload have been found to increase following SPE;
ensuring continued improvement and holding teachers accountable for their performance in
schools (The World Bank, 2003). Besides, this performativity (see section 3.3), which involves
the use of performance indicators to evaluate school performance in numerous programmes
across the world (for example, Ofsted in the UK and SPIS in Saudi Arabia) can have a profound
impact on teachers’ stress, workload and morale. These concepts are examined here to try and
understand and analyse the perceptions of head teachers and teachers, regarding the influence
of SPIS on school performance, according to its effect on school monitoring; teachers’ stress
levels; workload; morale, and school improvement. However, as may be seen from Figure 1.2,
there are relationships between neoliberalism, NPM and performance management, whereby
neoliberalist theory has given rise to NPM. This approach uses performance management and
its evaluation to make judgements about performance, applying specific indicators and then
holding the actors accountable. It points to the potential influence of performance management
on schools, school head teachers, and teachers in this study, with respect to the development of

school performance, and the stress levels, workload and morale of head teachers and teachers.
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Figure 1.2 The relationship between the three main concepts of SPE, accountability and
performativity

12




1.6 Overview of the Methodology

An explanatory sequential multi-site case study mixed methods approach was adopted in this
study. As the researcher, | selected both quantitative and qualitative methods, which is
appropriate for explanatory sequential mixed methods. This was initiated with two Google
Drive surveys of all head teachers and teachers in secondary schools in Jeddah, whereupon a
link to the surveys was distributed to the administrators of WhatsApp groups by the directors
of Education Offices in Jeddah, the second largest city in Saudi Arabia in economic terms. An
invitation to participate in the questionnaire was consequently sent to the head teachers and a
link to the questionnaire was sent to teachers via these school WhatsApp groups. As a result,
64 head teachers and 109 teachers participated voluntarily in this study. The second research
phase began with the selection of three girls’ secondary schools in Jeddah, located in different
parts of the city: Central, North and South. These schools were of different sizes: large, medium
and small (see section 4.7). There followed meetings with the schools’ head teachers and three
teachers from each school in face-to-face, semi-structured interviews. The research

methodology will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

1.7 Significance and Outcomes of the Study

The most significant contribution of this study is the female ‘voice’ of a group of people who
are largely absent from the literature on education leadership in KSA. An important aim was
to begin bridging the gap in the extant literature on what is known about the effects and impact
of SPIS evaluation on schools, teachers and head teachers in Saudi Arabia. From a practical
perspective, it was anticipated that the results of this study would suggest recommendations for
improving SPIS in Saudi education. More specifically, this research was intended to deepen
understanding of the perceived effectiveness of SPIS on school performance; while also
helping SPIS evaluators to improve the process and refine the performance indicators, in light
of the teachers’ and head teachers’ views of the strengths and weaknesses of SPIS evaluation.
This was believed to be useful, as the Saudi economy was facing serious issues in 2016 when
the study commenced, after a significant drop in oil prices. As a result, the Saudi government
was forced to develop a new economic plan, referred to as its Vision 2030 (2018). This plan
was aimed at finding alternative economic resources, other than oil (Vision 2030, 2018). One
of the resources identified was investment in people. Thus, it was recommended that the Saudi
Ministry of Education develop its national educational criteria and performance indicators.
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It is hoped that this study will inform and facilitate the selection of criteria and indicators for

an appropriate evaluation system to enhance Saudi education.

> This study demonstrates the relationship between performance evaluation and increased
pressure on head teachers and teachers; pointing to the relationship between
accountability and its negative influence on head teachers and teachers, as well as its
importance in pushing these professionals to work towards reforming their performance.

» This study introduces a new context into the literature on performativity. To my
knowledge as the author, in the Saudi context and in the literature related to Saudi

education, this study is the first to express a research interest in this area.

» This study also highlights the importance of having a balanced accountability system,
which can push a teacher to perform complex tasks without exerting any additional
pressure or demanding extra work. It also reveals the relationship between the quality of
the procedures in the evaluation process, and the enormous increase in the burden and

pressure on teachers as they undertake their duties in school.

» This study points to the importance of redefining the teaching profession, so that it
accounts for the influences of neoliberalism and the requirements of economics of

knowledge.

1.8 Structure of the Thesis

Chapter 2 ‘contextualises the study’, providing an overview of its international context. It
concentrates on globalisation, neoliberalism and performance management, and provides
detailed information about the study context of Saudi Arabia, its education reform and system
of education evaluation, giving an overview of its geography, history, social context and

economy.

Chapter 3, the ‘Literature Review’, describes and analyses the relevant literature in greater
detail, including work on SPE, accountability and performativity. Additionally, empirical
research studies on three conceptual frameworks (SPE, performativity and accountability) are

presented.

Chapter 4, the ‘Research Design and Methodology’, presents a detailed view of the study’s
research paradigm and the justification for its adoption in this study. It gives a profile of the
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participants in the sample, as well as describing the methods of data collection and analysis,

defending the study’s validity, and outlining the ethical considerations.

Chapter 5 presents the ‘Results and Findings’ in an analysis of the quantitative and qualitative

findings.

Chapter 6, the ‘Discussion’, interprets the results in relation to the Literature Review and

associated theories, which are discussed in this study in light of the research questions.

Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the key findings of this study for each research question, in a
‘Conclusion’ to the thesis. This is followed by a number of recommendations, as well as the
limitations and implications of the research. The Chapter concludes with some suggestions for

future studies.
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Chapter 2: Contextualising the Study
2.1 Introduction

This chapter sheds light on significant aspects of the international education context in general
and the Saudi context in particular. It begins with an overview of globalisation as a driver of
worldwide education reform, explaining its roots in neoliberalism. Correspondingly, the
current chapter examines NPM and its relationship to education policy and performance
management. It then proceeds to describe the specific context of this study, namely KSA and
its geography, demographics, society, culture, language, religion, economics, and education
system, including the pathways that it has taken towards education reform and globalisation.

2.2 The International Educational Context
2.2.1 Globalisation

The effects of globalisation on education policy have become a controversial issue worldwide,
especially in countries such as Saudi Arabia, where the Islamic religion governs all aspects of
life, including education (Oyaid, 2009). There are approximately 200 definitions of
globalisation in the academic literature (Sheffield, Korotayev, & Grinin, 2013), but no single
uniform meaning (Dreher, Gaston, & Martens, 2008; Lingard & Rizvi, 2010). Some scholars
have defined it according to its impact. For instance, Sheffield et al. (2013) state: “we see
globalisation as the expansion of social systems and the increase and complexity of common
social bonds among societies” (p.22). In contrast, many other scholars refer to globalisation in
terms of its approaches. For example, Angus (2007) views it as an external phenomenon, which
has given rise to mechanisms such as neoliberalism in administrative competition and market
arrangements. However, even these two definitions fail to provide a comprehensive description
of globalisation, because it is greater than its impact or approach. Going some way towards
bridging this gap, Ritzer (2010) states that globalisation is “a transplanetary process or set of
processes involving increasing liquidity and the growing multi-directional flows of people,
objects, places and information as well as the structures they encounter and create that are

barriers to, or expedite, those flows” (p.2). This is the working definition adopted for this thesis.

According to Liu (2015), the whole world is undoubtedly in an era of globalisation. Coleman

and Jones (2004) also highlight its inevitability. It is generally agreed that globalisation has led
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to greater ease of movement, and the consequent emergence of free trade between countries,
which has not only enabled the transportation of goods, but also of cultures (Baldwin, 2006).
Generally, this flows outwards from the West to the rest of the world (Ritzer & Dean, 2015).
One outcome relevant to the current thesis topic is the emergence of the Global Education
Industry (GEI) (Verger, Lubienski, & Steiner-Khamsi, 2016). Verger et al. (2016) state that
“school improvement services, online education, or tutoring complementary education
/’shadow’, e-learning and marketing, advisory services to governments and schools, [and] test
preparation services” (p.4) are the components of the education industry. An interesting
example is the Omega School Foundation, established by James Tooley in 2008 and financed
by Pearson’s Affordable Learning Fund to institute high quality schools at low cost across the
world (Omega, 2019). Other providers sell international test systems, such as PISA and
TIMSS, according to Sahlberg (2016). This has been made possible by global standards for
determining the best education, and the standardisation of teaching and learning in schools
(Sleeter & Carmona, 2017). In Saudi Arabia, the Ministry of Education has transferred ideas
from Ofsted in the UK and adapted these to the latest comprehensive evaluation system
(Alrwgee, 2012). Meanwhile, Mukherjee (2015) attributes such a flow of ideas to the power of
the West and its ability to influence the culture, politics and economies of the rest of the world
(Baldwin, 2006; Dreher et al., 2008; Lingard & Rizvi, 2010).

As a result, serious debate has surrounded the topic of globalisation (Liu, 2015). There are
those who believe that globalisation leads to conflict between cultures and social groups, while
others see it as the potential fusion of cultures to form new ones (Pieterse, 2019). Saudi
commentator, Al-Ghadhami (2013) considers globalisation to be a platform for a system that
represents the triumph of Western capitalism over other cultures. In contrast, Mukherjee (2015)
believes that globalisation has done a great deal for mankind, such as helping to tackle poverty
and gender inequality, as well as promoting cultural exchange and stimulating debate on human
rights. Certainly, globalisation has encouraged many countries to introduce new policies and
systems as part of a package of education reforms that are sweeping the globe. Mundy, Green,
Lingard and Verger (2016) claim that this is partly inspired by the view that education is a
driver of economic growth and wellbeing. Thus, education reform may address broader
economic and social problems within a country. Although this study discusses education
reform in Saudi Arabia, its focus is on its influence on head teachers and teachers. Nevertheless,
it provides insights into the effects of globalisation, whether positive or negative, and especially

on the most important partners in the education process, namely head teachers and teachers.
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It is widely acknowledged that globalisation has far-reaching effects and needs to be
understood from different perspectives; for example, in terms of social interactions, whereby
people from different countries around the world can communicate with each other easily via
the Internet and social media websites. This can lead to a flow of ideas and greater
understanding between people from different cultures and as a result, greater acceptance of
different views, especially among young people from around the world. It can ease the
transmission of ideas and beliefs and therefore shape culture worldwide; giving rise to the
creation of united communities from different regions, who converge to address global issues
and matters such as women's rights. Additionally, globalisation has an influence on political
decision-making and policy. The rapprochement between nations in other parts of the world
has caused many Saudis to call for political change, which will give them the same
opportunities for political and democratic participation as the developed world, as well as a
word-class standard of education. Globalisation has therefore contributed to change in the
relationship between the people and the state. As a consequence of this shift, the public’s
demands have increased, based on the expectation that the government will improve their
situation. One very recent example of the power of the will of the people in Saudi Arabia was
the government’s decision to permit women to drive; making Saudi Arabia the last country in

the world to do so.

Turning now to globalisation and its role in education reform, the following subsection will

discuss neoliberalism as a theoretical concept that drives policy initiatives.

2.2.2 Neoliberalism

Harvey (2007) refers to neoliberalism as ““a theory of political economic practices that proposes
that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms
and skills within an institutional framework characterised by strong private property rights, free
markets, and free trade” (p.22). This definition places an emphasis on individual skills, which
can contribute to wellbeing and the good of the economy. Harvey’s inclusion of ‘skills’ in this
definition therefore highlights the role of education in the development of human competences,
which equip people with the necessary abilities to conduct business and become entrepreneurs,
in the assumption that they will be successful. From this definition, we find a strong link

between politics, the economy and education. According to Morel, Palier and Palme (2009), it
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is the economic challenges faced by European countries that have led them to invest in

education. This establishes a clear link between education and neoliberalism.

Based on these principles, critical theorists such as Ball (2003) argue that neoliberalism serves
to generate profit for the private sector. He is particularly critical of the way in which
neoliberalism has led to new managerial practices, such as NPM or managerialism, and in turn,
performance management practices in education. Ball (2003) argues that the use of indicators
to evaluate school performance has resulted in a culture of performativity (see section 3.3) and
has become a new mode of state regulation, making it possible to govern in an ‘advanced
liberal’ way. The terrors of performativity for teachers have been of particular concern to Ball
(2003) and Perryman (2006), amongst others.

2.2.3 New Public Management (NPM)

NPM is generally considered to be a global phenomenon. It has therefore generated a
substantial body of literature (Tolofari, 2005). Much of this literature is dedicated to the
definition of NPM and its similarity to, or differentiation from managerialism. Therefore,
simple definitions are not easy to form (Pollitt & Dan, 2011) and there is an apparent lack of
general agreement on the definition of these two terms, rendering any discussion of them
difficult. For instance, it is unclear whether they refer to one management topic or two.
According to Randle and Brady (1997), managerialism and NPM are synonymous. In contrast,
Boyne (1996) claims that NPM is merely an element of managerialism. Although Tolofari
(2005) supports this claim, he also argues that managerialism is a feature of marketisation,
which characterises NPM. The critical questions that need to be addressed consist of whether
NPM comes from managerialism or managerialism comes from NPM and if there is a good
reason for differentiating between them. There is in fact strong evidence that the term,
‘managerialism’ is sometimes used when discussing NPM, such as in Deem, Hillyard, Reed
and Reed (2007), and Lynch, Grummell and Devine (2012). As a result, the terms, ‘NPM’ and
‘managerialism’ appear to have been used interchangeably by some commentators (Tolofari,
2005).

Similarly, there is disagreement over the specific meaning of NPM (Kalimullah, Alam, & Nour,
2012). However, for the purpose of this study, NPM is defined as the process of transferring

private sector management systems to government and public sectors.

19



2.2.3.1 Application of New Public Management (NPM) in Education

From the late 1970s to the 1990s, governments across the world applied NPM to various
industry sectors, including education. This practice has continued through to the present day
(Lynch et al., 2012). Focusing on education, Lynch et al. (2012) state that during the 1990s,
numerous schools and universities in the UK began to phase out traditional forms of
educational governance, adopting private and corporate management practices instead. In fact,
there were political reasons for this, as the new Conservatives — in power in the UK between
1978 and the early 1990s — were the first to implement NPM in education (Lynch et al., 2012).
Under NPM, “schools would be given autonomy, reducing government intervention and
allowing them to manage their own financial affairs” (Exley & Ball, 2013). Even when Tony
Blair, leader of Britain’s Labour Party, was subsequently elected Prime Minister, NPM was
retained in schools and universities across the UK (Taylor et al., 2011; Exley & Ball, 2013).
These similar practices of the New Conservatives and New Labour were a consequence of
neoliberal principles of freedom of choice, competition and market choice, which led to the

appearance of independent schools, academies, etc.

Meanwhile, on the other side of the world, Saudi Arabia began to implement many features of
NPM, such as privatisation (Fattore, Dubois, & Lapenta, 2012), as well as establishing
companies to manage initiatives to improve education, supervised by independent authorities
like the Tatweer Company (Tayan, 2017). There are a number of reasons for this. According
to Tolofari (2005), some countries around the world, such as the UK and USA, faced economic
problems during the 1980s. Therefore, the governments of OECD member countries (in
particular, the UK, USA and Canada) were concerned about achieving value for money in state-
run sectors such as education (Curristine et al., 2007). Added to this, technological
developments could not be accommodated within traditional forms of education. Constraints
on financial and technological development, which affected learning, were in part de-escalated
through being decentralised from bureaucratic procedures (Fusarelli & Johnson, 2004). All
these factors drove governments to reform their education systems. As Hartley (1997) notes,

the use of managerialism was viewed as a solution to the accompanying challenges.

The most important changes brought about by NPM involve the “local authority of powers
over budget, appointments, personnel and planning; the sharing of powers amongst all
stakeholders (head teachers, teachers, parents, governors and the neighbouring community);

competition for pupils; and public accountability”. Ferlie et al. (2003) explore these points in

20



detail, claiming that in many parts of the world, roles and relationships in education now
resemble those of the private sector, where staff participation in school management is
encouraged, and heads of schools are delegated a greater degree of authority. Under NPM, all
stakeholders, including teachers and parents, become more accountable for the provision of
education, and patterns of governance grant schools a higher level of autonomy. Thus, NPM
allows education institutes more control over school budgets, strategies and mechanisms.
Meanwhile, NPM has altered the educational and other values that underpin schooling.
Although many principles of NPM have been adopted in Saudi Arabia, the country has

traditionally had a centralised education system (see subsection 2.3.6).

2.2.3.2 Debates Surrounding New Public Management (NPM)

There is considerable debate surrounding the effects of NPM. Early commentators, such as
Hartley (1997), claimed that NPM had been a successful approach to solving problems related
to administration, but this belief is no longer accepted in the management literature (Overeem
& Tholen, 2011). Dibben, Higgins, Dibben and Roper (2004) also note that NPM has failed to
address efficiency and accountability, and has not achieved leaner government or stronger
governance. Bessant, Robinson and Ormerod (2015) highlight how the application of NPM has
resulted in significant changes to the public sector ethos and management practices; for
example, the development of new management practices, marketisation, the contracting out of
core services to private companies and non-profit organisations, and the creation of executive
agencies to take responsibility for implementing NPM. Dunn and Miller (2007) highlight that
this has caused some commentators to reject NPM, such as Kalimullah et al. (2012), whose
criticisms are based on the view that NPM contravenes the rules of democracy, because it does
not allow the government to control public services. Therefore, such researchers argue that
NPM can lead to an unfair distribution of services, even though NPM incorporates the means
of overseeing its own operation. Critics have also warned of diminished political
accountability, due to changes in the public sector. However, although this may be true initially,
reduced accountability of this nature will only persist in reforms for a limited time, after which
political accountability should increase.

As observed by Hood and Peters (2004), elements of NPM are still developing, with some
evidence of success in countries like India and Japan, where PISA results have actually

improved (OECD, 2013). Consequently, it is claimed that these countries have found it to be a
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fitting solution to improve their public sector systems (Tolofari, 2005). Thus, it could be stated
that education reform stemming from NPM needs time to develop and demonstrate its impact.
There is no doubt that the success of any approach will depend on how well it is implemented.
Some experts in the field of NPM, such as Hughes and Teicher (2004), have warned of the
difficulties involved in applying NPM effectively in the developing world. In fact, developing
countries that have attempted to implement NPM have experienced uneven effects (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2004). Nevertheless, although attitudes to NPM vary across the literature, there is
evidence that it is still popular on a global scale.

2.2.4 Performance Management

The term, ‘performance management’ has evolved due to expanding research in the field since
the 1980s. As a result, there has been a broad range of interpretations of the term in the literature
(Tam, 2008). The traditional view of ‘performance’ refers to individual or organisational
performance (Mackie, 2008), as well as the performance of leaders and employees, or
individual achievement under specific circumstances. Some scholars argue that ‘performance
management’ is a term that is used extensively but loosely (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996).
Conversely, others consider it to be a multidimensional term, with a range of meanings, which
makes it rather difficult to formulate a precise definition (Javadi, 2013). Although not everyone
agrees with this argument, Tangen (2005) claims that the definition is clear, but it depends on
the angle from which the performance is considered. Similarly, Dickinson, Watters, Graham,
Montgomery and Collins (2009) suggest that the term can be defined from various
perspectives. The first of these positions considers performance in accomplishing tasks,
evaluating all the steps towards goal achievement and the correction of any mistakes. The
second looks at conveying this performance to stakeholders, so that accountability and
governance can be established (Mackie, 2008). From this perspective, “performance is not only
a concept, but also an agenda” (Van Dooren, Bouckaert, & Halligan, 2010), presented with all

components of the task performed to deliver quality (Dubnick, 2005).

Correspondingly, these distinct functions of performance are clear in many of the definitions
provided in the literature. For example, Lebas (1995) suggests that performance management
offers a means of successfully achieving future targets and objectives. This is supported by
Dickinson et al. (2009), who state that it may be defined as the efforts made to achieve an

organisation’s objectives in an efficient and responsible manner. However, both these
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definitions ignore certain important elements of performance management, such as a focus on
performance evaluation, and the improvement in individual and team performance within an
organisation. Moreover, recent studies have contributed diverse definitions of performance
management; for example, according to Nielsen (2013), it refers to a continuous process, where
the top management first identifies and then sets organisational goals and targets, for which
subordinate managers are accountable. Another definition of performance management states
that performance improvement is as important as its development, leading to the achievement
of individual, team or organisational effectiveness (O'Reilly, 2009). Meanwhile, Fletcher
(2004) draws attention to the fact that performance management is not ‘a package solution’;
instead, it is something that needs to be developed specifically and individually for the
organisation concerned. The crucial goal of performance management in education is to

improve the performance of a school and its head teachers and teachers.

In addition to the above, there are two terms that relate to performance management. The first
of these is ‘performance measurement’ and the second is ‘performance indicator’. According
to Wadongo (2014), performance management is applied in the public sector to achieve
appraisal results. The development of managerial practices ensures that the organisation meets
its aims and objectives and continues to satisfy its stakeholders, including parents, government
representatives, and school leaders in the case of schools (Franco-Santos, Rivera, & Bourne,
2014). Therefore, performance is a crucial component of performance management, whereby
performance indicators must be applied to enable performance measurement. In an education
context, these indicators are designed to provide the system with information about education
performance (Nuttall, 2017). For the purpose of this research, performance evaluation is
defined as the specification of indicators, with which authorities can measure the activities and

actions that take place in schools.

2.2.4.1 Application of Performance Management in Education

After the Second World War, education was reformed for economic reasons over much of the
world (Whalley, 2011). The period 1960-1980 was then largely characterised by the relative
autonomy of the teaching profession and the management systems that controlled it.
Subsequently, according to Whalley (2011), the 1980s represented a golden age of teacher
autonomy in the UK. During this period, teachers remained predominantly self-accountable

through internal reflection and peer review. At the same time, they worked in organisations
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that were established and controlled by head teachers and governing bodies. Most of the
evidence relating to the performance of pupils, teachers and schools was collected informally,
while views on highly valorised ‘professional’ behaviour centred on ethical commitment,

bureaucratic administrative skill, and expert judgement (Whalley, 2011).

From 1987-1994, however, education in many countries such as Australia, New Zealand and
the UK faced significant shifts in terms of the appraisal process and development of new
strategies for changing these systems as a whole (Whalley, 2011). Consequently, traditional
inspection regimes were abandoned in these countries and many new mechanisms appeared.
This is because the implications of NPM, as in the case of the UK, required important reforms
to education — although this has not been the only factor driving education reform in the UK.
Worldwide, economic problems have also increased over time, such as the growth of
competition (Huggins & Williams, 2011), especially in countries like China and Taiwan, which
are characterised by cheap labour. Many products have also lost value, like coal, which has
been replaced by oil. Moreover, China and Taiwan have experienced high unemployment, and
in future, many jobs will involve knowledge of economics and the service sector (Kaplinsky &
Morris, 2016).

Another concern that arises in any discussion of NPM in education is the reason for its
emergence. According to Naidoo and Jamieson (2005), education has become a product to be
bought and sold; a view that is supported by Barr and Christie (2015), who highlight the
existence of NPM in many areas related to education in the UK. First, education can have
economic benefits, such as improving a recipient’s potential for employment, or generating
income from enrolment for the providers, thereby allowing them to improve facilities or
staffing to benefit students. Second, education can create value for the state by producing a
skilled workforce. Given these potential assets, standards should be in place to measure the
performance of all stakeholders involved in education provision, particularly following a move
towards standardisation that will affect all aspects of life (Barr & Christie, 2015). More
specifically, from the years 1987-1994, the standardisation of education was considered to be
a matter of priority in the UK and USA, as a means of ensuring the success of their education
reforms, thereby easing the pressure on politicians. Tolofari (2005) adds that one of the most
important contributions made by liberal governments in the UK is performativity, which may
be defined as a culture of quantitative performance measurement, based on input and output

(Brown, 2015) (this is explained further in section 3.3).
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In 2003, just a few years after the above-mentioned period, the UK government established a
new measurement for professional teaching standards, as well as performance management
arrangements for teachers and head teachers (Walker, Jeffes, Hart, Lord, & Kinder, 2011).
Meanwhile, in KSA, the Ministry of Education launched a comprehensive schools evaluation
project in 2004, adapted from Ofsted’s performance appraisal criteria in the UK (Alrwgee,
2012).

Furthermore, in the UK, head teachers and governors showed themselves to be very aware of
the revised performance management regulations introduced in September 2007 (Walker et al.,
2011). The new measurement of professional standards clearly identified the teaching skills,
knowledge and understanding required by schoolteachers in the UK context (Evans, 2011).
However, Miller, Ochs and Mulvaney (2008) warned that nearly 11,000 teachers would
consequently be obliged to abandon their teaching careers, because they would still be unable
to meet the standards, even a year after their implementation. This indicates the importance of
discussing the impact of applying standards on teachers and head teachers, which is what is
addressed in the current study in the Saudi context, following the introduction of SPIS. Saudi
education established its education license in 2019, relying on specific performance indicators
to measure teaching performance (Ministry of Education, 2019). These indicators included any
academic qualifications attained and the outcomes of a performance test (Ministry of
Education, 2019).

Interestingly, the methods implemented to establish performance management in school
systems worldwide share a number of important features. One is the promotion of school
autonomy, which can be observed in countries such as the USA, UK and Australia (Apple,
2004; Clark, 2009). It is rooted in the notion that autonomy enables schools to control their
own performance in meeting education policy goals, while at the same time remaining subject
to government control. This is because they are required to apply the performance indicators
that are specified by stakeholders, including the government (Apple, 2004). It therefore renders
the whole idea of autonomy in schools questionable. The second impact of performance
management is highly visible, taking the form of school league tables. In the UK, these are
published annually by the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) (Leckie &
Goldstein, 2009). According to Herbert and Thomas (1998), league tables have been available
in the UK since 1991, whereby students’ results are increasingly viewed as a reflection of

teaching performance and ultimately, of school performance. It is consequently argued that this
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has led to a shift in accountability from teacher professionalism, characterised by accountability
of teachers to themselves, their colleagues and their students (self-regulation), to accountability
to agencies such as the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) and Ofsted (Perryman
et al., 2011). However, the pressures accompanying the implementation of performance
management have had an effect on teachers’ wellbeing and teaching performance, which will
be discussed further in subsection 3.3.3. Conversely, as noted previously, Hill and Andrews
(2005) claim that the implementation of performance management has had a strongly positive

impact on education, which will be discussed in more detail below.

2.2.4.2 Apparatus for Evaluating School Performance

School Monitoring/Inspection Visits

The most prominent features of performance measurement in schools consists of monitoring
and inspection visits (see subsection 2.2.4). This may be observed from the education charters
of several countries, such as the UK’s Education Act of 1988 (Jones & Tymms, 2014), New
Zealand’s Education Act of 1989 (Sakura, 2007), and Saudi Arabia’s Seventh Development
Plan 2000-2004 (Ministry of Economy and Planning, 2015). All the above share the common

purpose of improving the quality of school performance (Ahmed, 2019).

There is no doubt that the evaluation of school performance can be useful in identifying the
strengths to be supported and the weaknesses to be addressed, thereby enhancing school
performance and achieving the government's educational goals — which are often linked to
economic neoliberalism (Tomlinson, 2005; Altrichter & Kemethofer, 2015). Governments
across the world have consequently begun implementing such systems to monitor education
throughout all its phases. Perryman (2006) calls this ‘panoptic performativity’ (p.25). The
procedures for these controls vary from one country to another; for example, in the UK, Ofsted
is responsible for evaluating school performance (Altrichter & Kemethofer, 2015), while in
Germany, this responsibility falls upon Konferenz der Kultusminister (KMK), a standing
Ministry committee for education and cultural affairs (Dedering & Muiller, 2011). The
difference between these bodies rests in the fact that Ofsted is part of a national system of
school inspection, while KMK is not (Dedering & Mauller, 2011). In contrast, Saudi Arabia’s
SPIS is a national system of school inspection, but it is not the only one that evaluates school
performance; the administrative supervisor in school administration departments also requires

assistants to evaluate school performance. For this purpose, the director selects teachers at
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random. Moreover, the educational supervisor inspects every teacher in a school to assess his
or her performance (Ministry of Education, 2019). In contrast, when Ofsted was first formed
in the UK, its work was mainly organisational, with the responsibility for evaluating school
performance being transferred from the Local Education Authorities (LEAS) (Ouston, Earley,
& Fidler, 2017). Meanwhile, in Saudi Arabia, school supervision of all kinds is still in operation
(see subsection 2.3.6.2).

Ofsted has changed its methods many times. For example, at one time, it would evaluate
schools every four years (Moreton, 2015), but more recently, each school has been visited
according to its grading in the previous inspection. For instance, schools that have previously
achieved a high grade are visited every three years, but if they require improvement, they are
visited every two years (Jones & Tymms, 2014; Roberts & Abreu, 2016). Conversely,
according to the Organizational Guide for Assessing School Performance, SPIS evaluates

schools every year (SPIS, 2017).

In the UK, regarding issues surrounding the advance notice of inspection, schools are generally
informed at midday, the day before the inspection (Roberts & Abreu, 2016). However, in Saudi
Arabia, no notice of this kind is provided for in the Organizational Guide for Assessing School
Performance (SPIS, 2019) or on the Ministry of Education website, which means that each
education office in KSA establishes its own system of notifying schools of the dates of
monitoring and inspection visits. Besides, in terms of informing head teachers and teachers of
the evaluation system, Ofsted encourages schools to conduct self-evaluation after an external
inspection, meeting head teachers and teachers to discuss the results (Ouston et al., 2017).
Consequently, it has been suggested that teachers become less wary of the system and are less
anxious about the process (Lowes, 2016).

Performance Indicators

Performance indicators represent contemporary methods of judging the quality of education
(Drummond, 2011). They have been the topic of extensive debate, particularly with regard to
their definition, their potential to enable conventional judgment, the effects of their
implementation, and the difficulties of applying them in schools (Evans, 2011). Admittedly,
the definition and establishment of performance indicators as a concept has taken highest
priority. Between the 1980s and 1990s, a performance indicator was defined as “an item of

information collected at regular intervals to track the performance of the system” (Fitz-Gibbon
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& Taylor, 1990). In reality, performance indicators offer a means of measuring achievement in
schools, so that a picture of their performance can be obtained (Rowe, 2004). However,
according to Parmenter (2015), the benefit of implementing performance indicators is limited,
if an organisation fails to redefine them according to its evolving goals and expectations, with

a view to enhancing its organisational outcomes.

Nevertheless, the success of an organisation does not depend on the quality of the performance
indicators applied, but rather on the success of its implementation procedures (O'Reilly, 2009).
O'Reilly (2009) identifies common errors of implementation; citing the example of a mismatch
between organisational values, a lack of clarity, inconsistency, and a failure to prioritise. This
may stem from a problem highlighted by Mayston (1985), namely that performance indicators
stem from welfare theory and information economics, while school performance indicators
originate in education theory. To be more precise, performance indicators flow from
implementation (input) and use (process and output), to the results (outcomes) of performance
measurement systems (Johnsen, 2005). For example, efficiency can be measured by looking at
the relationship between input (teachers) and output volumes, as well as the amount of time
spent per pupil, which relates to cost-efficiency (Sutherland, Price, Joumard, & Nicq, 2007).
Thus, school systems should use available inputs in the best possible way to be considered
efficient and avoid unnecessary expenditure of public funds (Afonso & Aubyn, 2006).

Meanwhile, effectiveness is defined as the relationship between outcomes and input. In order
to measure this efficiency, academic results from schools are considered to be an indicator of
school efficiency (Drummond, 2011). This has encouraged teachers to focus on students’ test
performance (Perryman et al., 2011), which raises questions over the role of education in
furnishing students with the values and skills that exams do not measure. According to Ball
(2003), these are currently relegated to secondary importance. Moreover, Goldstein and
Thomas (1996) add that there are difficulties involved in the application of performance
indicators. First, instead of trying to establish factors to explain differences between schools,
performance indicators mainly refer to school rankings. Second, some studies have shown the
usefulness of performance indicators to be limited, with unreliable judgements being formed
about institutions; for example, some experts remain unconvinced that performance indicators
enable accurate judgments to be made. Still, many education systems have established

monitoring programmes based on performance indicators (Willms, 2003).
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School Performance Leagues

Since 1992, school performance league tables have been published in many countries across
the world, such as the UK and USA (Leckie & Goldstein, 2009). These have been the result of
increasing demands for education reform, a culture of accountability, and an increase in the
number of ways in which education can be monitored (Perryman et al., 2011). For example,
this growth in accountability culture has led to the UK establishing school league tables, so that
parents can choose good schools for their children. The schools that are most frequently
selected by parents receive more funding than those that are less sought after. This was
confirmed by government charter (Duggett, 1998): “your choice of school directly affects the
school's budget - every extra pupil means extra money for the school” (p.121). However,
according to researchers like Leckie and Goldstein (2009) and Perryman et al. (2011), the
heavy emphasis on school rankings in league tables gives the government greater control over

schools and more leverage to impose its polices.

In addition to autonomy, however, there is also the issue of accountability (Parameshwaran &
Thomson, 2015). Various stakeholders hold teachers accountable for their performance, and
schools apply performance indicators, such as those issued by the government. Conversely, the
validity of performance league tables has been widely contested, because they are based on the

results of public examinations; for example, GCSEs in the UK (Ball, 2017)

According to Leckie and Goldstein (2009), this has led the UK government to include ‘added
value’ as an indicator of student performance, taking into account previous achievements. As

a consequence, teachers are subjected to closer and closer monitoring (Apple, 2004).

Thus far, this chapter has concentrated on contextualising the study on a broader global scale,
highlighting the key factor of globalisation in the neoliberal approach to education reform, of
which NPM is an example. In the next section, the specific context of this study, namely KSA,

will be discussed.

2.3 Saudi Arabia
2.3.1 History

According to Abisaab (2015), “writing on any aspect of Saudi Arabia's history is an arduous

task”, due to conflicting historical records and unsubstantiated evidence (p.2). The First Saudi
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State was founded in 1744 through an important agreement known as the Al-Dir'iya Agreement
between Muhamad Ibn Saud (founder of the First Saudi State) and Muhammad Ibn Abdul
Wahhab, a leading Imam from the Sunni Muslim branch of Islam on the Arabian Peninsula.
Some sources suggest that this led to close co-operation between politics and religion, which
played a role in building the Saudi State. A closer look at the history of KSA will reveal that
earlier kings and princes of the territory actually resisted any religious extremists who
attempted to impose their beliefs or government on neighbouring nations. Nevertheless, despite
this balance being struck between politics and religion, and efforts to establish the First Saudi
State in the middle of the 18" century, it was conquered by the Ottomans. Later, between 1891
and 1918, the second Saudi State was almost brought to an end when Prince Ibn Al Rasheed,
ruler of the north of the Arabian Peninsula, led an army to occupy and destroy Riyadh, which
was the capital of Saudi Arabia at the time. In 1902, the third Saudi State underwent various
phases and then in 1932, the modern Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) was established
(Vassiliev, 2013). Today, it is one of the few countries in the world to be governed by an
absolute monarchy, and following a Royal Decree in 1992, the Saudi King must comply with

Shariah law and the Qur'an.

2.3.2 Geography and Demographics

KSA comprises 90% of the Arabian Peninsula (Bowen, 2014) (see Figure 2.1), making it the
second largest country in the Arab world after Algeria. It shares borders with Iraq, Kuwait,
Jordan, Qatar, the UAE, Oman, the Red Sea and the Gulf Sea (see Figure 2.1). Saudi Arabia
has two capital cities: its religious capital of Mecca, and Riyadh, the seat of government.
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In a survey conducted in 2017, the population of Saudi Arabia was estimated at 32,552,336,
out of which 57.48% were male. Moreover, the native Saudi population has been estimated at

20,408,362, a mere 62.69% of the actual population (General Authority for Statistics, 2018).
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Figure 2.1 Map of Saudi Arabia (General Commission for Surveys, 2019)

2.3.3 Culture

Segments of the population of Saudi Arabia live in cities and others live in rural areas. There
are also nomads who live in migrations established by the government to encourage them to
leave their desert way of life. Aside from this, there are Saudis from large tribes and Saudi

immigrants of other origins. All this has produced great diversity and tolerance in Saudi culture,
(Baki, 2004).

Islam is the official religion of Saudi Arabia. For millions of Muslims around the world, Saudi

Arabia has great religious significance, because the Holy Cities of Mecca and Medina are
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situated there. These are the main places of pilgrimage in Islam. Moreover, when Muslims all

over the world pray, they face the direction of Mecca.

2.3.4 Saudi Women

Saudi Arabia is a deeply conservative country with strict rules for female behaviour, including
dress code and communication with the opposite sex. Traditionally, marriage to someone
outside one’s tribe has not been permitted, but following changes made by Crown Prince
Mohammed bin Salman since 2015, the Saudi courts no longer accept objections over women
marrying outside their tribe; allowing Saudi women to marry anyone they want nowadays.
Moreover, Saudi women were prohibited from driving for many years, but in 2018, Crown
Prince Mohammed bin Salman reformed the laws governing this, as well as various other
restrictions on women in Saudi society. These changes have had a profound impact on Saudi
culture and freed women from out-dated customs. However, many women are still unable to
exercise these rights, because of their family’s control over them. This power wielded over
women by their families is difficult to counteract through law, but needs cultural, social and
educational change to raise awareness of the right of women to be treated as free and

autonomous individuals.

In terms of professional life, women have traditionally only been permitted to become teachers,
doctors or nurses, with no other domains open to them in the KSA. However, after successfully
fighting for their rights and constantly demanding respect for their aims and ambitions, women
in Saudi Arabia have finally been granted greater equality. Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed
bin Salman recently pledged to empower Saudi women; this includes allowing women to take
on leadership positions. For example, he has appointed Saudi Arabia’s first female ambassador

and has promised to appoint a female Minister in the near future.

In Saudi education, however, Saudi women still work separately from men (van Geel, 2016).
Nevertheless, despite Saudi Arabia’s conservative traditions, teaching is a profession that has
been widely accessible to women in the Kingdom. The number of teachers affiliated with the
Ministry of Education is estimated at 504,819, which includes 270,584 female teachers.
However, the status of female teachers and head teachers in Saudi Arabia is still strongly
influenced by traditional and cultural beliefs. This means that in spite of the number of women
working for the Ministry of Education, their chances of gaining a leadership position is very

limited. In fact, the percentage of women who occupy leadership positions under the Ministry
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is just 1.5% and there are only four women who hold the position of deputy minister: for
educational programmes, private university education, and scholarships for private education
(Ministry of Education, 2019). This low proportion of women in leadership positions can be
explained by legislation that prohibited women from becoming leaders, prior to policy reforms
in 2017. As a consequence, all leadership positions were held by men until very recently.
Additionally, women were previously not permitted to nominate themselves for any leadership

positions in education, except for school management or the supervision of female teachers.

Thus, the upper echelons of the educational sphere are still male dominated, with the exception
of just one woman, who is in charge of female recruitment in the government’s Department of
Education. This inevitably affects how well women's voices are heard by decision-makers,
which means that they are merely followers, not participants, in Saudi Arabia’s education
sector. However, with its Vision 2030, the Saudi government has opened up the door to women
teachers being nominated for leadership positions. This is evidenced by the measures adopted
in the Kingdom, including two Royal Decrees, permitting women to drive, cancelling the need
for male guardianship, and thereby permitting freedom of movement for women. These steps
have increased women’s chances of running for leadership positions and have persuaded senior

leaders of their ability to be present and fulfill their responsibilities (Alsubaie & Jones, 2017).

Although a very limited number of women are in leadership positions at present, this could
increase with time, as the opportunities facilitated by Vision 2030 gain traction among Saudi

women.

2.3.5 The Economy

The oil boom of the 1970s completely transformed KSA in terms of its environment, lifestyle,
education and economy. The revenue from oil was used for development; enabling a modern
and affluent nation to be constructed, thereby lifting its population out of poverty. People who
had once lived in tents or small traditional dwellings now lived in high-rise apartments and
large houses. In addition, education expanded from a few schools, to thousands of schools and
numerous universities. Finally, as a result of the oil boom, Saudi Arabia developed an oil

industry that included oil-refining and other related activities such as plastics manufacture.

In more recent years, however, oil prices have declined, leading the Saudi government to make

the important decision to steer away from reliance on oil as its only source of income. This
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decision underpins a large-scale development plan known as Saudi Vision 2030, which sits on
three axes: a vital society, a booming economy and an ambitious nation (Vision 2030, 2018).
The first of these axes refers to building a vibrant society, whose members live according to
Islamic principles, but with moderation. The second axis relates to a thriving economy, with
the Saudi government dedicated to providing opportunities for all by building an education
system that is linked to the needs of the labour market, while also developing opportunities for
entrepreneurs, whether on a small or large scale. Finally, the third pillar of the Vision involves
the public sector, where the Saudi government is seeking to enhance efficiency, transparency
and accountability; thereby promoting a culture of performance to maximise the impact of

human resources and efforts.

2.3.6 The Education System

The Saudi Ministry of Education was established in 1953 (Al-Sonbol, 2008) as an extension
and development of the Directorate of Knowledge. Initially it was entrusted with planning and
supervising the general education of boys across three educational stages (primary,
intermediate and secondary), with King Fahd as the first Minister of Education. In 1960, the
General Presidency for Girls’ Education was established (with a budget of SAR 4,400,000).
Women's education in State institutions in Saudi Arabia was launched in 1960, three years
behind men's education, as male religious factions refused to allow women to study until the
State promised that this would take place under religious supervision. The goal of the basic
education of women in Saudi Arabia was originally based on the belief that the role of a woman
was solely to be a wife and mother (Hamdan, 2005).

Nowadays, the Saudi Ministry of Education is responsible for providing education free of
charge to all children (girls and boys) in Saudi Arabia, with education being compulsory
between the ages of six and 18. The Ministry of Education is responsible for five levels of
public education, including nurseries and kindergartens (age 3-5 years), primary schools (age
6-12 years), intermediate (middle) school (age 13-15 years), and secondary school (age 15-18
years).

Beyond compulsory education, many students continue their education to graduate and
postgraduate level. Since 2003, this has included women. The religious authorities’ oversight
of women's education was established to reassure society that education for women would be

bound by the religious controls that shape women’s lives in a conservative manner.
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In the case of schools, students are provided with textbooks, and the Ministry designs the
national curriculum, provides budgets for all public-sector schools, and supervises over 34,000
schools, more than 650,000 teachers, and in excess of 50,000 administrative staff across 42
Districts (Ministry of Education, 2019). Furthermore, the Saudi government invests large sums
of money in initiatives to improve education. For example, in 2010, this amounted to SAR
90,000,620,000, increasing to SAR 124,319,484,000 in 2016 (Ministry of Education, 2019).

Such investment was made to try and increase education uptake nationwide.

Saudi Arabia’s student population currently numbers 3,043,875 female and 2,937,844 male
students (Ministry of Education, 2019). This level of investment in education has led to
enormous changes in the Saudi education system over the years, with numerous programmes
being implemented to improve it, especially in the area of evaluation, for which more than
eight different programmes have been implemented (see section 2.3.6.2). The Ministry of Civil
Service is responsible for recruiting teachers and assigning them the work that they are required
to perform. According to the Ministry of Civil Service (2019), the teacher must satisfy his or
her job requirements, and does not have the right to object to any task that is assigned, as long

as the job description is included in his or her contract with the Ministry of Education.

2.3.6.1 The Ministry of Education’s Features and Approach

The Saudi education system is governed by the Ministry of Education under guidelines issued
by the Supreme Council for Educational Policy in 2016 Ministry of (Education, 2019). The
Ministry is led by one Minister and a deputy, with three Ministerial assistants (see Figure 2.2),
in a rather centralised approach (Al Essa, 2009; Abisaab, 2015). However, a new organisational

structure was recently announced in early May 2019 (Ministry of Education, 2019).

The Saudi Ministry of Education is made up of 13 agencies, 61 public administrations, and 14
offices and secretariats, all of which are linked to the Minister of Education (see Figure 2.2).
The magnitude of the effect of neoliberalism should also be noted in the presence of a
performance agency, which oversees the SPIS to evaluate the performance of schools,
academic offices, and the Agency for Communication and International Cooperation. This also
represents an effect of globalisation; evident in the establishment of offices to supervise and

evaluate performance, and to set standards.
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Figure 2.2 Organisational structure of the education system in Saudi Arabia (Ministry of Education, 2019)
https://www.moe.gov.sa/en/TheMinistry/AboutMinistry/Pages/MinistryOStructure.aspx

36



Under the current system of organisation, the Saudi Ministry of Education controls the national
education system. This means that there are no opportunities for schools to manage themselves.
Moreover, head teachers are not responsible for designing the curriculum, or for recruiting or
dismissing teachers. Consequently, there is a great deal of distance between policymakers and
schools, and teachers and head teachers. This can have a significant impact on performance (see
subsection 3.4.4). In fact, there are managers in every education department (27 departments in
total; see section 2.3), appointed to supervise communication between schools and the Ministry
of Education (2019). As illustrated in Figure 2.3, these are situated in key locations in Saudi
Arabia.

Figure 2.3 Map of Saudi education departments. These are indicated in red, while cities with offices
are indicated in blue, and small towns are indicated in green (Jeddah, 2019)

In recent years, the Saudi Ministry of Education has begun giving education departments
permission to make certain decisions such as controlling teachers’ mobility between education
offices (Al-Sonbol, 2008). However, this is unlikely to have an effect on education reform, as

it is centralised (Al Essa, 2009).

2.3.6.2 Qualifications and Development of Saudi teachers

There are no gender-related differences in the Saudi system of teacher recruitment; both sexes
undergo the same procedure. However, male teachers are not permitted to teach in girls’
schools, whereas female teachers are allowed to teach boys until the third year of elementary

education.
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There are two conditions that a person must satisfy in order to be accepted as a candidate for a
teaching position. First, he or she must hold a university qualification, either obtained from a
college of education, or a public college that specialises in teacher training. In addition, an
educational diploma is required, focusing on the teacher-training element. The second condition
involves passing a test for the teaching licence, which involves a supervised written
examination in two parts. The first part tests general knowledge and includes criteria relating
to linguistic and mathematical ability. Meanwhile, the second part covers the basics of various
teaching specialisations. The results of this test remain valid for a period of five years.
Moreover, there is a requirement for teachers in government schools to be Saudi nationals,
although this is not a condition imposed on private schools.

As far as teacher training is concerned, one of the most prominent problems encountered in the
Saudi education system stems from poor teacher preparation. In consequence, continuing
professional development has been identified as a priority by the Saudi Ministry of Education;
most recently in a report dating from 2017 (Ministry of Education, 2019). There are two types
of training received by Saudi teachers. The first is provided by colleges of education to
bachelor’s degree holders, often in the final academic year at a public or private university, or
educational studies institute. Because this training takes place prior to entry into the teaching
profession, it is often referred to as pre-service or practical education. The other type of training
received by Saudi teachers is in-service training, and the providing authority is the Ministry of

Education’s General Administration of Training and Scholarships.

Additionally, the Saudi Ministry of Education sends teachers to Western universities to obtain
higher degrees for example, in education, management, evaluation, and modern education
technologies. It also provides opportunities for teachers to visit schools in America, Britain
and Australia through a programme called Khebrat (Ministry of Education, 2019). In fact, a
distinguished teacher can attain a supervisory position in the Ministry of Education and also
serve as a school principal after only two years of working as a teacher, provided that good
grades are obtained for teaching performance while working as a teacher. Still, even though
male and female teachers have equal opportunities in recruitment and in terms of continuing
professional development support from the Ministry of Education, female teachers are still far
from equal in terms of them holding senior positions of power and decision making in Saudi
Arabia’s education system. One key explanation is that traditional attitudes towards the

women prevail, which limit the roles women can perform. For instance, a woman is expected
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to fulfill the role of a dutiful wife, who respect her husband's decisions, rather than making
her own decisions. Women still hold a subjugated position in many families and communities.
Nevertheless, this does not stop the Ministry of Education from encouraging female teachers

to pursue leadership opportunities, albeit this is a relatively recent development (see 2.3.4).

2.3.6.3 School Performance Evaluation (SPE) in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA)

The flow of information mentioned by Ritzer (2010) (see subsection 2.2.1), when defining
globalisation, is evident in the Saudi education system. Wiseman et al. (2013) confirms that the
enhancement of Saudi education has depended on neoliberal principles since the Higher
Committee of Education Policy of 1997; introducing many weaknesses into the Saudi education
system (Ministry of Economy and Planning, 2015). The most notable of these is the inadequate
performance of teachers and head teachers. Thus, it is recommended that the government build
a programme of evaluation to facilitate the identification of strengths and weaknesses in
education. This recommendation has been taken seriously by the Saudi government (Alrwgee,
2012), and in recent years, the Saudi Ministry of Education has invited many experts, such as
Andreas Schleicher (head of the OECD) and Ranjit Malhi, spokesperson at the First
International Conference of Total Quality Management (TQM) in Public Education in 2011.
As a result, the government has established numerous programmes to improve educational

standards. According to Al Hakamy (2008), these consist of:

1- National assessment tests;

2- A project to ensure quality in academic achievement;

3- Basic skills tests for educators;

4- Standardised achievement tests;

5- Comprehensive evaluation of schools;

6- An educational accreditation system for private schools;
7- Comprehensive evaluation, and

8- An award for educational excellence.

Educational supervision is provided by more than 8000 technical supervisors who oversee
administrative matters in schools (Ministry of Education, 2019). Their tasks vary and include
evaluating school performance, the provision of teacher training, and co-ordination between

schools and the Ministry (Alzahrani & Alghamdi, 2016). These supervisors use teacher
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performance assessment, in which specific indicators are applied (Ministry of Education,
2019).

The Saudi Ministry of Education has sought to build a profile of education supervision and
school performance: designing and applying school and supervisory performance indicators
(see Figure 2.4), following approaches adopted by successful institutions around the world.
First, the Saudi Minister of Education’s Resolution No. 37350005 was issued and released on
12th May 2014. 1t is referred to as the ‘School Performance Indicators System’ (SPIS) (SPIS,
2017). Correspondingly, the organisational guide for evaluating the performance of SPIS itself
includes the following elements: leadership indicators of teaching performance, the
performance of supervisors and education offices, and the performance of head teachers in
terms of educational supervision and school performance. These indicators are assessed by the
body that oversees school supervisory performance in Saudi Arabia. The support, control and
supervision of educational accountability in an organisation poses questions about its
commitment to explaining specific tasks and learning outcomes. This depends on smart

professionalism and questioning, especially regarding tasks, programmes and output.

SPIS, which involves the use of performance indicators, began evaluating schools along with
educational supervision, where Education Supervision was not cancelled but continued to
perform its duties. There are some differences and similarities between the two programmes,
which are illustrated in the following Figure: indicating that although SPIS and Education
Supervision differ in their mission and occupy different offices, the teams undertaking this

evaluation all work towards education supervision.

Figure 2.4 Differences and similarities between SPIS and Education Supervision
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SPIS will now take on greater importance, since the Cabinet has issued a decision to link

teachers’ salaries with performance.

2.3.7 Conclusion

This chapter consists of an attempt to contextualise the study within the global sphere by
highlighting globalisation as a key influence on the neoliberal approach (such as NPM) to
education reform around the world. In particular, it has provided some background on Saudi
Arabia as a country and an overview of its population and education system. Also outlined in

this chapter is the prevailing influence of neoliberalism on school evaluation.
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Chapter 3: Literature Review
3.1 Introduction

Education reform has become a cornerstone in the contest for economic growth and global
competition, with many countries around the world reforming their educational policies to
achieve their economic goals (Evans, 2011). The most important efforts in these reforms have
focused on improving school performance, in order to achieve quantifiable outcomes and
produce academically successful and skilled students, who can play a role in building a strong
and competitive economy (Walker et al., 2011). Therefore, the first stage in improving school
performance is to evaluate that performance, determine points of weakness and strength, and
provide the system with appropriate feedback. This is so that improvements can be made and
deficiencies addressed, which would include suggesting methods of helping schools to improve
their outcomes (Evans, 2011). One evaluation technique involves measuring school
performance through the use of indicators. This approach is widely employed, especially among
OECD countries like the UK (Whalley, 2011) and Germany (Dedering & Miller, 2011).

Within the field of education research, however, the use of indicators to evaluate school
performance across the world has been a topic of much debate, leading to considerable doubts
about its real effects (Evans, 2011). Scholars whose work has been of particular influence,
gaining significant global attention from education experts, include Perryman (2006) and Ball
(2012a), who believe that evaluating the performance of a school on the basis of indicators
leads to some aspects of classroom teaching practice being ignored, if these cannot be measured
using indicators. An example of this would be the efforts made by teachers to make their
teaching successful and effective. This distances the teacher from the actual practice of teaching
as a basic task. In addition, certain tasks that are commissioned from teachers, such as
documentation, lead to extra work. Although there is abundant evidence of this in the UK and
many other OECD countries, there is a dearth of research on these systems, their effects, their
successes, and any overlapping characteristics that they might have in Saudi Arabia. The goal
of this thesis is consequently to explore the perceptions and experiences of head teachers and

teachers with regard to the latest SPE system, known as SPIS.

In light of the above, this chapter is divided into six sections, which introduce, outline and
summarise the study’s conceptual framework and the empirical literature on which it is based.

This is followed by a description of the emergence of SPE procedures, before presenting the
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basic concept of school performance management. Secondly, the concept of performativity is
examined. Thirdly, the concept of accountability is looked at in detail, including its definition,
a model of accountability, and some of the corresponding empirical literature. The chapter is

then summarised in a concluding section.

3.2 School Performance Evaluation (SPE)

In the past, schools used traditional means of evaluation, such as formative and summative
assessment (Dangerfield, 2012), but since the rise of neoliberalism in the 1980s, many
developed countries have looked at more effective ways of enhancing school performance
(Evans, 2011). For instance, over the past three decades, the UK has mainly used two different
approaches to evaluation. The first of these is performance appraisal, which was originally
implemented during the 1980s, becoming obligatory for all teachers in 1991 (McDonald et al.,
2019). Its main goal is to provide information that will enable managers to improve employees’
performance in an optimal manner (DeNisi & Pritchard, 2006). Leithwood, Jantzi, Silins and
Dart (1991) define performance appraisal as a ‘standard operating procedure’ (SOP) in all
mature organisations. Manasa and Reddy (2009) provide a further explanation, stating that “a
performance appraisal is a systematic and periodic process that assesses an individual
employee’s job performance and productivity in relation to certain pre-established criteria and
organisational objectives” (p.1). This includes performance indicators, because appraisal tools
depend on specific criteria, as discussed later in this section. In contrast, since 1991,
performance appraisal has been framed in terms of accountability and professional development
(Evans, 2011), which is now widely accepted in the UK (Johnson & Regan, 2014).

In this vein, SPE is seen to be related to performance management (see subsection 2.2.4).
However, there are many critics of performance appraisal, for instance, Ball (2017) argues that
it tends to sanitise and exclude real values, because it is dependent on students’ results
(Gaertner, Wurster, & Pant, 2014) as a true reflection of teachers' efforts (Dedering & Miller,
2011). Researchers like Ball, Maguire, Braun, Perryman and Hoskins (2012) have looked at the
effect of raising the standard of GCSE achievement, which means increasing pressure on
teachers to ensure that their students obtain good results, thereby adding to their teaching stress
and workload. Moreover, Gaertner et al. (2014) claim that linking students’ results with
teachers’ performance has had a negative effect on students’ performance. Indeed, the impact

of stress and workload at the core of the teaching profession cannot be overlooked. It is also
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illogical to consider a students’ exam results to be an honest measure of the teacher's efforts,
because the student may simply have failed to invest enough study hours of their own. However,
Plowright (2007) highlights the positive influence of evaluation based on students’ achievement

on school performance.

Aside from the above, there are those who do not believe that it is evaluation per se that drives
teachers to improve, but rather accountability and rewards (Gustafsson et al., 2015). However,
ensuring the quality of school performance is not limited purely to evaluating school
performance; it also requires accountability (Penninckx, Vanhoof, De Maeyer, & Van Petegem,
2014). That said, school evaluation has other implications for school improvement and
teachers’ stress, workload and morale, which will be examined in more detail in subsection

3.3.3.

3.2.1 Types of School Performance Evaluation (SPE)
3.2.1.1 Internal Self-evaluation

According to Nevo (2002), internal self-evaluation “can be performed by a teacher or a group
of teachers, by other members of the school’s professional personnel, by the principal or other
school administrators, or by a special staff member designated by the school to serve as a
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‘school evaluator’ (p.10). In contrast, external evaluation (inspection) must be implemented
by an independent organisation (Nevo, 2002). According Chapman and Sammons (2013),
internal self-evaluation serves multiple purposes, including preparation for inspection; the
driving of collaborative internal school improvement efforts; motivation for teachers to achieve
high standards, while at the same time assisting them in identifying needs; goals analysis; the
selection of instructional strategies, and the planning and monitoring of work. It also serves to

improve decision-making processes, rendering them more effective.

3.2.1.2 External Evaluation

In order to apply standards with confidence, most countries have evolved governing bodies to
ensure conformity with national standards. There are two examples of such organisations: The
Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) in the UK (Nevo, 2002) and the Education and
Training Evaluation Commission in Saudi Arabia (ETEC, 2019). These inspections are mainly
concerned with whether money is being spent effectively. However, according to Elliott (2012),
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the inspectors who conduct them have been criticised by politicians for several reasons: some
have been found to be unreliable and untrained, while others have failed to spend sufficient

time on their missions.

As a consequence, the definition of inspection has changed. Whereas it was once considered to
be a process of ensuring that expenditure takes place in accordance with various standards
(Nevo, 2002), Clarke and Ozga (2011) describe it as just “one of a cluster of processes that
have accompanied changes towards ‘governing at a distance’ (others include audit; targets; PM
and standards), as a way of managing or improving the performance of public services” (p.2).
This definition considers inspection to be an advanced version of the external evaluation that
emerged in the UK, once standards were established in the mid-1970s (Townsend, Porter, &
Mawdsley, 2002). Many other countries, such as New Zealand, Singapore, the Netherlands
(Whitby, 2010), and Saudi Arabia (ETEC, 2019) have since followed suit in this endeavour.

3.3 Performativity

As a result of implementing performance management in education, most education systems
evaluate the performance of schools and their teachers through student achievement, using
performance indicators (see section 2.2). SPE systems thereby use indicators to ensure that
schools achieve their goals. However, researchers such as Perryman et al. (2011) and Ball
(2012) have described performativity as a tool of the performance evaluation era. It is argued
that it has led to a culture of performativity in education (Ball, 2012a), with a significant
influence on education worldwide (Wilkins, Busher, Kakos, Mohamed, & Smith, 2012; see also
subsection 2.2.4). However, this concept of performativity needs to be clarified in more detail,

and so the formulation of a clear definition takes priority in this case.

3.3.1 Definition of Performativity

According to Lockheed and Hanushek (1988) and Perryman (2006), the concept of
performativity was first put forward by Lyotard (1984), who suggested that employees should
be judged according to their performance; in other words, by what they have accomplished.
Moreover, Avis (2005) cites performativity as a process linked to accountability and the
objectives of the institution, which aspires to achieve through the performance of its employees
in a culture of blaming teachers. In fact, the latter leads to the use of numbers, technology and

the documentation of information about employee performance. Therefore, Ball (2012a)
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describes performativity as “a technology, a culture and a mode of regulation that employs
judgements, comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, attrition and change
based on rewards and sanctions” (p.216). This definition confirms that judgement in
performance management should take place in accordance with input or output (Perryman,
2006). Meanwhile, Wilkins et al. (2012) state that what is important about performativity is its
role in measuring the performance of teachers and schools, using quantitative data. Thus,
performativity deploys performance indictors to evaluate the performance of teachers and
schools. It is generally acknowledged that performativity bears a strong relationship to many
aspects of education evaluation, such as indicators and management systems, and teachers’
identity and professionalism (Ball, 2016). Hence, this view of performativity will be adopted

in the present thesis.

3.3.2 Features of Performativity

Many features that characterise performativity are discussed in this thesis, the most important
of which is its strong relationship to politics and governments and their goals for education.
This is where governments impose certain indicators that education is expected to meet,
primarily for economic gains. Through these indicators, teachers are also held accountable for
the extent to which their students achieve high scores in national tests (see subsection 2.2.4). In
addition, performativity encourages competition between schools in a country (see subsection
2.2.4.3), as well as competition between countries in education, like what happens through
exam results in the PISA and TIMSS (see section 1.2). It is based on numbers, data collection
and documentation (see subsection 2.2.4.3). This leads to teachers having to accomplish
additional work, other than their teaching work, which has encouraged intense debate about the
magnitude of the impact of performance on teachers. The application of performativity is

explored in the following subsection.

3.3.3 Performativity and Teachers

Performativity has changed teachers’ job requirements. Teaching per se is no longer the only
requirement of a teacher, but other factors come into play when judging teachers’ performance
in schools, such as the results achieved by their students, the school’s provision of social
services, the wider environment, etc. (see subsection 2.2.4.2). Some experts have stated that

this presents teachers with numerous obstacles. Ball (2003) claims that the emphasis on
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performance is intended to intimidate the teacher, causing him or her to function in an
atmosphere of fear about the job and caution over exercising professional judgment. Perryman
etal. (2011) also state that this evaluation has influenced teachers and contributed to an increase
in the pressure placed upon them. The impact of performativity on teachers has elicited intense
debate, mainly negative, in countries such as the UK and USA.

Ilustrative of the level of concern over the pressures experienced by teachers, articles in the
British media and on British websites have addressed this issue with great interest, under
headlines such as ‘No game changer: Ofsted framework proposals won’t reduce stress, say
unions’ (Whittaker, 2019) and ‘Ofsted under fire in its own survey of teachers' wellbeing’ (The
Guardian, 2019), thereby highlighting its importance. Furthermore, Galton and MacBeath
(2008) emphasise the negative influence of performativity on teachers’ morale, gathering the
experiences of teachers in primary schools within five years of implementing a number of
educational change initiatives. From their analysis of these data, five categories of pressure
were identified: the frustration faced by those who try to make inclusive education work in
practice; the impact of constantly changing policies for the staff required to implement them;
loss of status within the teaching profession; reasons cited for teachers choosing to leave the
profession, and the consequences of continuing to work in education and fighting for what one
believes in. The above authors concluded that teachers were under intense pressure, compared
to their previous working conditions, before performance appraisal initiatives were in place.
Consequently, this had a huge impact on their confidence and ability to perform within their
own profession. The impact of paperwork was especially noticeable on their personal lives and
leisure pursuits, as they attempted to achieve good results. Similarly, this influenced their
satisfaction with their performance, and in turn, their professional practice. Nevertheless, in
Saudi Arabia the effects of SPE have not received any attention within the professional domain
or from the media, but this study will attempt to shed light on the topic by exploring stress,

workload and morale amongst teachers and head teachers.

3.3.4 Stress and Workload

According to the UK’s National Health Service (NHS, 2019), stress is “the feeling of being
under too much mental or emotional pressure” and this definition is adopted in the present
study. Ramos and Unda (2016) found stress to be strongly linked with teaching as an

occupation, perhaps because of the demands imposed on teachers to manage a workload that
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they cannot accomplish (Mulholland, McKinlay, & Sproule, 2013). In the UK, 98% of
participants in a survey of 4,500 teachers stated that they were stressed (Lightfoot, 2014). It is
possible that this was due to Ofsted, and the fear of being designated as a school that requires
special measures (Sugrue & Mertkan, 2017). One illustration of the lack of respect for teachers
is that some of the procedures in evaluation programmes interrupt teaching schedules, with the
result that teachers are obliged to engage in other activities, instead of focusing on their actual
job (Alrwgee, 2012; Alkarni, 2015). Jaradin (2004) and Alkarni (2015) also claim that the
administrative procedures in schools can lead to teacher burnout. In addition, the rise in stress
levels experienced by teachers is due to their accountability for students achieving the desired
results, while Al-Omari and Wuzynani (2013) refer to the link between accountability and

increased stress among head teachers.

Stress of this nature can affect teachers’ performance and increase the frequency of absenteeism
(Li & Sullivan, 2016), given that teachers suffering from stress can also experience “sustained
physical and mental health problems” as a result (Naghieh, Montgomery, Bonell, Thompson,
& Aber, 2015). Conversely, Mousavi (2007) claims that stress can provide positive momentum
for employees, providing that they have the time and place to refresh their minds (Siltaloppi,
Kinnunen, & Feldt, 2009).

According to Flores and Derrington (2017), SPE leads to increased workload in schools,
because it means implementing new teaching strategies and indicators. Mulholland et al. (2013)
assert that excessive workload can be stressful for teachers., and so it was a matter that needed
to be discussed with them and with head teachers in this study to investigate their views of
workload in relation to SPIS evaluation. Finally, morale was another matter raised with the

participants, as defined in the following paragraphs.

3.3.5 Morale

Brion (2015) considers morale to be the feelings that a teacher has about his or her job or role
within an organisation, and the extent to which this satisfies his or her goals. Morale is specified
here as the self-confidence and satisfaction experienced by teachers and head teachers with
regard to SPIS, as well as their sense of being effective within their schools. Thus, Bousquet
(2012) refers to workload and stress as the reasons behind reduced morale among teachers,
while Reid (2010) claims that a lack of respect for teachers has led to a decline in their morale.

However, there is no contradiction in this, because exposing a teacher to exhaustion and an
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unmanageable workload, despite all efforts, indicates a lack of respect from the management
for the essential role of a teacher. In fact, Goldstein (2015) asserts that low morale can lead to
teachers leaving their jobs. Therefore, education systems need to be aware of teachers’ morale
on an ongoing basis, so that high morale can be maintained (Govindarajan, 2012). This will not
only serve to keep teachers in the profession, but will lead to many other positive outcomes,

such as co-operation, the sharing of ideas, and peer support (Littleford, 2007).

One factor that can affect teachers’ morale consists of students’ results (Caprara, Barbaranelli,
Steca, & Malone, 2006). This is because SPE uses these as an important item for comparing
schools and judging the quality of their performance (Perryman et al., 2011). However, in order
for schools to achieve good results, they need to adopt strategies that will avoid placing
additional burdens on teachers, because stress has a negative effect on teachers’ morale
(Govindarajan, 2012). Consequently, this study addresses the topic of teachers’ morale and
related issues encountered by the participants. The effect on teachers” morale will also depend

on their commitment to implementing education reform programmes.

Aside from the above, according to Torabi and Sotoudeh (2010), teachers tend to be more
committed to implementing a new system or programme, if they feel that they are considered
to be an important part of the school. Evidence of this esteem for teachers may include them
receiving feedback on their programmes or an invitation to participate in decision-making.
Moreover, Singh (2007), Aydin, Sarier and Uysal (2013), and Saljooghi and Salehi (2016)
found that teachers’ participation in school activities, like planning, organisation, and the
application of new programmes, can improve teaching quality and teachers’ commitment. In

the next section, the third concept will be presented, namely accountability.

3.4 Accountability

The second core concept of this study is accountability, because SPE requires a foundation of
systematic accountability (Anderson, 2005). The information collected in evaluating school
performance is then used to judge teachers, head teachers and school performance (O’Neill,
2013). In fact, accountability has not only become a tool of the system, but it actually institutes
the system itself (Mgller, 2009). In this section, its definition and various forms are
consequently examined, as well as its relationship with school improvement, before reviewing

the empirical research on accountability.
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3.4.1 Definition of Accountability

Researchers have recognised different approaches to conceptualising accountability. According
to Pollock and Winton (2016), the scholarship on this topic defines it from many different
perspectives, which are not without their similarities and differences. That said, Barzano's
(2009) definition, worded as follows, has been accepted by many researchers, such as Watts
(2012):

Accountability in the sense of a set of formal and informal mechanisms making schools

answerable to different constituencies interested in educational results, represents one of
the major challenges schools—and headteachers in particular—are dealing with. (p.190)

Barzano considers accountability in education to be made up of a number of processes, which
enable schools to answer questions from different stakeholders, whether formally or informally.
This means that accountability does not merely relate to a higher authority; empowered to
question teachers and head teachers about their school’s performance and results, which is a
major challenge. Instead, it drives school staff to make their best efforts to achieve the level of
quality that all stakeholders require. Nevertheless, Barzano tends to overlook individual aspects
of school performance, possibly because he looks at it as a whole, with all outcomes worthy of
consideration. In contrast, McCallum (2018) believes accountability to be a system of making
judgements to categorise schools, teachers, and head teachers, based on school output from all
school activity, wherein results are evaluated by Ofsted. However, students’ results are widely
used as indicators by many experts when defining accountability (Richardson, 2015), which

will be addressed in specific detail below.

3.4.2 Model of Accountability

A number of researchers, such as Poole (2011) and Yia and Kimb (2019), have classified
accountability into two broad types, external and internal. Poole (2011) refers to internal
accountability as ‘school accountability’, describing it as “a process by which agents exert
pressure to ensure that schools meet their goals™ (p.3). In this operation, all school staff work
together to determine school standards and collect all the necessary information for
improvement, while also using peer pressure as a means of realising their ambitions. In addition,
Poole (2011) identifies external accountability as the external authority that sets the standards
and objectives to be met in schools. In the present case, this authority is the government, which
can cut its support if a school fails to achieve its goals. In contrast, Kim, Harris and Pham (2018)
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claim that external accountability is determined by the OECD’s PISA assessments, which force
countries and governments to evaluate school performance for economic reasons, using global
standards. However, this is not a huge difference, but rather a difference in the number of
representatives deployed to implement external accountability, as opposed to the actions or
objectives of these representatives.

In addition, Mgller (2009) outlines various forms of accountability, including “political, public,
managerial, professional and personal”. This means that schools are politically accountable in
their output to all segments of society and this perspective should include responsibility for
goals, standards and needs in education in general, and schools and school leadership in
particular. The above author refers to teachers’ personal feelings about their duties and students.
However, this indicates that Mgller (2009) does not define stakeholders according to their
position within or outside schools. Moreover, Kwok (2011) defines accountability as follows:
“[Alaccountability relates to external clients, stakeholders and supporters of the school” (p.16).
To conclude, these researchers consider accountability models according to the actors whom
they perceive to be responsible for education, with the authority to dictate to schools what they

should achieve.

3.4.3 The Influence of Accountability

The wave of neoliberalism and performance management has encouraged many countries
around the world to employ accountability in attempts to reform their education systems and
improve school performance (Poole, 2011; Bessant et al., 2015; Yia & Kimb, 2019), thereby
ensuring consistent progress in education (Larsen, 2009). However, multiple researchers have
tried to assess whether this adaptation has had any effect on the education systems concerned
or the improvement of school performance (Mgller, 2009). According to Bessant et al. (2015),
the introduction of accountability leads head teachers to apply standards, so that the
requirements of the accountability system can be met, resulting in enhanced school
performance. Thiel and Bellmann (2017) corroborate this view, finding that accountability can
help schools, in that they are provided with feedback, which can be acted upon to address
weaknesses and enhance the quality of their performance. However, Kwok (2011) argues that
schools need to ensure compliance with accountability, in order for any benefit to be derived

from it:
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As the leader of the school, the principal is held responsible for the performance of the
school and for the improvement of educational quality. In development planning, long
term participation in implementing accountability can also enable the school and
stakeholders to close the performance gap between the planned and achieved targets.

In contrast, Mgller (2009) highlights the potential of accountability to reform school
performance and education in general, pointing to the many different actions involved in
classroom accountability — which are too numerous to measure — as well as the role of
accountability in evaluating students’ results, with teachers held accountable for them. In
addition, the above author refers to poor school informants, who fail to support teachers; posing
the question of how teachers can be held responsible for that. He states that “effective
accountability requires teachers with high skills and adequate knowledge of the accountability
system”. Hence, he considers that all requirements should be met in accountability systems, if
they are to be successful. However, this does not provide strong grounds for rejecting

accountability, as it is still a factor that can motivate schools to meet standards.

3.4.4 Accountability and Decentralisation

The most important impact of neoliberalism (see subsection 2.2.2) is decentralisation, which
calls for reducing the government's dominance over organisations (Lynch et al., 2012),
including those that fall within the education sector. It has led to the implementation of
neoliberalism in various types of school, such as independent schools, with head teachers being
granted more authority over the running of these institutions. However, one World Bank (2003)
report asserts that decentralisation should be subject to accountability, so that school
improvement can progress. This interest in decentralisation has emerged as a result of various
opinions that assert its beneficial role, particularly in education. These benefits range from the
monitoring of finances, reduced corruption, and the satisfaction of local aims. Besides,
knowledge transfer facilitates the achievement of local objectives in school communities
(Gertler, Patrinos, & Codina, 2007). Nevertheless, according to Carr-Hill, Rolleston, Schendel,
and Waddington (2018), the benefits of decentralisation require a rich environment and
educated stakeholders, because these are the parties who make decisions. They will
consequently need to possess adequate knowledge and abilities, so that they can perform this
task effectively in the education context. In contrast, there are some authors who state that
decentralisation can lead to favouritism, especially in employment, as well as the use of power
for personal gain, drawing upon favours from personal connections in the community (Galiani,
Gertler, & Schargrodsky, 2008).
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Notwithstanding the above, decentralisation has been found to be successful around the world,
such as in the UK and USA (Carr-Hill et al., 2018). Although the Saudi education system has
been influenced by neoliberalism (see Chapter 2), it is still highly centralised (Al-Sonbol, 2008)
and this has had a negative effect on the system (Al Essa, 2009). In short, the Saudi Ministry of
Education adopts a top-down approach (Alzaidi, 2008), as discussed by numerous researchers,
particularly in terms of its efficiency and effectiveness in delivering the required evaluation
programmes to school teaching staff and head teachers. For instance, Camburn and Han (2015)
investigated the impact of implementing a top-down approach, referring to decision-makers
changing direction, while teachers encounter difficulties and are left wondering how to apply
the previous decisions issued from the top. It clearly indicates the reality faced by teachers when
the system marginalises them at the planning stage of change, despite the fact that teachers are

crucial to the success of education reform (Camburn & Han, 2015).

However, it is not just the marginalisation and neglect of teachers and their views that result
from a top-down approach to planning education reform; it can also create an environment that
is hostile to and opposes the regime (Ravitch, 2016). Such negative effects of this approach are
evident in Saudi education, whereby Mansour, Heba, Alshamrani and Aldahmash (2014) point
out that schools in Saudi Arabia fail to reflect the expectations of planners. Therefore, according
to Ravitch (2016), successful reform should work upward from the bottom, although the above
author seems to be unaware that this is already being implemented. Education reform has
consequently become an arena of experimentation, giving rise to even more errors (Priestley,
Miller, Barrett, & Wallace, 2011). In fact, both top-down and bottom-up approaches can have
a negative impact on education reform, according to Fullan (2007), as the top-down approach
is a threat to teachers’ commitment to change, and the bottom-top approach is far too centred
on individual experience. Consequently, it is rarely successful or sustainable in its outcomes.
However, according to Brezicha, Bergmark and Mitra (2015), co-ordinating the two approaches
can be effective for reform. The next section will therefore examine empirical research studies

based on three conceptual frameworks.

3.5 Theories of Performance Management
This study is guided by two main theoretical models, both relating to performance management

theory: goal setting and expectancy.
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1- Goal setting

Goal-setting theory focuses on the relationship between improving organisational or individual
performance and the setting of goals (Latham & Locke, 2007). This theory was established by
American psychologist, Edwin Locke in 1968 and contributed to by Professor of Organisational
Effectiveness, Gary Latham in 1970 (Miner, 2015). It claims that goals can affect performance
in many ways; for example, through the existence and clarity of the goal and the procedures for
accessing it, as well as the difficulty involved in achieving the goal and its value (Latham &
Locke, 2007). This theory stresses the importance of having specific goals to accomplish, which
must be very clear to the teacher (Moeller, Theiler, & Wu, 2012). Teachers’ ignorance of the
goal and its application in a specific system may lead them to view the goal in different ways,
which might not be productive or fit in with the school’s objectives. Therefore, it is essential
that the goal is clear to the teacher. However, according to this theory, goal setting leads to
commitment (Lunenburg, 2011). This is because, in the absence of goals, there will be no
commitment from the teacher. Conversely, when a goal is clear, a consensual desire to achieve

it may be found amongst teachers.

The most important component of goal setting involves teachers setting their own goals,
whereby they choose to pursue and achieve them based on an internal stimulus, stemming from
their sense of the goals’ importance (Lunenburg, 2011). This indicates the necessity for teachers
to participate in decision-making, and their ability to set programme objectives, especially with
regard to education reform such as SPIS. It also demonstrates that due to teachers being
excluded from participating in decision-making and their lack of voice in choosing educational
goals, reform programmes in centralised systems tend to fail. Locke (1996) claims that when
individuals set their own goals, they are likely to want to invest greater effort in achieving them,
rather than being set goals that are too easy by someone else. However, goals should still be
attainable (Lunenburg, 2011). Moreover, high or seemingly elusive goals will encourage the
teacher to make more effort to achieve them and become a challenge, unlike easy goals that can
be achieved by anyone without much effort. According to Lunenburg (2011), easy goals have
little impact on the reality of a school or other institution in terms of developing performance,
which means that setting such goals may be a waste of time and effort.

However, in this current study, an attempt is made to determine the influence of SPIS when
implemented in schools, if indicators are applied to ensure that the goals and plans of decision-

makers have been achieved (see subsection 3.3.3). SPIS indicators are targeted towards
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improving school performance. What makes this theory important in the current study is that it
reveals the reasons for school performance improving or deteriorating, and it can also help
ascertain the efficiency or effectiveness of the indicators. Most importantly, it promotes
performance amongst teachers and can explain the complexities that they encounter when

endeavouring to understand the indicators.

2- Expectancy Theory

Expectancy theory is the result of work by US Business Management Professor, Dr. Victor
Vroom during the 1960s, when he found a gap between industrial psychology research and
employee motivation in the workplace (Lloyd & Mertens, 2018). Vroom identified a
relationship between employees’ expectations, and their effort, performance and rewards
(Mullins, 2007). He observed that an employee's expectation of a certain amount of effort being
required to achieve a set goal, caused him or her to exert that effort. Moreover, the expectation
of reward also appeared to affect the level of effort made. Therefore, an individual may believe
that a certain degree of effort will lead to a specific level of performance, against which a reward
will be earned (Lloyd & Mertens, 2018).

Additionally, expectancy theory claims that an employee's confidence that he or she will receive
a fair reward for effort will be a motivation to do the job (Isaac, Zerbe, & Pitt, 2001). The theory
also states that the reward must be equal to the performance (Parijat & Bagga, 2014), in the
sense that the employee needs to believe that he or she has received a fair reward for the effort
and performance delivered. The question that arises here concerns the relationship between this
theory and the present study, which investigates the influence of evaluation on school
performance. According to the employees' knowledge, the results of their evaluation will affect
their expectations of their own efforts (Lunenburg, 2011). As a result, the evaluation of school
performance gives teachers a view of their own performance and how much or what they have
achieved. Therefore, it is possible to imagine the negative impact on teachers’ performance if
this evaluation is not performed correctly. For example, teachers can suffer, and their

confidence may be negatively affected.

All guestions answered in this study relate to the evaluation of school performance through
SPIS, based on the performance of head teachers and teachers. Therefore, according to this

theory, the evaluation process should be carried out correctly (Pulakos, 2004). This study also
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investigates the influence of performance evaluation and its role in increasing pressure on head

teachers and teachers by demanding more effort on their part.

3.6 Empirical Research Studies on Three Conceptual Frameworks

The various systems of performance management and school evaluation found worldwide have
become an increasingly popular focus of education research (Dunn & Miller, 2007; Pollitt &
Dan, 2011; Kalimullah et al., 2012; Jaksic & Jaksic, 2013).

As clarified earlier, the use of indicators and standards for evaluating school performance and
making judgements about teachers is referred to as ‘performativity’, and this is frequently and
extensively debated by scholars. However, doubts have been raised about the real effects of
performance management criteria (Evans, 2011). For example, some critics argue that
performance management has had a detrimental effect on teachers’ professionalism and
professional identity, resulting in unhealthy and unnecessary levels of stress and workload. The
negative influence of performativity has therefore attracted enormous attention from education
experts around the world, including Perryman (2006) and Ball (2012a). In contrast, scholars
like Whalley (2011) argue that performance management can result in greater accountability
among teachers and head teachers. Hence, there are some researchers who believe
neoliberalism, NPM/managerialism and performativity to be positive in their impact on
education in general and school performance in particular (Ehren & Visscher, 2008; Dedering
& Miiller, 2011). It should also be considered that while there is now an established body of
research into performance management and the effects of SPE in the UK and many other parts
of the world, research in this area is still in its infancy in Saudi Arabia. This is despite the fact
that Saudi Arabia has already witnessed two decades of educational reform, resulting in
fundamental changes in its education system and the strategies adopted to improve it, including
SPE systems. However, what will be scrutinised here are peer-reviewed empirical studies on

the three concepts, beginning with SPE.

3.6.1 Empirical Research Studies on School Performance Evaluation (SPE)

In the following paragraphs, peer-reviewed empirical studies on SPE are examined; in
particular, studies on programmes that resemble SPIS, such as the UK’s Ofsted. According to
Scheerens (2014), SPE is an important aspect of research on school effectiveness. However,

much of the research to date has addressed aspects and areas of school performance that can be
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categorised into three main types, whereupon similar programmes to the SPIS are examined,
including Ofsted and Germany’s KMK (Watts, 2012). In this subsection, the primary measures
implemented by Ofsted are described. Here, a course of action to be undertaken by a school is
identified to meet the necessary standards, according to the indicators in place and drawing
upon observed changes implemented by Ofsted since 2005. In this study, the context of the

investigation is specifically secondary education, including the perspectives of head teachers.

Watts (2012) explains that in 2005, Ofsted facilitated inspection procedures and made a number
of changes; for example, with regard to the notice issued to schools in advance of inspections,
which was initially reduced from several weeks to just a few days. However, this notice period
has since been further reduced to half a day, whereby schools are now informed of a pending
inspection at midday, the previous day (Roberts & Abreu, 2016). However, the outcome of this
is an overwhelming concern with school rankings in the league tables, which has caused many

stakeholders to criticise schools and the education system as a whole (Baroutsis, 2016).

Conversely, some researchers have looked at the apparatus that is used to evaluate school
performance, including performance indicators, as illustrated and discussed by Rowe (2004),
(Evans, 2011) and Dangerfield (2012), amongst others (see subsection 2.2.4). In addition,
Leckie and Goldstein (2009) address the use of student achievement in national exams as an
indicator to compare performance between institutions, stressing that it is not a fair means of
differentiating between schools; a criticism supported by Ehren and Honingh (2011). There is
no doubt that relying on just one index to detect differences in school performance cannot give
a true picture of school or teaching performance. In fact, it can lead to erroneous judgments

being made about certain schools.

Studies on the topic of school performance league tables include Leckie and Goldstein (2009)
and Perryman et al. (2011), amongst others (see subsection 2.2.4.3). Besides, some similar
studies of interest to this research have been conducted in the UK and more recently, in the
Netherlands (Ehren & Visscher, 2008). Here, a number of studies are reviewed and classified
geographically. Thus, four studies conducted in Western countries are presented, with a special
focus on Germany (Dedering & Miiller, 2011), and the UK (Janssens & van Amelsvoort, 2008;
McVeigh, 2016; Perryman et al., 2018), and one study on SPE in various contexts, including
the Netherlands, Belgium and Germany. Meanwhile, to a lesser extent, studies from Saudi

Arabia and other Gulf countries are examined.
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The first study (Dedering & Muller, 2011) was conducted in a Western context, and it “focuses
on the question of to what extent the purpose of school inspections as laid down in the
programme, namely, to promote quality improvement in schools, has been accomplished”. The
above study describes Germany’s experience of SPE, which differs from the SPIS addressed in
this study, but is similar in some respects; for example, it focuses on the performance of teachers
and schools, and the use of indicators to judge their performance. Hence, it relates to this current
study, with a view to providing some detail on Saudi Arabia’s SPIS evaluation of school
performance. In addition, both studies explore head teachers’ perceptions of how well school
inspections function and influence practice. The above study sampled teachers in an enquiry
into the extent to which inspections promote quality and achievement in schools, similar to this
current study. It involved a quantitative approach, using a questionnaire. Some experts consider
this approach to be “better... leading to results that are more believable” (Lichtman, 2012,
p.44). However, Dedering and Miller's (2011) results cannot be generalised, because the study
was conducted on a small sample (468 completed questionnaires). In contrast, a mixed-methods
approach was adopted in this current study, comprising both quantitative and qualitative
research methods. In addition, Dedering and Miiller (2011) describe certain features of SPE in
the context of the German education system, which is concentrated in individual school
systems, as opposed to the more centralised Saudi system. In Germany, according to Dedering
and Muller (2011), there is no national, unified Federal school evaluation, but each Federal

State has its own distinct system.

Nevertheless, there are other important points involving SPE in Germany; according to
Dedering and Midller (2011), all 16 of Germany’s Federal States have the same school
inspection objectives, and the school inspection itself provides detailed information on the
quality of individual schools. This is subsequently used by the schools themselves to target
quality improvement, as well as by administrative bodies to formulate measures of support and
governance. In addition, school inspection is implemented as a systematic, evaluative
assessment of working conditions, methods, and outcomes of individual schools, thus
complementing the former State school supervision. Moreover, the inspections are based on
standardised criteria for evaluating good instruction and good schools, according to the
expectations determined by the administrative bodies. These criteria are laid down in the
framework for school quality across all the Federal States.
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Further to the above, no individual feedback is given to teachers as part of their monitoring in
Germany. Instead, 50-70% of lessons are observed by a team of inspectors, while the head
teachers, teachers, students and parents are interviewed (Dedering & Miiller, 2011, p.303).
These school inspections are always conducted by teams of three or four experts and schools
are informed in advance of the date of the school visit. In all the Federal States, internal and
external data concerning school locations are therefore collected and processed by school

inspectors, prior to their visit (ibid., p.304).

Despite differences in the systems, Dedering and Muller (2011) findings are crucial for this
study. First, the degree of authenticity and comprehensibility of the inspection reports was
regarded as positive, with 89.9% of the interviewees considering them to be appropriate in their
scope, aptly concrete (87.8%), and comprehensive (81%). In addition, most of the participants
who were categorised as school head teachers considered the inspection report to be relevant
for school development and believed that it would help the school management with further
administration processes. Although these findings are credible, according to Newby (2014),
they would have been more in-depth, if the researcher had used mixed methods. For example,

interviews would have enabled a deeper understanding of the results.

The second study, with strong links to the present research, was conducted by McVeigh (2016),
who reviewed the Ofsted criteria. This corresponds to the present study, whereby the
effectiveness of the SPIS and its criteria are addressed. The above study produced interesting
findings in response to the 23 Ofsted inspections reviewed. In addition, most of the head
teachers studied did not feel that Ofsted’s criteria undermined their professionalism or
autonomy, while most of the teachers investigated appeared to consider that Ofsted’s criteria,
influenced by government policies, were necessary. On being interviewed for the above study,
the head teachers and teachers agreed that the focus on teaching performance being shifted
towards the bigger picture, evaluated over time, and taking into account pupils’ progress and
attainment, was a positive development, because Ofsted had linked its teaching criteria to
teaching standards established in 2012, but had failed to justify them. McVeigh's (2016) main
aims were therefore “to review the development of the criteria devised by Ofsted by which
inspectors judge the quality of teaching in mainstream schools and to gain primary head
teachers’ and teachers’ views on the criteria and their enactment” (p.2). This shares some

common ground with the present research, which discusses the influence of the SPIS process.
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In terms of the generalisability of the research, Bryman (2016) claims that the results of
interviews cannot be generalised, which also applies to McVeigh’s (2015) study. However, his
research poses the following questions: How have Ofsted’s criteria for evaluating the quality
of teaching changed since 1993 (when Ofsted inspections first began)? What have been the key
policy drivers and other influences on teaching criteria? How do the 10 selected primary head
teachers view the Ofsted criteria and use them to influence classroom practice in their schools?
Finally, how do primary school teachers from the head teachers’ schools view the Ofsted
criteria and use them to influence their own classroom practice? From these questions, it may
be observed that there are several differences and similarities between McVeigh’s (2015) study
and the present research. The first difference is that McVeigh (2015) focussed on Ofsted’s
history and development, while this study is interested solely in its influence on the SPIS
process and not its history. Moreover, McVeigh (2015) aimed to identify the influence of
teaching criteria, whereas this study discusses the influence of SPIS in secondary schools, based
on the perceptions of teachers and head teachers. Furthermore, McVeigh’s sample includes

primary school heads, teachers and inspectors.

In particular, McVeigh (2015) used semi-structured interviews with key actors: Her Majesty’s
Inspectors (HMI). More specifically, he used semi-structured thematic interviews with 10
primary school head teachers and 19 teachers. In addition, historical policy documents were
studied, thereby including important features of Ofsted. Ofsted inspections were established in
1993 for secondary schools and the following year for primary and special education schools.
To prepare for these inspections, schools receive an outline of the framework and a handbook.
The framework for inspection has been revised many times, with versions in 1993, 1994, 1995,
2000, 2003, 2005, 2009, January 2012, September 2012, 2013 and 2014, and a further change
in September 2015. The handbook covers performance and procedures in all areas of school
life. Moreover, it makes explicit statements about what to look for in lessons. These handbooks
have been made available to all schools for use by head teachers. However, McVeigh (2016)
reports that the majority of head teachers do not feel that performativity (Ofsted criteria and
indicators) undermines their professionalism or autonomy. Meanwhile, the annual reports
provide information for schools and teachers, which help define what Ofsted considers to be
best practice. Finally, Ofsted has produced guidance on what inspectors look for when they
undertake subject survey visits (McVeigh, 2015, p.77).
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The third study was conducted by Perryman et al. (2018) to answer the following question: “To
what extent do inspection regimes, particularly the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted),
influence the work of a school, and how might that influence be conceptualised?” (p.45). The
aim of the above study was to investigate how schools endorse policy. To accomplish this, the
study had two main objectives — one being theoretical — to advance a theory of policy
enactment. The other was experiential, to engage in a critical exploration of the differences in
policy implementation in ‘similar’ contexts (Ball et al., 2012). The research question in
Perryman et al.'s (2018) study more or less resembles one of the questions addressed in the
present study, with a few differences. For example, the current study focusses on specific
aspects of school life, such as school improvement and monitoring, while Perryman et al. (2018)
were interested in Ofsted’s influence on leadership and management, and whether there was an
element of resistance. For this, the above researchers used a qualitative approach, collecting
data from four co-educational, non-denominational and non-selective secondary schools. In

contrast, the present study uses a mixed-methods approach.

Unfortunately, Perryman et al.’s (2018) study cannot be generalised, because of the small
sample size, including just four schools and 95 interviews with “head teachers, senior
management, teachers, union representatives and support and advisory staff” (Perryman et al.,
2018, p.150). However, most of the participants spoke positively about Ofsted, because it had
helped them improve their schools. In addition, it was clear that the schools were not given any
notice of the time or date of their evaluations. Instead, the head teachers were committed to
continual Ofsted readiness in their schools; a perpetual state of inspection anxiety that aimed
for good or outstanding practice each day of every week for the whole academic year. In this
way, the leaders’ agency used the inspection tool to exert pressure on head teachers, so as to

raise standards in schools.

The fourth study was conducted by Janssens and van Amelsvoort (2008), who explored the
conditions and use of self-evaluation by schools. It also looked at responses relating to the
effects of school inspectorates in countries with similar school self-evaluation (SSE)
developments (for example, the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, the UK and Germany). It
therefore explored the influence of SSE on eight schools in seven European countries. However,
the above study differs from the current study in terms of its aims and questions, as the present
research focuses on the influence of SPIS on school performance, with SPIS being an external

evaluation process. Moreover, this current study involves collecting data via both quantitative
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and qualitative methods, in contrast to Janssens and van Amelsvoort (2008), who only used
interviews with 17 inspectors. Another difference is that the current study considers the
perceptions of teachers and head teachers from all secondary schools in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia,
with three teachers and head teachers from three schools also being interviewed. In contrast,
the sample size in Janssens and van Amelsvoort's (2008) study is limited.

In all the countries investigated by Janssens et al. (2008), it was found that the legislative
position underpinning SSE was aimed at improving school performance. However, the
legislation in some parts of the world, such as Belgium, Northern Ireland and Scotland, also
suggests SSE reporting, with external evaluation then being conducted on SSE (in England,
Lower Saxony and the Netherlands). However, England, the Netherlands, Northern Ireland and
Scotland appear to have adequate standards, which contribute to good self-evaluation and
school improvement. To support SSE, the country must have frameworks or guidelines aimed

at school improvement.

However, these four studies (i.e. Janssens & van Amelsvoort, 2008; Dedering & Miller, 2011;
McVeigh, 2016; Perryman et al., 2018) are similar in terms of the context in which they were
conducted (namely, the West). However, they are different in several respects, such as the
sample type and size. In addition, they all focus on school improvement as an impact of

evaluation, except for Perryman et al. (2018), who did not determine the influence of evaluation.

As far as the Arabic context is concerned, some interesting studies have been conducted on
school evaluation (Esan & Hamid, 2013), with six being somewhat similar to the current
research, as discussed in the following paragraphs. Two studies on evaluation in general are
addressed first, followed by four studies on specific programmes of school evaluation.

First, Esan and Hamid's (2013) study is concerned with the reality of school evaluation in the
UAE, Qatar and Sultanate of Oman. It consequently compares assessment systems across these
three countries; identifying their need for revision and making recommendations to help
develop them. In contrast, the current study focuses on SPIS, a Saudi SPE programme.
Meanwhile, Esan and Hamid (2013) adopted a comparative descriptive approach to analysing
documents relating to the evaluation institutions in the above-mentioned countries, whereas this
current study does not use any documentation, because it is focused on the perceptions of head
teachers and teachers with regard to various aspects of the influence of SPIS. Moreover, Esan

and Hamid’s (2013) study posed the following questions: “What is the philosophy of school
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institutional evaluation and what are its tools and procedures?”, “What are the updates facing
the institutional and school calendar specifically?”, “What is the reality of institutional and
school assessment in the UAE, Qatar and Oman?”, and “What are the suggested

recommendations for developing the system?” (p.338).

Esan and Hamid’s (2013) research helps elucidate school evaluation in some Gulf countries.
However, there are other important features of school evaluation in this zone (for example, in
the UAE and Oman). Multiple and conflicting objectives and priorities point to a gap between
assumed and real institutional values, with a discrepancy between the values of senior
leadership and the values of school staff. Furthermore, there were found to be insufficient

resources for solving problems in schools.

To elaborate on the above, Esan and Hamid (2013) refer to the system and some of the school
evaluation policies in use in the UAE. The UAE began implementing its academic accreditation
programme in 2008, with British expertise being engaged to establish a bespoke SPE unit. All
education leaders and school head teachers were trained in implementing the evaluation
programme and methods of supervision. School accreditation in the UAE now involves
academic recognition by the UAE’s Ministry of Education that a school has achieved a certain
standard of quality. Similarly, Oman has established a programme for enhancing school
performance, which includes a sub-programme for evaluating school performance and
developing the schools concerned. Here, an internal and external evaluation system is applied,
with Oman using the Ofsted programme to develop a school performance assessment plan. In
contrast, Qatar has established an Education Assessment Board with four offices: The Student
Evaluation Office; the Evaluation Office, which awards teaching licenses; the Office of
Performance Evaluation of the Practitioner, and the Office of Information and Data Collection.
Meanwhile, Qatari Academic Accreditation means that the quality of education in a school is
recognised by the Qatari Ministry of Education.

Another study, conducted by Moussa (2012), set out to explore the foundations and methods of
evaluating the quality of modern schools and their approaches, as well as reviewing global best
practices and models. In addition, it aimed to uncover the reality of private schools in KSA and
the prevailing practices for assessing the quality of performance and the obstacles hindering
improvement in the quality of output. The above study relied on analytical descriptive and
comparative approaches, in stark contrast to this current study, which explores staff perceptions

and experiences of education reform in secondary schools in Jeddah, KSA (using SPIS as a
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specific example). In addition, this current research involves a case study, using mixed methods
and setting out broad terms for assessing the effects of the SPIS process and grading outcomes

on various aspects of school life.

However, although this current study differs from Moussa’s (2012) work, it draws upon the
research questions of the latter to gain a deeper understanding of SPE in Saudi Arabia. Moussa’s
(2012) study addressed the following question: “How can the quality assessment practices of
private schools in Saudi Arabia be developed in light of foreign experiences?” This then gave
rise to the following sub-questions: “What are the intellectual and organizational bases related
to evaluating the quality of the performance of private schools?”, “What are the comparisons
and lessons learned from international experiences in evaluating the performance of private
schools?”, “What is the reality of the performance of private schools in Saudi Arabia?”, and
“What are the most important recommendations and proposals for the development of quality

assessment practices for private education in the KSA?” (p.342).

According to Moussa (2012, p.340), the reality of private sector schools in KSA may be
described as follows: there is a significant lack of indicators on which to classify them. In
addition, teachers and head teachers rarely possess the appropriate educational qualifications
for working in private schools, because of the lack of clear specifications and standards for the
personnel employed in these schools. Moreover, there is no correlation between the results of
evaluation and the realisation of the Ministry’s vision. However, there are five Saudi studies,
which have concentrated on a specific programme, namely comprehensive evaluation; this
being the SPE programme implemented between 2001 and 2011. These studies comprise Al
Dossary (2006), Alballawi (2009), Al Sheikh (2010) and Alrwgee (2012).

The above-mentioned Saudi studies mainly explored the topic of comprehensive evaluation and
the extent to which it affected school performance. Al Dossary (2006) addressed the question
of the extent of comprehensive school evaluation’s effectiveness, from the perspective of a
supervisor, head teachers and teachers in Mecca, KSA. Later, Alballawi (2009) questioned the
degree of effectiveness of a comprehensive assessment programme in diagnosing the reality of
a school, from the point of view of school head teachers in Tabuk education in KSA.
Additionally, Al Sheikh (2010) posed the same question, but conducted his study in a different
region; investigating the role of comprehensive assessment in improving the performance of
education administration in the Asir region of Saudi Arabia. Finally, Alrwgee (2012)

investigated the reality of the comprehensive assessment system applied in Saudi state schools,
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in light of an appropriate criterion for evaluating a comprehensive evaluation system within
total quality management (TQM). Besides, the above author explored the most prominent

problems facing this evaluation system from the point of view of the study sample.

All the above authors used a descriptive approach, in addition to quantitative methods, such as
questionnaires. However, their samples and sample sizes varied; for example, Al Dossary
(2006) included 115 supervisors and a sample comprising 30% of head teachers and teachers
from Mecca’s primary schools (156 school head teachers; 766 teachers), out of a total study
population of 1037 individuals. Meanwhile, school assistants were added to Al Dossary’s
sample, while Alballawi (2009) included school head teachers. These studies were concentrated

in specific parts of KSA.

In contrast, Alrwgee (2012) conducted a more general study, with samples drawn from all over
KSA. The findings from most of these studies generally support comprehensive evaluation. Al
Sheikh (2010) also describes comprehensive evaluation as producing high scores for general
factors and medium results for more specific factors. This may be because most of these studies,
such as Al Dossary (2006) and Al Sheikh (2010), were supervised by individuals working
within the programme, which means that the results could be subjective, as it is not always easy

for individuals to criticise their own work.

Overall, it would seem that Alrwgee's (2012) results are more objective than those obtained in
the other studies. For example, Alrwgee (2012) presents both negative and positive results;
revealing that the comprehensive evaluation system had weaknesses in several areas; referring
to a lack of quality in the evaluation performed, as a specific reason for the increase in teachers’
stress and workload, especially in matters of organisation and co-ordination. According to
Alrwgee (2012), this resulted in dissatisfaction among school head teachers, concerning the

evaluation system.

The studies described above share similarities with the present research, which looks at the
effectiveness of evaluation on school performance, but there are also significant differences.
First, the present study is mainly concerned with external evaluation, while previous studies
have concentrated on internal evaluation. In addition, this study uses mixed quantitative and
qualitative methods, whereas quantitative methods were used in all the previous research
reviewed. Moreover, this study investigates the evaluation of performance management using
SPIS in Saudi Arabia.
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Overall, the authors of these earlier studies refer to the importance of self-evaluation. They also
consider its format, which should be similar to that of external evaluation, offering significant
benefits to schools. In addition, previous researchers have argued that teachers need to become
more aware of self-evaluation and understand its importance. Finally, it is posited that self-
evaluation criteria and indicators require further development to render them effective. In
addition, most of the study participants found these evaluation programmes necessary,
believing that they would help enhance the performance of their schools. Finally, it was found
that these programmes helped increase accountability among teachers and head teachers in
Saudi education (Alrwgee, 2012).

3.6.2 Empirical Research Studies on Performativity

Several studies have been conducted on the topic of performativity; these include Penninckx,
Vanhoof, De Maeyer and Van Petegem (2016) and Ehren, Perryman and Shackleton (2015) .
These researchers followed the research stream initiated by Plowright (2007), and the four
studies that come closest to this current research project are discussed below. This subsection
provides a descriptive overview of researchers’ efforts to characterise performativity.
According to Mayer, Mitchell, Santoro and White (2011), a great deal of research on teacher
training has focused on performativity. Wilkins (2011) claims that over the past decade, several
attempts have been made to describe its effects. Correspondingly, this subsection discusses the
influence of performativity on some of the general empirical research, as well as in the four

studies that share a common interest with this current research.

The first of these studies was conducted by Penninckx et al. (2016), using a quantitative
approach to discover the implications of performativity from every angle. Thus, quantitative
data were gathered using an online survey, which was sent to 2202 teachers in primary and
secondary schools that had recently been evaluated by the Flemish Inspectorate. All the schools
in Penninckx et al.'s (2016) study had been inspected at least once every 10 years. The
researchers were interested in teachers’ perceptions in primary and secondary schools, with
respect to “the impact of the inspection judgement in terms of these effects, the schools’ policy-
making capacities, and the inspection quality” (p.336). The above findings were influential in
shaping this current study; for example, due to their interest in the influence of evaluation.
Besides, Penninckx et al. (2016) used an online survey, which resembles the one implemented

in the present study.
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In addition, the above researchers were interested in teachers’ opinions, as is the case in this
Saudi study, but the latter also includes head teachers’ perceptions of secondary schools. Other
differences between the two studies refer to the geographical context, with the previous study
being conducted in Belgium, while the present study was undertaken in Saudi schools, where
there is a very different culture. Furthermore, mixed methods were used in this current study,
while the previous research was purely quantitative. Penninckx et al.’s (2016) findings suggest
a significant increase in stress and anxiety in schools with strong policy-making capacity, but
this increase is less evident where the quality of the inspection is enhanced. Thus, the
researchers recommend encouraging inspection systems to improve teachers’ understanding of
the system. In short, findings demonstrating that teachers who perceive their school to have a

high level of agency in determining its own policy are more likely to be stressed and anxious.

Similarly, Ehren and Visscher (2008) discuss the effects of school inspections on school
improvement in Dutch schools. The study used an exploratory approach to test six hypotheses,
choosing case studies on 10 Dutch primary schools from the years 2002-2005. The researchers
began by administering questionnaires to 567 Dutch primary schools undergoing inspection,
with just 190 schools completing the survey. The authors subsequently selected the “ten per
cent of schools with the highest innovation capacity and the ten per cent of schools with the
lowest innovation capacity” (Ehren & Visscher, 2008, p.215). Furthermore, head teachers, co-
ordinators, pupil care staff and teachers were interviewed before and after inspection, while a
questionnaire was administered to the head teachers after the inspection and observations were
conducted during the inspection visits. Hypotheses were subsequently discussed for school
improvement and inspection, in terms of whether the inspection should include elements to
support school improvement and whether the school had a high level of innovation capacity. In
addition, the study considered whether the performers/bodies working towards improving

school performance were being sufficiently creative.

Ehren and Visscher (2008) found that the greater the number of school improvement initiatives
to complement inspection, the greater the positive influence on schools. In addition, if a school
had the opportunity to discover its strengths and weaknesses, it was more likely to accept
feedback. The above study found that schools made remarkable progress after the inspection,
but there were two areas where progress was lacking, namely in the schools’ capacity for

innovation, and in the school environment. Additionally, school improvement processes were
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unaffected by the low scores awarded by inspectors, as well as their feedback, suggestions for

improvement, and the agreements made.

In light of the above, some differences become evident between Ehren and Visscher (2008) and
the current study. For instance, the former is based on the policy theory underpinning the Dutch
Educational School Supervision Act, while the present research is based on SPIS in Saudi
Arabia, which is an independent organisation. Therefore, although both studies involve on
external evaluation, qualitative methods were used in the Dutch study and mixed methods were
used in the current study, in response to two research questions. However, one of the sub-
questions of the Saudi study is similar to one posed by Ehren and Visscher (2008), although the
Saudi study differs in that it investigates the influence of SPIS evaluation.

Likewise, Plowright (2007) investigated how teaching staff and school managers felt about their
school’s self-evaluation procedures, which were implemented in preparation for an Ofsted
inspection. However, there are two main differences between the present research and
Plowright’s study. First, this current study is not merely concerned with the participants’ views
on external evaluation or the relationship with school performance improvement, but also
investigates the participants’ views of the effectiveness of this evaluation. Meanwhile,
Plowright used a case study method, concentrated in a single school, whereas the present study
sampled different schools to collect data. Moreover, Plowright combined a questionnaire survey
— involving all teaching staff — and semi-structured interviews with individual members of the
senior leadership team, as well as group interviews with a cross-section of heads of department
for the three national core curriculum subjects: Science, Mathematics and English. Although
this approach resembles that of the present research, the case study differs in many ways. For
example, Plowright (2007) classified the data collection methods according to the type of

participant, whereas the same methods were adopted for all the participants in the present study.

It should also be noted that Plowright’s main weakness was limiting the data collection to a
single school, as it meant that just one environment was explored. Nevertheless, the study
findings are interesting and show that the head teachers believed self-evaluation and preparation
to be helpful for managing an Ofsted visit, while the teachers considered preparation to be a
positive approach to addressing weaknesses. However, according to Savin-Baden and Major
(2013), effective and representative sampling leads to robust research. Therefore, since the
sample studied in Plowright’s research was limited to a single setting, this may have affected

the validity of the findings.
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Some researchers claim that SSE, where performativity is applied, generates extensive
discussion on the nature of professionalism (Dedering & Mauller, 2011). Dedering and Mdller
(2011) describe the impact of performativity evaluation in Germany, having undertaken a
survey study with 468 school head teachers from 2005-2008. Although there are similarities
between Dedering and Miiller’s (2011) study and the current research in terms of aims and
goals, they differ in other respects. For instance, this Saudi study involved mixed methods,
while Dedering and Miller (2011) adopted a quantitative approach. Moreover, this study
focussed on Saudi schools in Jeddah, while Dedering and Mdiller (2011) examined German
schools.

Ultimately, Dedering and Miiller (2011) found that the degree of authenticity and
comprehensibility of inspection reports was regarded as positive, with 89.9% of the
interviewees finding the inspection report to be appropriate in its scope, aptly concrete (87.8%),
and comprehensive (81%). In addition, most of the participants categorised as head teachers
considered the inspection report to be relevant to school development, in the belief that it would
help the school’s management with further administrative processes. Although these findings
are credible; according to Newby (2014), they could have been explored in more depth if the
researcher had used mixed methods. Aside from this, disturbing effects were rather scarce after

the inspection.

The four studies described in this section were conducted in a Western context, but they differ
in the way that the data were collected, because Dedering and Muller (2011) and Penninckx et
al. (2016) used quantitative methods, while Plowright (2007) and Ehren and Visscher (2008)
used mixed methods. Additionally, all these studies were concerned with external evaluation,
except for Plowright (2007), where the main interest lay in internal evaluation. However, there
are several reasons why the findings from all the above could promote understanding in this
study: mixed methods were used, and internal evaluation was important for preparing external

evaluation. Thus, it could be helpful to understand how internal evaluation works.

Nevertheless, in Saudi Arabia, there appeared to be a dearth of studies on the effects of this type
of evaluation, while studies conducted in the West tend not to be sufficiently comprehensive to
fill the gap identified in the literature, because the Saudi education system is centralised, unlike
the Western context.
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3.6.3 Empirical Research on Accountability

Accountability is a subject that has attracted substantial attention in the literature, especially
over the past 20 years, with important debates on accountability taking place around the world
(Kwok, 2011). This may be due to the fact that it is one form of apparatus for education reform
in the wake of neoliberalism (see section 2.2). However, the main focus of this attention has
been the influence of accountability on teachers (for example, Berryhill, Linney, Fromewick,
2009; Buchanan, 2015; Ingersoll, Merrill, & May, 2016). In terms of teachers’ identities,
Buchanan (2015) concurs with claims made by Sloan (2006) and Pease-Alvarez, Samway and
Cifka-Herrera (2010) that accountability has shaped the identity of teachers by its demands. In
fact, the areas for which teachers expect to be held accountable shape their identity, irrespective
of what they experience in their profession, or their existing identity.

Teachers’ stress and accountability were discussed by Berryhill et al. (2009) in a study that
examined the perceptions of primary school teachers in the USA, concerning State policy on
accountability, especially the impact of policy on functional participation. One hundred
teachers from nine primary schools participated in the above study, with Berryhill et al. (2009)
using mixed quantitative and qualitative methods, whereby 100 teachers completed 1000
questionnaires and nine teachers were interviewed. One of the most important results generated
by the above study was that the pressure resulting from accountability led to conflict and low
self-efficacy amongst teachers. The participating teachers proposed several suggestions to
avoid this: the most important being the enhancement of the school environment and
appointment of an assistant for each teacher. However, the suggestions made by these teachers
merely seemed to be an attempt to create an environment that would help them meet the

accountability requirements, rather than an effort to make accountability more flexible.

Although Berryhill et al.’s (2009) research is similar to the current study, in that both
quantitative and qualitative methods were used, they differ in many aspects. Berryhill et al.
(2009) conducted their research in the USA, where the system is decentralised, in contrast to
this current study, which refers to the centralised Saudi education system. The present study
also examines the views of teachers and head teachers in terms of a specific programme of
evaluation, while the US study examined accountability and its impact. Nevertheless, in
accountability and teachers’ efforts to help their students achieve in national tests, Rockoff and

Turner (2008) found a link between accountability and enhanced student achievement in US
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schools. This may be due to the fact that one of the most important indicators of school

performance is student achievement in national tests, which are motivating to lead teachers.

In this subsection, the three studies appear to share some common interests with the current
research. These studies were conducted in the UK, Saudi Arabia, and elsewhere in the Middle
East. The first claims that the UK education system has the highest level of accountability in
the world (Barzano, 2009), based on the views of head teachers involved in implementing
accountability and on document analysis, triangulated by interviews with five head teachers
and two policy-makers. The participants were asked about their perceptions of the
accountability system in UK education, specifically in England. The study findings proved to
be interesting; suggesting that the head teachers had positive opinions of the potential for
performance standards to provide them with robust feedback, thereby helping them improve
their school’s performance. However, they also criticised the way in which the results were
presented, especially as these were made available to non-specialists who could misjudge
teachers, due to their lack of knowledge of the standards. The above study found that
policymakers faced two issues in the system concerned, namely their duty to ensure that
teachers did their best to bring about school improvement, and “their commitment to defend
teachers from the intrusiveness of formal accountability” (p.193). Barzano’s (2009) work shares
some common ground with the current study, in that the head teachers’ opinions on
performance evaluation were of interest, representing accountability in the context of English

education. Meanwhile in this current study, the focus is on SPIS in Saudi education.

Additionally, Esan and Hamid (2013) conducted a study to determine the application of
management in the percentage of accountability within government schools in the Sultanate of
Oman, and the requirements for indicating differences in these requirements based on gender
variables and years of career experience. The sample was selected in statistical form,
comprising employees from government departments in Oman. To collect the data, a
questionnaire was developed to include three axes: a culture of administrative accountability
and transparency, accountability and administrative instruments, and the terms for the
management’s accountability team. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was
applied to process the data statistically, generating the results in percentages. For example, the
study sample estimated that the requirements for applying administrative accountability in the
government of the Sultanate of Oman was high. However, there were some differences in what

these statistics indicated, due to the variables for accountability, the management team, and the
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benefit of having achieved higher degrees (PhD/Master’s). There were also differences in
statistical indications, based on years of experience in general functional requirements, the

management accountability team axes, and the figures for most experience.

In addition, Alguhidan (2009) sought to achieve the following objectives: identifying the degree
of application of educational accountability, in terms of discipline and professional
performance, ethics, and personal behaviour. These objectives were specified for determining
social relations in public sector girls’ schools in Mecca, from the perspective of the study
community. Moreover, it sought to identify the requirements for activating educational
accountability from the point of view of directors of public sector schools. Furthermore, it
attempted to identify the obstacles facing the implementation of educational accountability in
public sector girls’ schools in Mecca, as well as from the perspective of the directors of these
schools. Finally, it sought to determine whether there were any statistically significant
differences between the three populations sampled in the study, in order to determine the degree
of application, and the existence or absence of statistically significant differences across the
study community, with regard to the obstacles faced as a result of applying accountability.

Alguhidan’s (2009) study was based on a descriptive approach, with a questionnaire used as
the data collection tool. A random sample was selected from across the previous stages. An
important result of this study was the participants’ perception that educational accountability is
generally applied in public sector girls’ schools, whereby the study community strongly agreed
with the requirements for activating educational accountability in these schools. Moreover, the
participants agreed that there were constraints on the application of accountability. In contrast,
SPIS evaluates school performance by testing implementation against indicators. According to
Perryman (2006) and Ball (2012), this is performativity. The current study considered the
perceptions of head teachers and teachers regarding the influence of SPIS on school

performance, especially in terms of monitoring, teachers’ wellbeing, and school improvement.

However, the four studies described here differ in some respects. For example, although
Berryhill et al. (2009) used mixed methods, similar to Barzano (2009), the samples recruited
were different; Berryhill et al. (2009) concentrated on head teachers, while Barzano (2009)
investigated both head teachers and teachers. Meanwhile, in studies conducted in the Arab
world by Alguhidan (2009) and Esan and Hamid (2013), using a quantitative approach, the
sample in the second study involved various employees from different government departments

in Oman, whereas in Alguhidan’s (2009) study, teachers and head teachers were surveyed.
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Consequently, this renders the present study worthwhile, as it took place in the context of Saudi
education and was concerned with SPIS, a specific calendar programme. It also gives a voice
to teachers and school head teachers to clarify their opinion of SPIS application, using mixed

methods to increase its validity and reliability when collecting data from different sources.

3.7 Research Questions Emanating from the Literature Review

This literature review explored the forces driving the global growth of SPE systems; revealing
that SPE constitutes a key recommendation made by international organisations, such as the
World Bank, since education is viewed as a vehicle for driving the growth of national
economies (Regmi, 2017). In consequence, there has been much debate among scholars,
concerning the benefits and problems associated with SPE. It transpires from this review,
however, that although a large body of evidence exists to provide understanding of many
aspects of SPE in Western contexts, there is comparably less empirical research from Saudi
Arabia. The little research that has been undertaken in Arabic contexts tends to focus on the
extent to which evaluation affects school performance (for example, as explored by Al Dossary,
2006; Alballawi, 2009; Al Sheikh, 2010; Alrwgee, 2012; see also subsection 3.5.1). Other Arab
studies (for example, Alguhidan, 2009; Esan & Hamid, 2013; see also section 3.5) have mainly
focused on the relationship between evaluation and centralisation.

In contrast, research in Western contexts has explored more novel aspects of SPE, such as the
factors that ensure its effective implementation, and the efficacy of indicators used to evaluate
school performance. Examples of these efforts include Rowe (2004), Evans (2011) and
Dangerfield (2012) (see subsection 3.5.1). Thus, the review of the empirical literature revealed
a research gap in Saudi Arabia, which this present study could begin to close. Hence, the first
research question was formulated to explore teachers’ and head teachers’ perceptions and
experiences of SPIS school monitoring and whether it was viewed by them as improving school

performance.

The review also identified Western studies that explored the influence of SPE on teachers and
head teachers. Notable examples included De Maeyer,Van Petege and Plowright (2007) and
Perryman, Ball and Maguire (2011). Coupled with this, related theories on performativity and
accountability in research, which formed part of the conceptual framework of this study, shaped

the direction of the second research question, which concerns the experiences and perceptions
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of teachers and head teachers, regarding the influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload

and morale.

Alongside the review of theoretical debates and empirical research that highlighted the role of
accountability in SPE, numerous voices had called for educational reform using performance
evaluation in Saudi Arabia (seel.2). Consequently, this current review of the literature, coupled
with the researcher’s local knowledge of SPE policy and practice, generated research questions
relating to teachers” and head teachers’ understanding of accountability under SPIS, specifically
in relation to school improvement. Accountability was also an imperative focus of this research,
since there have been successive SPE programmes and operational overlaps between some of
those programmes over the past decade, with little evidence of improvement in educational
outcomes in Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, the direction that the research questions took in this
study was underlined by the realisation that to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, these

aspects of SPE have not been the subject of empirical research in Saudi Arabia.

In sum, the process of formulating the research questions was an iterative process, which
involved moving back and forth between the key theories discussed in the literature review that
laid the foundation for the conceptual framework for this study, as well as exploring prior
empirical research in Western and Saudi contexts, and drawing upon the researcher’s

knowledge of policy and practice in Saudi Arabia.

3.8 Summary

This literature review has explored the influence of SPE on school life, according to three main
concepts: the evaluation of school performance, accountability, and performativity. Five
conclusions may be drawn from the arguments surrounding these concepts. First, there is a
strong link between SPE and governments’ economic goals worldwide, especially for achieving
high-level outcomes that will be competitive in the labour market. In addition, this evaluation
leads to increased accountability amongst teachers in their professional lives. School evaluation
involves two types of evaluation: external (inspection) and internal. Both types of inspection
should work in harmony and consistently, in order to achieve the goals agreed upon between
schools, the government, stakeholders, parents, social scientists and economists. External
evaluation can help the government set its goals and reform education according to national and

societal needs, while internal self-evaluation can help teachers carry out evaluation and identify
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weaknesses and strengths themselves, so that weaknesses can be addressed and strengths,

supported.

The positive and negative aspects of SPE have been mentioned in multiple studies, but there is
a consensus that evaluation procedures should be clear and easy to implement in schools.
Evaluation reports should also include recommendations that are easy to adopt to correct
weaknesses. Nevertheless, there is a scarcity of literature that includes teachers in discussion of
the effects of performance evaluation on their stress and workload. Moreover, in studies that
consider the views of head teachers and inspectors in Saudi Arabia, the SPIS programme has
not been discussed, while other evaluation programmes have only been considered in
quantitative studies. This makes the present study unique in that it uses both quantitative and
qualitative methods. As such, the reviews in this chapter will be taken into account when

analysing the research results in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 4: Research Design and Methodology
4.1 Introduction

This chapter introduces the methodology applied in the present study, with the aim of
determining the extent and ways in which the evaluation of school performance via SPIS
influences teachers and head teachers in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. Since the 1990s, performance
and its evaluation have attracted increasing attention from scholars and various stakeholders
(Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2004; Dunn & Miller, 2007; Kalimullah et al., 2012; Jaksic & Jaksic,
2013). According to Zakaria, Yaacob, Noordin, Sawal and Zakaria (2011), performance
management can even be adopted to improve the performance of governments. As discussed in
Chapter 2 of this thesis, it is evidenced in the strong movement towards NPM (Dunn & Miller,
2007), which has emerged from neoliberalism worldwide (Betzel,2013). In education,
performance management has been used to evaluate schools’ total performance (Willms, 2003),

with the goal of achieving school effectiveness and efficiency (Evans, 2011).

However, the application of performance evaluation in schools has helped give rise to the
debate over its influence on teachers and school performance, in terms of the wellbeing of
education professionals and school improvement. Globally, several researchers have
investigated this influence (for example, Murray, 2012; Bailey & Colley, 2015; McVeigh,
2016). Therefore, in common with other countries around the world, KSA aims to improve its
education system (see section 1.2), with the Saudi Ministry of Education establishing a
programme to evaluate school performance, namely SPIS (see subsection 2.3.6.2).

In order to meet the aim of this study, the following research question was formulated:

What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experience and perceptions of the influence of SPIS

on school performance?
This question raises three sub-questions (RSQ):

RSQL1. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the
influence of SPIS on school monitoring?

RSQ 2. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale?
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RSQ 3. How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their accountability

under SPIS in relation to school improvement?

This chapter begins by explaining the rationale for the selected methodology and discussing the
ontological and epistemological aspects, the research paradigm, and methodological
perspectives. It also attempts to justify the choice of a case study approach to address the
research question, and to clarify the sampling strategy, data collection methods, techniques of
analysis, validity, reliability and ethical issues.

4.2 Underpinning Rationale and Research Paradigm

A person’s beliefs, values, language and experiences will affect his or her perspective of the
truth and determine the form of knowledge acquired, the way that it is interpreted, and the
individual’s position in relation to it. According to Morrison (2012), these are the components
of the paradigm that form the framework of a person’s worldview. For Schwandt, Lincoln and
Guba (1990), paradigms are beliefs or points of view that inform the investigation of
educational phenomena. In addition, paradigms “are models, perspectives or conceptual
frameworks that help us to organise our thoughts, beliefs, views and practices into a logical
whole and consequently inform our research design” (Basit, 2010, p.14). Nonetheless, it is
clearly important for researchers to identify the corresponding research paradigm, because this
will indicate their philosophical position (Newby, 2014). Moreover, Bryman (2016) argues that
the paradigm selected by a researcher will determine the way in which data are collected and
interpreted. Furthermore, Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, Lowe and Chapman (1994) highlight the
negative effect of omitting to establish or define a philosophical paradigm in research. Thus,
the researcher must select a paradigm that relates to his or her philosophical perspective,
especially in social science research, which has a complex relationship with philosophical
theories. In addition, the research paradigm will lead the research methods; however, where no
paradigm is specified, these methods will have a negative impact on the research methodology.
Consequently, the research ontology and ethical considerations are essential components of a
study to ensure the validity of the methods deployed. Therefore, as the researcher, | identified
the philosophical position to be adopted in this study and selected the appropriate paradigm to

address the research questions.

Conversely, Blanche, Blanche, Durrheim and Painter (2006) state that the research process

consists of three major elements: epistemology, or the nature of knowledge; ontology, or the
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nature of reality, and methodology. According to Singh (2007), the epistemological and

ontological approaches adopted in a study will demonstrate how a person perceives the world.

4.3 Ontology

Primarily, ontology is defined as “the science or study of being” (Blaikie & Priest, 2019, p.92)
and it is “concerned with what is real or the nature of reality” (Blaikie & Priest, 2019, p.25).
Correspondingly, it refers to the researcher’s view of reality and what he or she claims to exist
(Guba, 1990). This means that reality is the result of the researcher’s experience and education,
and what he or she believes to be true. This refers to the subjective ends which adopted by this
current research, in which there is no one reality (Bryman, 2016). Moreover, it indicates that
the researcher’s ontological position is determined by his or her experience, education and
knowledge. Therefore, Grix (2002) declares that researchers need to understand the research
ontology, in order to be able to clarify their position and ensure that none of these elements
affect it negatively. From another perspective, Bryman (2016) states that the ontology applied
enables an exploration of individuals’ perceptions as a means of exploring reality. Therefore,
the ontological position adopted in this current study relies on the perceptions and experiences
of its participants. Here, reality is investigated by exploring the perceptions and experiences of
head teachers and teachers, with regard to SPIS and its influence on their professional practice.
Therefore, | chose a subjective view of reality, because | was interested in understanding the
respondents’ perceptions of reality. However, there were two possible paradigms that could be
adopted (Bryman, 2016): ontological structuralism and ontological constructivism (Grix,
2002). According to Bryman (2016), the difference between these lies in the fact that the former
views human behaviour as the result of individuals’ values and the rules that they observe in
their respective society or communities (for example, schools), while the second asserts that the
interaction between people can explain social reality. In fact, these ontologies were bridged in
this study, because the participants’ school environment managed their professional lives and
influenced their behaviour, but the participants interacted with each other and with other
stakeholders, meaning that their experiences and perceptions were also affected by these

interactions.
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4.4 Epistemology

Epistemology is defined as “the theory of knowledge embedded in the theoretical perspective
and thereby in the methodology” (Crotty,1998, p.3). In addition, according to Guba (1990)
epistemology means “the nature of the relationship between the knower (the inquirer) and the
known (or knowable)” (p.18). Additionally, Richardson (2015) asserts that knowledge may be
acquired by identifying the relationship between the individual and the environment, while the
way in which individuals view their knowledge is referred to as epistemology (Bryman, 2016).
It follows that knowledge of reality comes from the art, culture, beliefs and tools used, such as
the language of expression and way of life (Kaplan & Maxwell 111, 1994). This means that the
researcher’s epistemological standpoint will be based on his or her beliefs, values or

assumptions and the way in which he or she ascertains these to be true.

However, there are two key epistemological positions: positivism and interpretivism (Crotty &
Unwin, 1998; Bryman, 2016), and both were considered in this study to justify the research
approach. According to Major and Savin-Baden (2010, p.19), under a positivist paradigm, “the
researcher can gain knowledge by identifying facts”, and these facts are established by the
senses. Thus, anything that cannot be ascertained through the senses is not true (Williams,
1996), implying that reality is what we can touch, test or listen to (Gray, 2004). Therefore,
positivists use guantitative methods, such as questionnaires (Basit, 2010), and the results are
generalisable. Positivism is suitable for research where a phenomenon can be measured (Cohen,
Manion, & Morrison, 2013) and so it is not appropriate as the main paradigm in this current
study, because it investigates head teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions and experiences of SPIS,
which cannot be measured. Moreover, the sample size is small, which means that the results

are not generalisable. Consequently, the most suitable paradigm for this study is interpretivism.

The interpretivist paradigm is “the view that human behaviour needs to be described and
explained by individuals in the way it is perceived by them” (Basit, 2010, p.14). In other words,
social scientists tend to “grasp the subjective” to find their answers (Bryman, 2016, p.29). For
this purpose, qualitative methods such as interviews are implemented under this paradigm
(Basit, 2010), because there is an attempt to understand how people interact with phenomena
in their social environment, the reasons why they interact, and how they influence and are
influenced (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). Interestingly, the strongest contribution of the

interpretivist paradigm is the voice that it gives to participants, so that they can present their

79



experiences and express their perception of the research problem (Orlikowski & Baroudi,
1991).

From the interpretivist perspective, exploring the influence of SPIS from the point of view of
head teachers and teachers in relation to their experiences can lead to an understanding and
perspective of the influence of SPIS on these professionals and on school performance. This is
based on my belief that the creativity, knowledge, diverse backgrounds, and rich experience of
head teachers and teachers can add depth to this study, leading to a better comprehension al the
impact of SPIS and enabling the research questions to be answered in a more satisfactory
manner. Therefore, an interpretivist paradigm was adopted in this study and a mixed methods

design was applied for the data collection, which will be discussed in the next section.

4.5 Research Design: A Mixed Methods Approach

One of the most reliable research approaches was adopted in this study, namely an explanatory
sequential mixed methods design. Mixed methods are often referred to as the third paradigm in
research (Lichtman, 2012). This approach simply consists of bringing together quantitative and
qualitative research methods (Lichtman, 2012; Newby, 2014). Thus, quantitative methods such
as surveys are used to give a general picture and qualitative methods enable an in-depth
understanding to be gained (Newby, 2014). Although a mixed methods approach is potentially
beneficial for education researchers (Newby, 2014), it is important that researchers are explicit
when they use mixed methods, because the outcome may not be predictable (Bryman, 2016).
This means that the method should be used with a rationale of cogent reasoning. Undoubtedly,
if the aim of the research requires data collection using a questionnaire, interview or

observation, mixed methods will be appropriate (Lichtman, 2012).

Aside from the above, the use of mixed methods can strengthen the results and confirm them
in a clear manner (Gorard & Taylor, 2004). In fact, each method has its strengths. Therefore,
when using the two methods, the researcher can combine their strengths to obtain good results.
By adopting a quantitative approach, the researcher can derive answers in response to issues
that will merit further exploration using qualitative methods. This can also help with
understanding the results that are obtained using a single method and avoid any confusion or
ambiguity in certain areas (Sandelowski, 2003). Therefore, both methods were deployed in this
study to obtain deep results, which were then interpreted and confirmed in both quantitative

and qualitative ways.
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Quantitative research reports objectively on reality in general, while qualitative research
unlocks an understanding of a situation and its underlying factors. In the current study, the
purpose was to discover opinions of a system, but it also looked at matters related to feelings,
which meant using quantitative, followed by qualitative methods to identify what could not be
deduced from numbers. The participating teachers felt pressured by and obligated to the system;
therefore, it was crucial to discern information in their interview responses, in order to answer

the research questions.

However, there are issues that arise when a mixed methods approach is applied, and these will
now be considered. According to Lichtman (2012), the main problem with this approach is the
possibility of gathering uneven or conflicting evidence. This can happen, because quantitative
methods are usually conducted on a large scale to generate a high volume of data. This
information can then be used by the researcher as a basis for gathering in-depth data, using
qualitative methods. It ensures that the evidence gathered is equivalent to quantitative data,
which is collected on a larger scale. In addition, this approach requires researchers to have a
high level of knowledge about qualitative and quantitative methods (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson,
2006), although all researchers should have adequate knowledge about the methods that they
use and be able to analyse the data appropriately. Moreover, since diverse views were collected
here, using both quantitative and qualitative methods, important questions about the selected
methods needed to be addressed. Firstly, it had to be established whether one method should
take precedence over the other and if so, which. To answer these questions, the researcher
required sufficient knowledge of the various techniques used in mixed methods research, in
order to ascertain which would be most appropriate to answer the research questions (Subedi,
2017).

Mixed method typologies are categorised into four classifications: triangulation, embedded,
explanatory and exploratory (Creswell & Clark, 2007). The differences between these four
typologies are dependent on timing, variants, weighting and mix (Cameron, 2009). To clarify
this, triangulation refers to the simultaneous use of quantitative and qualitative methods, with
the methods weighted equally. Meanwhile, embedded mixed methods comprise either
concurrent or sequential timing, where the researcher is free to choose which method to start
with. In contrast, explanatory mixed methods are initiated by a sequential start, with quantitative
and then qualitative methods. Finally, exploratory mixed methods are sequential, but begin with

a qualitative technique. For the sake of clarity, these categories are illustrated in Figure 4.1. A
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researcher will select one of these four types of mixed methods research, according to the
research questions. For Creswell (2009), the choice of the first phase of a study will depend on
the research aim and objectives. Correspondingly, the researcher can decide which phase should
take priority and initiate the study. In this present case, an explanatory sequential mixed

methods design was adopted, which is explained in more depth in the next subsection.

Embedded Explanatory Exploratory

m
Embed one type Connect the quan Connect the qual
Merge the data of data and qual data and quan data

QUAN + qual Quan (Qual) or Quan, then qual Qual, then quan

Figure 4.1 Types of mixed methods research design (source: Adapted from Creswell and Clark, 2007,
p.70)

Concurrent and Sequential Sequential
sequential

Quan Qual Qual Quan

4.5.1 An Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Design

As indicated above, an explanatory sequential multi-site case study mixed methods design was
adopted in this study. According to Creswell, Klassen, Plano Clark and Smith (2011), this type
of mixed methods research includes a quantitative phase of data collection, so that points for
further identification may be identified. It is then followed by a qualitative phase of data

collection (see Figure 4.2).
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Quantitative data
collection

Data analysis

Data analysis Qualitative data

collection

Identify the notable
results to find
deeper explanation

Interpretation

Figure 4.2 An explanatory sequential mixed methods design

Although this type of mixed methods enquiry is popular among researchers, it is not easy to
implement (lvankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006); numerous challenges may face the researcher
in the process of its implementation. The first of these difficulties relates to time, as the
researcher should leave an interval between collecting the quantitative and qualitative data, so
that the quantitative data can be analysed before the phase of qualitative data collection can
begin.

Additionally, the researcher needs to take great care when determining which type of
quantitative or qualitative data should be given priority. For this, the researcher must consider
the purpose and objectives of the corresponding study, in order to find out which approach will
yield general information, and which will yield deep meaning in the data gathered from the
participants. As mentioned previously, the data collection in this study began with a quantitative
phase to obtain broad information in response to the research questions, conducting Google
Drive surveys from the 12th to the 22nd of September 2017. | subsequently closed the surveys
and downloaded the participants’ responses into an Excel file, before entering them into the
SPSS program to obtain percentages for each type of response. However, because of the limited
time allotted for the data collection period, beginning on 2" August and ending on 30th
October, | reviewed all the tables of responses and selected any cases that needed further
explanation, such as multiple evaluation, increased stress among teachers, and the question of
whether this affects their commitment (see Appendix I1).
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Nevertheless, it should be noted that | faced certain barriers to identifying answers from some
important results, such as concerning the restrictions imposed by the Ministry of Civil Service
and the Ministry of Education, regarding the unveiling of school performance improvement.
These reasons and others are presented in the Discussion Chapter of this thesis (Chapter 6). It
was therefore essential to identify emerging questions that would enable me to find out more
about the perceptions and experiences of head teachers and teachers, concerning the application
of SPIS evaluation in their schools. Figure 4.3, below, illustrates the interpretive paradigm and

research design.
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Research Paradigm

Constructivism and
structuralism

Epistemology interpretivism

Research design

Explanatory sequential mixed methods

!

Methodology
Data analysis — Google Drive surveys — SILELIE T

Qualitative ‘ q Data analysis

Interpretation

Figure 4.3 Research overview of the interpretive paradigm and research design

4.5.1.1 The Case Study Approach

A small multi-site case study approach was adopted in this study. There were several reasons
for this; firstly, according to Basit (2010), a case study is essential for gaining a full
understanding of situations or individuals, processes and interactional dynamics in research.
Newby (2010) argues that a case study can be used to analyse in detail, individual circumstances

85



or events that are selected because they are typical, unusual, problematic, or working well. This
means that the case study was the most appropriate approach for this research, especially
because it would focus on the SPIS process and its influence on head teachers and teachers. In
addition, a case study approach can help the researcher to develop theories from one case, as a
means of better understanding another (Basit, 2010). Therefore, it was anticipated that this
approach would shed light on other evaluation programmes, as a result of understanding SPIS.
Furthermore, a case study approach benefits from the use of various methods, such as statistics,
questionnaires and interviews (Bryman, 2016). Thus, this approach would enable me to collect
data to answer the two questions arising in this study, for which different data collection
methods would be needed. Moreover, “case study research can be split into exploratory,

[1%]

descriptive and explanatory methods” (Yin, 2009, pp.5-6), in an attempt to deal with the “’who,
what, where and why’ research questions” (Cohen et al., 2011). The current study will be
performed using an explanatory method. There are clear advantages of using a case study
approach, but there are also a number of disadvantages. Cohen et al. (2011) make the following

points in this regard:
1- Case study data are strong in reality but difficult to organise.

2- Case studies allow generalisation, either about an instance or from an instance to a

class.
3- Case studies recognise the complexity and embeddedness of social truths.

In addition, Baxter and Jack (2008) claim that case studies enable the researcher to gain
considerable insights into a case by gathering data from various sources and converging them,
so that the case can be illuminated. There are four types of case study, as follows: a single-case
(holistic), single-case (embedded), multiple case (holistic), and multiple (embedded) case study
design (Yin, 2013, p.50). However, a multi-site case study approach was adopted in this current
study, which is an embedded multiple-case study. The two terms (multi-site and multiple case
study) are often used interchangeably in research (Audet & d’ Amboise, 2001). A multi-site case
study refers to the fact that there are multiple cases and each case includes multiple states
(Louis, Lawrence, & Keith, 2007). In this study, the researcher collected data from three schools
and in each of these schools, one head teacher and three teachers were interviewed. This
decision was based on my desire to gain a more profound, varied and detailed understanding of
the impact of SPIS evaluation. Moreover, | selected schools from three different areas of the
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city of Jeddah, in order to take advantage of the potential differences between them in terms of

school environments and experiences.

4.6 Justification of the Selected Methodology

This study is embedded in an interpretivist paradigm, because one of its main objectives was to
give head teachers and teachers the opportunity to express their views and narrate their
experiences of the SPIS evaluation system. Moreover, researchers who apply an interpretive
paradigm do not aim to produce generalisable results (Basit, 2010). This is also true of the
current study, although the research paradigm adopted consists of both qualitative and
quantitative components (Bryman, 2016). In this paradigm, there are no barriers between the
researcher and participants, which facilitates the extraction of information by the researcher
from the participants. Moreover, if the researcher has had similar experiences to the
participants, it can be very helpful for gaining a deeper understanding and more explanation of
the findings. As the researcher, | was fortunate to have accumulated seven years’ teaching
experience, which meant that | had credibility with education professionals. Moreover, | was
able to encourage the participants to give their opinions, talking freely about their experience
of SPIS evaluation. The first aim of this investigation was to explore the influence of the SPIS
process, which required the use of a questionnaire. Its second aim was to look for in-depth
answers to questions concerning the identification of the head teachers’ and teachers’
perceptions and experiences of the SPIS process, for which a qualitative method was
implemented in the form of interviews. Therefore, a mix of different methods was adopted to
collect the study data, in order to meet the two main research aims. These mixed methods were
selected, because neither a qualitative nor a quantitative approach alone could have provided
satisfactory answers to the research questions; separately, they would have been inadequate for
a thorough exploration of the attitudes of head teachers and teachers to the SPIS process.
Moreover, this research used an explanatory sequential design, because it began with an initial
analysis of the data to gather general information from the quantitative data; identifying
important points to be discussed in depth in the interviews, where the qualitative data would be
collected. This method can be used to obtain notable results, such as those found in this study;
for example, the teachers were subjected to more than one type of evaluation system and this
raised another question over whether they could differentiate between these types of SPE.
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4.7 Sampling

According to Cohen et al. (2013), the sampling technique is one of the most important factors
for achieving quality in research. However, the sampling strategy will depend on the type of
sampling used by a researcher. There are two types of sample: random probability and non-
random (Newby, 2014). The difference between them is that the most reliable representation of
an entire population can be achieved using a random technique, whereas non-random sampling
relies on the researcher’s judgment or an accident. Therefore, it cannot be used to make
generalisations about a whole population (Walliman, 2017). However, both random and non-
random sampling may be divided into further types. Firstly, there are five types of random non-
probability sampling: quota, snowball, modal instant, heterogeneity, and purposive sampling
(Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016; Etikan & Bala, 2017). However, this type of sampling has
both advantages and disadvantages; for example, in quota sampling, where the participants are
selected according to characteristics that are determined by the researcher, such as age, sex or
colour (Acharya, Prakash, Saxena, & Nigam, 2013). One of the main advantages of this is that
it affords enough statistical strength to distinguish cluster variations (Yang & Banamah, 2014),
but its main disadvantage relates to the fact that there may be an extension of the class or group
(Sharma, 2017). For example, women may be divided into working women, non-working
women, married women and unmarried women. This is where financial cost, time and effort is
demanded from the researcher to inventory the participants. Additionally, according to Etikan,
Musa and Alkassim (2016), in purposive sampling, the researcher selects the participants
according to their knowledge or experience of the research topic, which then determines the
qualities of the participants in relation to their knowledge and experience. Although this type
of sampling can be beneficial for a study, if it looks at specific experience with special
information (Passmore & Baker, 2005) (for example, students achieving full marks in an
important test), it can also reveal the researcher's bias (Sharma, 2017). Nevertheless, if the
researcher is keen to avoid this and enriches his or her knowledge though extensive reading,
researcher bias can be avoided.

Random probability sampling is likewise further divided into different types: systematic
random, stratified random, cluster, multiphase and multistage sampling (Acharya et al., 2013).
However, each of these has weaknesses and strengths. For instance, stratified random sampling
involves participants being divided into groups according to certain qualities such as age,

gender or education. Participants are then randomly selected from each group (Acharya et al.,
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2013). Although this helps prevent any bias when selecting participants, it is not useful if the
main group cannot be divided into sub-groups or are incorrectly divided. In any case, each type
needs to be examined by the researcher, so that he or she can select appropriate subjects for the
research questions and objectives. Moreover, the researcher should be able to avoid negative
aspects and focus as far as possible on the positive ones, so that a sample is selected that can

provide data from which key findings will be drawn within the corresponding field.

Irrespective of the sampling techniques used by the researcher, however, there are four

important factors to be considered:

1. Sample size
2. Representativeness
3. Access

4. Sampling strategy (Cohen et al., 2013).

4.7.1 Details of the Research Sample

Before explaining sample size, representativeness and other factors of importance in the present
study, there is certain relevant information about the Saudi education system that should be
clarified. Saudi education is largely centralised (Al Essa, 2009), which means that all schools,
regardless of their location or whether they are public or private, are regulated by the Ministry
of Education, which supervises them, designs the curriculum, specifies activities, assigns and
manages testing, and conducts evaluation (see Chapter 1, specifically section 1.2). This made
it easier to select a representative sample of secondary schools in Jeddah, which would in turn
be representative of secondary schools in KSA’s big cities, which differ greatly from schools
in rural or remote areas in terms of their environment, as well as the strength of law
enforcement. In Jeddah, which is the main focus of this study, there are 107 girls’ secondary
schools and 107 head teachers, while the total number of teachers is 3219 (Ministry of
Education, 2019). The schools are distributed across four Districts, represented by the North,
South, Central and West Offices, corresponding to the location of the schools. Non-probability
sampling was deployed, specifically purposive sampling, because the sample needed to be able
to provide data for a specific purpose. In this case, the sample comprised head teachers and
teachers from a secondary school in Jeddah, which had been evaluated by SPIS on at least two
occasions. According to Bryman (2016), non-probability sampling is the most appropriate

method, if the research questions require a specific target group to be sampled. In the
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quantitative phase of this study, a large sample of 64 head teachers and 109 teachers was used
(see Table 4.1), drawn from girls’ secondary schools in Jeddah, where the students were aged
16 to 18 years. According to Kumar (2019), quantitative methods enable the collection of data
related to the impact of government policy, which affects large numbers of stakeholders and
therefore requires large samples.

In the qualitative phase of this study, the sample included three schools, from which three head
teachers and nine teachers were selected (see Table 4.1). The schools varied in size, with one
consisting of fewer than 200 students (small school), one accommodating 200-400 students
(medium-sized school), and one large school with a capacity of 400-600 students (see Table
4.4). Since this study discusses the influence of the SPIS process on secondary schools in
Jeddah, a large sample was appropriate.

Table 4.1: Sample size for the qualitative and quantitative studies

Qualitative study Quantitative study
(3 schools) (112 schools)
Number of head teachers 3 64
Number of teachers 9 109
Total sample 12 173

Table 4.2: Head teachers’ qualifications and experience (survey of head teachers)

Qualification Diploma Degree Master’s -
1 60 3 -
Practical Less than 1 year | 1-2 years 3-6 years 7 or more years
experience in
general
0 0 0 64
Practical Less than 1 year | 1-2 years 3-6 years 7 or more years
experience at
current school
0 1 10 53
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Table 4.3: Teachers’ qualifications and experience (survey of teachers).

Qualification Diploma Degree Master’s -
12 90 7 -
Practical Less than 1 year | 1-2 years 3-6 years 7 or more years
experience in
general
0 0 11 98
Practical Less than 1 year | 1-2 years 3-6 years 7 or more years
experience at
current school
8 27 37 37
Table 4.4: Selection of schools
School Size Location
School 1 Small with fewer than 200 Central Jeddah
students
School 2 Medium-sized with fewer Southern Jeddah
than 400 students
School 3 Large with fewer than 600 Northern Jeddah

students

Table 4.5: Head teachers’ qualifications and names, size and location of school
(qualitative interviews with head teachers)

School 1 School 2 School 3
Names Sarah Hind Leen
School size Small Medium Large
Location Central Jeddah | Southern Northern
Qualification Degree Degree Degree
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Table 4.6: Teachers’ qualifications and names, size and location of schools (qualitative
interviews with teachers)

School School 1 School 2 School 3
Size Small Medium Large
Location Central Jeddah Southern Northern
Names Noha Muna Meachael Lela Salma Souad Abeer Marram Amal
Qualification | Degree | Degree | Degree Degree | Master’s | Degree | Degree | Master’s | Degree

The rationale for selecting secondary schools in Jeddah was due to my experience of teaching
at a secondary school there for seven years, gaining solid experience and knowledge of the
system. Jeddah is also my home city, and it is Saudi Arabia’s second largest city. In addition,
girls’ schools were selected in this study, because | am a female researcher, and the rules in
Saudi Arabia do not allow women to enter boys’ schools, which would have made it very

difficult to collect such data.

All these schools had been evaluated by the SPIS for at least three years and had received their
reports. According to the report from the Saudi Ministry of Education, Jeddah’s schools had
been visited twice for inspection, once in 2015 and again in 2016. Therefore, the respondents

were expected to be able to provide rich information.

4.8 Data Collection
4.8.1 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire is one of the most important data collection tools in social research (Sekaran
& Bougie, 2016). It is generally used to study people’s beliefs, views and perceptions (Hinkle,
Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). Of particular relevance to this study, Gall, Borg and Gall (1996) claim
that questionnaires can be used to explore diverse educational phenomena, such as the
perceptions of teachers and head teachers concerning proposals for school reform. Moreover,
according to Robson (2002), questionnaires can be useful instruments for collecting potentially
generalisable data. Therefore, this study will use a questionnaire as the first method of data

collection.

In particular, Creswell et al. (2011) and Bryman (2016) explain that a research questionnaire
may consist of two main types of question: structured and open-ended. According to Cohen et

al. (2013), these types of question render a questionnaire quick to complete and straightforward
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to transfer to a computer for analysis. Both types of question were included in the questionnaire

for this current study.

There were a considerable number of advantages gained from using a questionnaire, one being
the ease with which a large amount of general information could be collected within a short
period of time (Robson, 2002; Basit, 2010). However, there are flaws in the questionnaire
method; the most important of which being that it can only be completed by people who can
read and write, and there is the risk that some participants may leave questions unanswered
(Denscombe, 2007). However, in this study, the participants were all head teachers or teachers,
who could evidently read and write. | also used Google Drive surveys, which required each
participant to answer the department's questions before moving on to others. Therefore, each
questionnaire had to be completed in full before it could be returned to me.

The questionnaire implemented in this study consisted of four parts:

1- The introduction to the questionnaire, illustrating the goals and significance of the study,
the rights of the participants, and instructions on how to answer the questions;

2- Information related to the participants’ names, schools, experience in education and

length of employment;

3- Schedule of survey questions divided into four sections. The first of these related to
school monitoring and comprised four points: the extent to which head teachers and
teachers were monitored by key stakeholders; the head teachers’ and teachers’ awareness
of SPIS monitoring; the head teachers’ and teachers’ views of awareness of SPIS
monitoring techniques for performance evaluation, and the head teachers’ and teachers’
views of the use and awareness of SPIS KPIs. The second question related to head
teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions of the influence of SPIS on their stress levels,

workload and morale, while the final question investigated school improvement.

4- Finally, one question was aimed at determining whether the participants were willing to

consent to a follow-up with a qualitative interview (see Appendix II).

In this study, the researcher obtained permission from the Ministry of Education to email this
survey to 107 secondary schools in Jeddah, and it was expected that most of these would be
returned. The questionnaires were used to collect quantitative data and were administered via

links to two Google Drive surveys, one for all teachers in the selected population and one for
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81 head teachers. These Google Drive surveys required the participants to complete each
section of the questionnaire before moving on to the next, which meant that all the questionnaire
items would be completed. The questionnaires were then sent to four directors of Education
Offices, who distributed them via a WhatsApp group to 107 head teachers. In turn, these head
teachers each sent teachers in their schools a link to the questionnaires. | received 109 responses
from teachers and 64 from head teachers. It was also important that all data were checked to
ensure that there were no obvious flaws (Bryman, 2016), such as unanswered sections, which

could potentially affect the results.

4.8.2 The Interviews

According to Mallick and Verma (2005), a questionnaire can provide substantial information,
but an interview can provide in-depth data, with many important details that cannot be collected
via a questionnaire. Thus, the second method applied in this study was an interview (see
Appendix I1), which is a qualitative method. The very nature of an interview clearly assumes
human interaction, which is essential for knowledge production (Cohen et al., 2013). More
specifically, an interview can obtain a description of the interviewees’ inner world, with respect
to interpreting the meaning of the phenomenon described (Kvale, 2008). Bryman (2016)
considers interviews to be the most widely used method in qualitative research.

There are three types of interview: structured, semi-structured and unstructured (McVeigh,
2016). The difference between these types is defined by the questions: for example, in the
structured type, there are specific questions. In contrast, unstructured questions are not specific,
but simply appear during the course of the conversation. In this study, interviews were used to
learn about the experiences and views of head teachers and teachers, with regard to the influence
of SPIS on teachers and school performance. These interviews needed to be flexible enough to
give the interviewees an opportunity to express their opinion of the SPIS process. For this
reason, a semi-structured interview guide was designed, with questions that covered the main
themes to be covered during the interviews, rather than specific questions. According to
Denscombe (2014), semi-structured interviews are identified as the most appropriate method
of gathering research participants’ “feelings, emotions and experiences”. Carter, Henderson
(2005) add that in semi-structured interviews, a degree of flexibility will enable the interviews
to be guided by the researcher’s interest. However, they also allow interviewees to raise any
other issues that they might consider relevant or important. Therefore, this type of interview
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was selected for the current study, as a means of discovering the main themes and the
interviewees’ experiences in response to the research questions. However, there are certain
disadvantages to this approach, highlighted by Kajornboon (2005), as some important data may
be missed if the interviewer fails to elicit it with appropriate prompts. Another problem can be

the interviewer’s inexperience or lack of curiosity.

In this study, a series of 12 individual interviews were conducted with head teachers and
teachers from girls’ secondary schools in Jeddah, all of whom were sought as volunteers in this
study. The interviews were guided by a semi-structured list of questions (the interview guide).
This guide and a list of themes were drawn up in a way that would allow the interviews to be
flexible and conversational (Denscombe, 2014). They typically lasted between 30 and 45
minutes and were carried out at the schools themselves. With the participants’ informed

consent, they were audio-recorded, with notes also being taken.

4.9 Public Documents

According to Bowen (2009), there are a considerable number of benefits that can be gained

from using documents as resources. The three most important of these are as follows:
1- They provide data on the context within which the research participants operate.

2- They contain information that can suggest some questions to be asked and situations

that need to be observed as part of the research.
3- They provide supplementary research data.

SPIS evaluation includes important documents such as the Organizational Guide for
Performance Evaluation (SPIS, 2017), the Civil Service Instructions for Teachers and Head
Teachers (Ministry of Civil Service, 2019), and the Teacher's Charter, which the Ministry of
Education issues as part of its mission (Ministry of Education, 2019), under which teachers
must act accordingly. All these documents were reviewed, in order to better understand the
system, and to be able to build the questionnaire and interview items. These documents also
helped interpret the research results, but they were not used as tools for the collection or analysis

of data.
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4.10 Data Analysis

After the data collection process, the researcher must make sense of the participants’ responses
and analyse the data, so that the research questions can be answered. In this sense, Creswell
(2009) claims that the aim of data analysis is to find answers to research questions and avoid
any responses that are not related to any of those questions. This can be divided into meaningful
segments for easier interpretation and clarification (Major & Savin-Baden, 2010). According
to Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie (2003), there are various ways in which data can be analysed in a
mixed methods approach. One of these begins with an analysis of quantitative data, which can
take place in clusters, based on exploratory aspects and using descriptive statistics, as in the
application of SPSS software. Conversely, qualitative data can be analysed using exploratory
thematic analysis. Because this research adopted sequential explanatory mixed methods, the
data were first analysed sequentially and then subsequently integrated. After analysing the
findings from the quantitative and qualitative methods, | divided them into two groups and
compared them (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). The data analysis procedures for the current
study are discussed in the next subsection.

4.10.1 Analysing the Survey Data

Since Google Drive surveys were used to collect the data in this current study, the results needed
to be downloaded as an Excel file. However, no gaps were found due to missing answers,
because Google Drive surveys do not allow participants to move on to the next section before
finishing the previous one. | subsequently entered the data manually into the SPSS software.
SPSS was run to complete the data coding and computing. After cleaning up the data, the
analysis was conducted in the following sequence: provisional through descriptive to inferential
(Creswell & Clark, 2007). The items in each section of the questionnaire were given specific
codes to differentiate between them. For instance, Section One on monitoring was coded as ‘M’
and each group of questions in this section had a corresponding number; for example, M1, M2,

etc. Therefore, the items were coded as M1A, M1B and so forth.

Next, the Cronbach’s alpha was generated for the questionnaire’s reliability, with tables being
prepared for each group of questions belonging to the same category. Finally, important results
were selected to be presented and explained. Concerning the open questions in the
questionnaire, these were analysed thematically, in the same way as the qualitative interview

data (see subsection 4.8.2). Moreover, the negatively worded items were reversed, so that they
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matched the positive scheme of the other scored items. These negative questionnaire items are

presented in Table 4.7 below:

Table 4.7: Reversal of negatively worded items

Negative Items Reversed Items

1. Strongly disagree — Strongly
1- 1 do not feel pressure due to workload from SPIS | agree

evaluation 2. Disagree — Agree

3. Undecided — Undecided

4. Agree — Disagree

5. Strongly agree — Strongly
disagree

4.10.2 Analysing the Interview Data

According to Huberman and Miles (2002), there are three steps involved in analysing
qualitative interview data: data reduction, data display and drawing a conclusion. To follow
these steps, the researcher must begin by recording and transcribing the interviews (see
Appendix Il1). The researcher must then send a transcript to each participant for final
verification of its content. This is a dependability check, which will give the participants a
chance to add any comments to clarify or expand on the opinions that they have expressed in
their interviews. To become familiarised with the data and to code it manually, the researcher
must read through it carefully to gain a holistic overview of the main themes deliberated on by
the interviewees. This comprehensive reading will allow similar statements and ideas to be

classified into main themes (Cicourel, 1982).

The coding process and thematic analysis were performed immediately after the data collection
(Bryman, 2016). Thematic analysis is the easiest and clearest method of analysing data, as it
allows for a deep interpretation of the interview data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In the present
case, colours were used to code the emerging themes; for example, stress was coded as red and
workload was coded as green (see Appendix XI). This technique allowed me to find the
relationships between themes and to recognise each theme in the interview (Bryman, 2016).
Moreover, a randomly selected pseudonym was assigned to each participant, accompanied by
their school number to assist in the discussion, when referring back to their comments and to
compare the responses given by different participants. This was also done to protect the

participants’ identities, in conformity with research ethics. | subsequently divided the themes
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into sections according to the research questions. Later, all the themes were classified into sub-

themes and presented in sections, in accordance with the research questions (see Appendix XII).

4.11 Quality Criteria

The quality of the instruments used by a researcher is the core of a study’s reliability, validity
(Kumar, 2019), trustworthiness, credibility and transferability (Appleton,1995). Therefore, the
following subsection will discuss both reliability, validity, trustworthiness, credibility and

transferability in light of this current research.

4.11.1 Reliability

According to Bryman, (2016) research is considered reliable, when the results of a study are

repeatable. There are numerous factors that can affect the reliability of a study (Kumar, 2019).
1- Ambiguous words in questions;
2- Physical setting, such as the time spent in an interview;
3- The respondent’s mood when asked a question or whilst giving an answer;
4- The interviewer’s mood;
5- Nature of the interaction, and

6- The regression effect of an instrument (a statistical measurement used to determine the
strength of a relationship between one dependent variable with multiple independent

variables).

Therefore, a pilot study was conducted in this research (see section 4.12), with attention to these
points; avoiding any words that might be ambiguous and adding explanation where required.
Moreover, | conducted several interviews to test the necessary timeframe required for each

interviewee.

According to Cohen et al. (2013), if similar results are derived from a repeated study on a
similar group of respondents in a comparable context, then the research may be considered
reliable. Mertler and Charles (2005) list three steps for achieving reliability:
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1- Verifying different sources of qualitative data to ensure that the collected data are

consistent.

2- Planning the procedures to obtain the data carefully and thinking about the

trustworthiness of the informants.

3- Applying an internal critique (for example, comparing what one respondent says with

what is said by other respondents).

However, there are a number of potential weaknesses that can face researchers, such as cultural
misunderstandings. For example, in this current case, the questionnaire was adopted from
Scanlon (1999). Therefore, it was designed for use in a Western context, namely the UK. As a
result, some items were omitted, because they were considered as personal questions, relating
to the privacy of the principal or teacher in Arab culture. Moreover, some questions affected
the Cronbach’s alpha results, which are important for achieving reliability in quantitative data,
particularly with regard to the consistency of the questions. Moreover, some of the interview
responses were conflicting, especially those referring to when the SPIS evaluation would take

place, as discussed in the findings (see Chapter 5) and Discussion chapter (see Chapter 6).

Additionally, before finalising the questionnaire for implementation, | took care to check its
validity and reliability and to translate it into Arabic myself. This translation was then proof-
read by an expert, who was familiar with academic language. In addition, it was reviewed by a
PhD student who is a native Arabic speaker to ensure that the translation met academic
standards. Difficulties that emerged in relation to ambiguous language in the questionnaire and
to the accuracy of the words selected in the translation, especially with regard to the school

league tables or table of school performance, were subsequently dealt with (see Appendix I1).

4.11.2 Validity

Kumar (2019) defines validity as “the ability of an instrument to measure what it is designed to
measure” (p.178). Moreover, it is defined as “the appropriateness of the interpretations,
inferences and actions that we make based on test scores” (Johnson & Christensen, 2019,
p.140). For Bryman, validity is concerned with the integrity of the conclusions that are
generated from a piece of research. However, validity differs according to the methods used by
the researcher. If quantitative methods are used, three different types of validity may be

relevant:
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1. Face and content validity. This type of validity means that there is a logical link
between the research questions and the research objectives, and that the items and
questions that are formulated in the study cover the full range of attitudes being

measured.

2. Concurrent and predictive validity. This type is used when the researcher tries to

develop his/her instruments by comparing them with other assessments.

3. Construct validity. This type is based on statistical procedures (Bryman, 2016; Kumar,
2019), where Yin (2013) mentions three tactics to be used in case studies:

a) Using various sources of evidence
b) Establishing a chain of evidence

c) Reviewing draft case study reports by key informants.

In contrast, the validity of qualitative research is dependent on different criteria (Bryman, 2016;

Kumar, 2019), namely:
1- Credibility which parallels internal validity.
2- Transferability which parallels external validity.

To apply these criteria for internal validity, Yin (2013) recommends the matching of patterns,
the building of explanations, rival explanations being addressed and the use of logical models.
For external validity, he recommends applying theory in single case studies and replication
logic in multiple case studies.

4.11.3 Trustworthiness, Credibility and Transferability

As discussed above (subsection 4.11.2), the differences between qualitative and quantitative
research raise implications for tests of validity. Cohen et al. (2013) claim that both qualitative
and quantitative methods can address internal as well as external validity, although there are
limitations when methods are applied in qualitative research. To address this problem, Johnson
and Christensen (2019) propose solutions for enhancing the validity of qualitative studies. Their
strategies include extended fieldwork; the researcher acting as a detective, and the use of low
inference descriptors, triangulation, participant feedback, peer review, external audit, negative
case sampling, and pattern matching. However, Corbin and Strauss (2008) reject the use of

validity tests in qualitative research; favouring credibility instead, because confidence in the
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steps and results of qualitative research not only relates to validity, but is also deep, complex
and requires accuracy (Flick, 2009). Other commentators on this topic point out that examining
theories, results and methods to ensure their authenticity should depend on the philosophical
foundations adopted by the researcher (Carper, 1978). According to Hammersley (2007), the
use of reliability tests to demonstrate the reliability of qualitative research can lead to conflicting
and ambiguous assumptions, because their philosophical assumptions are different. While this
study involved mixed methods, it was embedded within an interpretivist paradigm. Therefore,
a more pragmatic view was adopted toward its research philosophy, compared to Hammersly
(2008). Nevertheless, as Jasper (1994) and Appleton (1995) claim, one cannot ignore the
criticism that is directed at qualitative researchers who rely on approaches related to validity

and reliability in quantitative research.

In response to the criticisms and debate surrounding the use of criteria traditionally used in
guantitative studies, new alternative terms have subsequently emerged in qualitative
research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). Notably, according to Bryman (2016), credibility,
transferability and transparency may be applied to check qualitative research results, rather than
validity. As a result, this research has sought to meet the criteria of credibility, transferability

and transparency in qualitative research.

Credibility refers to whether the results of qualitative research are credible or believable,
whereas trustworthiness is a term that is tied to credibility; it is often used as an alternative to
‘validity’ (Lincoln & Guba,1985). In the current study, the pilot study helped to improve the
internal validity of this research. Testing out the questions to find out if the respondents
understood them and to assess if the questions helped to answer the main research question was
vital. In addition, trustworthiness began early in the research process, since it involved building
trust with the participants (Guercini, Raich, Muller, & Abfalter, 2014). In this study, the steps
taken toward this goal began by encouraging the participants to feel part of the data collection
process. It was achieved by developing a collaborative relationship, based on the researcher and
participants’ joint interest in meeting the research aims (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Having
previously worked as a teacher for several years and subsequently as a writer on education
topics, my work would have been familiar to most teachers in Jeddah. Therefore, in the early
stages of building trustworthiness and credibility in this study, I referred to my own experience

and activities in the field when communicating with the participants. This established an
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emotional connection and common ground with them, so that they were encouraged to speak

freely, thereby contributing to the credibility and trustworthiness of the data.

Additionally, trustworthiness can be achieved through transparency, namely providing
information about the research tools, techniques, and purpose of the research (Goldberg &
Allen, 2015; Moon, Brewer, Januchowski-Hartley, Adams, & Blackman, 2016). Steps taken in
this regard involved talking to the participants about the goal of contributing to education
research in Saudi Arabia through this study; in particular, by enriching it with information about
evaluation in education. Further steps in this regard included providing all participants with
information letters and consent forms, which explained the purpose of the research and how the
data would be used. As part of the ethical requirements of the research, this provided the
participants with transparent information about the study. Thus, they all had an opportunity to
ask questions or seek clarification, if necessary. As a result, they collaborated willingly and
productively, because of their joint interest in supporting Saudi education and the goals of this

research. Hence, there was a great deal of enthusiasm amongst them.

Throughout, steps were taken to avoid bias. This can be seen in the questionnaire and the
interview questions, since both multiple choice and open questions were included in the
guestionnaire to give participants a greater voice in the data, while great care was taken to avoid
leading the participants towards specific views in the interviews. Other steps involved
prompting participants at several points in the interviews to speak freely on their own views

and experiences.

Meanwhile, transferability in qualitative research involves judgements on whether it makes
sense to transfer the results of a study to another context (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). It is
problematic and the results of this study may only be transferable in other Arabic contexts to
some degree. Still, steps taken to enable the transferability of this research involved providing
transparent information about the research context, methods and procedures, so that others
could judge whether the results were transferable to a different context. Other steps taken were
related to the transcription and translation of interview data. The interviews were recorded and
then transcribed verbatim in Arabic, before being translated into English. As a result, it would
be possible to refer to the original versions for clarification, if necessary, in future. Appleton
(1995) suggests that an expert colleague or linguist should verify the translation of primary data
as part of the collection procedure, in order to achieve credibility and trustworthiness, and to

enable transferability. Therefore, a sample of the interviews was checked by an expert
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colleague, who is a native Arabic speaker and a PhD student in the field of linguistics. The
English translation was also checked and compared for accuracy by the above-mentioned

bilingual Arabic/English speaker (see Appendices VII-X).

4.12 Pilot Study

A pilot study is an important step in educational research, and its aim is to achieve validity and
reliability in a study (Basit, 2010). Thus, the aim of pilot testing is to clarify the instructions,
check for any ambiguity or unclear questions, and measure the time it will take to complete the

guestionnaire.

There are numerous reasons to support the importance of pilot studies, but they must correspond
to the methods used by the researcher. If, for example, a questionnaire is used, it should be
checked to determine whether the questions are all easy to understand, with none that might be
misunderstood (Basit, 2010; Chen et al., 2013). In this current research, 20 questionnaires were
distributed in a pilot study. Once the data were collected, three head teachers and two teachers
were interviewed via Skype, a free audio-visual communication platform (Chen et al., 2013).
The collected data were then analysed. After this, feedback was obtained, so that the validity
and reliability of the research could be achieved by refining the data collection instruments. In
this feedback, certain points were raised, in response to which | evaluated and amended the
relevant questions (Yin, 2013). As mentioned above, the questionnaire was taken from an
existing study (Scanlon, 1999) and then adapted to fit the context of Saudi education. It was
also presented to the relevant supervisors to ensure that it had appropriate consistency and was
of a suitable length. This questionnaire was subsequently submitted to the Jeddah Education
Department, so that they could grant permission for it to be administered to teachers and head
teachers in secondary schools in Jeddah. However, the Jeddah Education Department stipulated
the condition of removing several questions relating to the anger and negative behaviour or
feelings experienced by head teachers. This especially referred to the second question of Section
3 in the questionnaire, which listed seven possible feelings amongst head teachers: ‘Irritated’,
‘Angry’, ‘Helpless’, ‘Anxious’, ‘Depressed’, ‘Unable to concentrate’, and ‘Overtired’. |

subsequently excluded this question from the head teacher’s questionnaire.

All interview questions were also submitted to the Ministry of Education for approval, who
subsequently granted permission to start the data collection. This meant that a pilot study could

be conducted, using 20 questionnaires: 10 distributed to head teachers and 10 to teachers. The
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clarity of the language was verified, with some incomprehensible words being substituted for
clearer wording, which could be better understood by the participants. An example of this was
the replacement of the option, ‘Stressful’ with ‘Moderately stressful’. The data were then
analysed, and reliability was verified; the Cronbach’s alpha was tested using SPSS, generating
aresult of 0.528. Therefore, some questions were deleted to improve this score. These questions
are displayed in the following Table. The result then increased to 0.79. According to Berthoud

(2000), this value is acceptable.

Table 4.8: Items deleted from the questionnaire

The benefits of the SPIS evaluation outweigh the negative aspects.

Overall, | am satisfied with the clarity of the SPIS evaluation report.

The oral feedback and the written report from PEEC were consistent.

The working environment at school

In your routine when dealing with parents, do they frequently refer to the performance
tables?

Is your school’s position in the league table very important to you personally?

Following this pilot study, all changes deemed necessary were explained in detail. However,
the questionnaires and interview schedules were piloted, so that the pilot study sample could
give their feedback on the clarity of the questions and questionnaire items. Secondly, the pilot
study gave me the chance to practice my communication skills and interviewing ability.
Therefore, the instruments were piloted according to the same approach that was adopted for
the data collection. The participants gave their feedback to improve the clarity of the

instruments and assist with managing the interview timings.

4.13 Ethical Issues

There are many ethical responsibilities to be considered in social research worldwide. Several
documents are instrumental to this process, including guidelines issued by the British
Educational Research Association (BERA). And the University of Reading’s Code of Ethics
(see Appendix V).

According to the above-mentioned documents, educational research must be conducted in an
ethical manner. Therefore, it is vital for all researchers to understand what is meant by ethical

considerations. Bryman (2016) claims that these revolve around issues such as how the research
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participants are treated and the activities in which they should or should not engage. Moreover,
the researcher should undertake training in research ethics; for example, through an online
course (which I took in 2017). However, according to Robson (2011), data collected via a
questionnaire can still have an impact on participants. Therefore, the researcher needs to be
careful when formulating the questionnaire items, in order to avoid a negative impact. The

following sections details my response, as the researcher, to primary ethical areas.

4.13.1 Informed Consent

According to Cohen et al. (2013) informed consent means that the participants are fully aware
of the aims, procedures and measures of a research project and that they understand its potential
impact. This study examines mature people, who are head teachers and teachers in secondary
schools in Jeddah. I initiated this process by sending a letter containing information about the
study and asking the Ministry of Education for permission to conduct the research. In this letter,
| also asked for permission to conduct the study and stated that all information gathered would
remain confidential. In addition, | ensured that all the participants gave their written consent,
confirming that they understood the process, and explaining why their participation was
necessary (see subsection 4.13). | translated the questionnaire and interview questions from

English into Arabic, and these were then reviewed by a professional translator.

4.13.2 Confidentiality

Any information provided by the participants in this study would remain confidential and only
be seen by myself, the researcher, and my supervisors. None of the participants (i.e. the head
teachers and teachers) or the school would be identifiable in any published report resulting from
this study. Moreover, no information about individuals would be shared with the school, and
the collected data would be held in strictest confidence, with no real names used in this study
or in any subsequent publications. The records of this study would be kept private, with no
identifiers linking the participants or schools to the study being included in any sort of report
that might be published. The participants were assigned pseudonyms and numbers and referred
to by these in all records. Finally, the research records would be securely stored in a locked
filing cabinet and on a password-protected computer, with only myself and my supervisors

having access to them. In line with the University’s policy on the management of research data,
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anonymised data were therefore gathered. The results of this study would be presented at

national and international conferences, and in written reports and articles.

As the researcher. | was aware of any potential influence of my position as an employee of the
Ministry of Education and a writer for a Saudi newspaper, on the participants’ opinions and
their desire to speak freely. Therefore, |1 was keen to affirm my commitment to refraining from
publishing any data or evidence referring to the participants’ identities. Moreover, none of this
information would be used for reasons other than academic research. | emphasised my
neutrality and explained my research objectives and desire to deliver the participants’ voice. I
also stressed that I was keen to benefit from their experience of applying the Ministry’s
recommendations for improving the SPE programme. Finally, | was keen to remain objective
in analysing the data and respecting the participants’ views, interpreting them from every angle
for the purpose of scientific research. This included monitoring both positive and negative

views.

4.14 Limitations and Constraints

This study has a number of limitations, in that it only included government schools in Jeddah.
SPIS evaluation was implemented in Jeddah’s schools in 2014, 2015 and 2016. As mentioned
earlier, Jeddah is the second largest city in Saudi Arabia, located in the western region of the
country. Itis where I grew up and where | worked for seven years as a teacher, prior to starting
my PhD programme. As a Saudi woman, during the data collection, | was not permitted to
travel alone between cities, but was required to be accompanied by a male guardian from my
family, especially when staying in hotels. This prompted me to choose Jeddah as the source of
my sample. Moreover, at the time of the data collection, women were prohibited from entering
boys’ schools. Therefore, the study sample was limited to female teachers and head teachers in

girls' schools.

An explanatory sequential mixed methods research design was applied in this study, even
though this approach has been criticised for failing to provide a strong base for scientific
generalisation. Therefore, although there is no aim to generalise the study findings, they could
form part of a bigger picture and elucidate the perceived impact of SPIS evaluation on
secondary schools, thereby promoting an understanding of its impact on all schools in Saudi

Arabia. The study’s limitations and constraints are discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.
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4.15 Summary

This chapter has presented the rationale and an explanation of the methodology adopted for this
mixed methods case study, where questionnaires were administered; followed by semi-
structured interviews, primarily within a pragmatic paradigm. This was in order to understand
from all possible angles, the participants’ individual realities and the data collected from them.
It also explained the sampling, data collection and analysis strategies adopted, and the process
applied to guarantee the quality of the data gathered and the conclusions derived from them.
Finally, it set out the key ethical issues underpinning the study, such as informed consent and
confidentiality. The findings from the data analysis are presented in the next chapter (Chapter
5).
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Chapter 5: Results and Findings

5.1 Introduction

As noted previously (see section 1.1), a key aim of this thesis was to explore head teachers’ and
teachers’ experiences, views and understanding of SPIS school monitoring, and their
perceptions of its influence on school performance in Saudi Arabia. In recent years, the issue
of school evaluation has grown in importance in Saudi Arabia, in light of concerns that
significant spending on education is failing to have the desired effect of improving educational
outcomes. Previous work (for example, Ball, 2012) has explored the influence on teachers of
school evaluation, using performance indicators. However, prior research has not addressed the
topic of school monitoring and evaluation from the perspective of teachers and head teachers
in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, little is known about how they experience and perceive the present
system. The current study is therefore intended to address this gap and add essential value by
giving voice to an under-represented group, namely female teachers and head teachers in Saudi
Arabia.

In accordance with the sequential mixed methods design of this study, quantitative data were
first collected, using two Google Drive surveys that were administered to teachers and head
teachers. The survey results were then analysed in SPSS. In the second stage of the study,
qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews with head teachers and
teachers. This chapter outlines the results of both phases of the study in response to the

following research question:

What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experience and perceptions of the influence of SPIS

on school performance?
This question raises three sub-questions (RSQ):

RSQ1. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on school monitoring?

RSQ2. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale?

RSQ3. How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their accountability

under SPIS in relation to school improvement?
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This chapter begins with a profile of the study participants (see section 5.2), followed by three
main sections (see sections 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5), each answering a research question. Every one of
these sections is in four parts, as follows: the quantitative data from the teachers’ survey; the
qualitative findings from the teachers’ interviews; the findings from the head teachers’ survey,
and the qualitative findings from the head teachers’ interviews. The main theoretical
implications and contributions of this study are discussed in depth in the Discussion chapter
(Chapter 6). Supplementary information, such as the interview and survey schedules, can be

found in Appendices I-IV.

5.2 Profile of the Schools and Study Participants

Jeddah is the second largest city in Saudi Arabia in terms of its economy, as well as in the
number of its public sector schools. According to the latest statistics from the Jeddah Education
Office ( General Education Administration of Jeddah ,2019), the number of students registered
by the Department of Education in Jeddah totalled 462,154 in 2017, studying at 1376 schools
in the city. However, this study is specifically dedicated to girls’ secondary schools, amounting
to 125 establishments, with 3219 teachers and 125 head teachers. Concerning the quantitative
data, the questionnaire was distributed electronically to all relevant schools, and all teachers
and head teachers (see section 4.8.1). However, just 109 teachers and 64 head teachers
participated, drawn from all girls’ secondary schools in Jeddah, which came under the
Education Offices of the Centre, North, South and East. Most of these head teachers held
university degrees, while one had a Diploma, and three had Master’s degrees (See Table 5.1).
Likewise, most of the teachers also held university degrees: 12 had diplomas and seven had
Master’s degrees (see Table 5.1). In terms of experience, all the teachers had more than one
year’s experience. However, without exception, the head teachers had at least seven years’
experience, because the Saudi education system requires candidates to accrue many years of

professional experience, before attaining the position of head teacher (see Table 5.1).

In terms of qualitative data, | chose three Offices from different parts of Jeddah: the Centre,
North and South. The Centre corresponds to the heart of the city, which is largely inhabited by
the middle classes. Here, the schools are predominantly old, because the centre is an old part of
the city. Itis also known as Old Jeddah and its schools are small, because they were built during
the early years of Saudi education, when there were fewer students. Therefore, the schools

selected from this area were small, with fewer than 200 students in each. Another part of the
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city included in this study was North Jeddah, which is a newly developed area. Therefore, most
of its schools are modern and large, with over 400 students each. The population in this part of
the city tends to be relatively wealthy and have high social status. The third part of the city
sampled was the South, which is usually considered to be the hub of most of Jeddah’s activity.
This includes its schools, because most were built in the 1980s, when Saudi education was still
in the process of expanding, and there were fewer students than there are now. All participants
who provided qualitative data had high-level academic qualifications, including Master’s

degrees, and all had previous experience as teachers and head teachers (see Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1: The participants’ information

Methods Instrument Number of Participants’ Practical Experience | Practical Experience at
Participants Quialifications in General Current School
Level No. Duration No. Duration No.
Questionnaire | 109 Diploma 12 Less than 1 0 Less than 1 8
for teachers year year
1-2 years 0 1-2 years 27
o Degree 90
Quantitative
research 3-6 years 11 3-6 years 37
Master’s 7
7 or more 98 7 or more
years years 37
Questionnaire | 64 Diploma 1 Less than 1 0 Lessthanl | O
for head year year
teachers Degree 60 1-2 years 0 1-2 years 0
3-6 years 0 3-6 years 0
Master’s 3
7 or more 0 7 or more 0
years years
School Location School Interviewees
Size — —
Name Position Qualifications
Qualitative Interviews Sarah Head teacher Bachelor’s
degree
research g
Central Noha Teacher Bachelor’s
School 1 Jeddah Small degree
Muna Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
Meachael Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
Hind Head teacher Bachelor’s
degree
South Lela Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
Jeddah .
School 2 Medium [ Salma Teacher Master’s
Souad Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
Leen Head teacher Bachelor’s
degree
North Abeer Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
School 3 Jeddah g
Large Marram Teacher Master’s
Amal Teacher Bachelor’s
degree
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5.3 In-school Monitoring

5.3.1 Quantitative Findings: Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Experiences of School
Monitoring

To learn about the head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences of school monitoring and
evaluation, it was imperative to begin by assessing their engagement in these processes,
particularly their experience of SPIS, a relatively new system. Therefore, the current
participants were asked if they had any experience of in-school monitoring by school advisors
and SPIS inspectors. The results for the head teachers are set out in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Extent to which head teachers were monitored by key stakeholders

Never 1-3 times per year 4 or more times per year
School advisors n 0 19 45
% 0 29.7 70.3
SPIS inspectors n 0 46 18
% 0 71.9 28.1

Table 5.2 shows that all the participants had been observed by school advisors and SPIS
inspectors in the past year. This diversity of evaluation in Saudi education may have developed
because the Ministry of Education did not ensure complete elimination of the old system of
school supervision — which performed the same tasks as the SPIS — when it adopted the SPIS
to evaluate school performance. This was due to weak co-ordination between the Ministry’s
Departments. It is therefore worth noting that more than a quarter of the participants declared
that they were visited four or more times a year by SPIS inspectors, and slightly less than three
quarters of the participants reported that they were monitored by school advisors. This raises
questions about the nature of the advisors’ work and the necessity for them to go into schools
so frequently. Overall, it indicated that extensive in-school monitoring took place, with
implications for the teachers’ and head teachers’ workload, morale and wellbeing. It also poses
questions over the extent to which these staff had the capacity to engage with the process, and
what they thought of its achievement in improving student outcomes. Given the study
participants’ experience of school monitoring, they were well placed to answer questions on

such matters.

112



Table 5.3 presents important issues related to SPIS monitoring, such as awareness of monitoring
techniques, and their appropriateness for SPE. Meanwhile, Table 5.3 presents head teachers’
knowledge and experience of SPIS monitoring, specifically their awareness of when SPIS

monitoring would take place and the main areas of its focus.

Table 5.3: Head teachers’ awareness of SPIS monitoring

Never  Seldom Sometimes Usually Always
1-Awareness of when SPIS n 0 63 1 0 0
monitoring would take place % 0 98.4 1.6 0 0
2-Awareness of what SPI1S n 28 10 16 6 4
monitoring would focus on % 438 156 250 9.4 6.3

Therefore, it can be seen from the above Table that only one of the 64 head teachers were
‘Sometimes’ aware of when SPIS monitoring would take place, while the remainder seldom
knew. There was also considerable variation in the participants’ awareness of the intended focus
of SPIS monitoring. The results for these two questions suggest that SPIS had inadequate
capacity to identify and determine objectives for schools, and inaccurately informed schools on
what or when they would be assessed, thereby negatively affecting their readiness for
evaluation. The Organisational Guide includes all the indicators and some of the procedures
that the SPIS requires from schools, but this was clearly inadequate for helping schools to
understand the system. In addition, the results suggest that the SPIS process could cause
misleading evaluation results, as it does not inform schools when monitoring will take place.
This could affect schools’ ability to prepare for evaluation and hinder them from providing the

evaluation team with evidence of their achievements.

Other issues related to the SPIS monitoring process could also affect school evaluation results,

including the appropriateness of the monitoring techniques, as shown in Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4: Head teachers’ views of awareness of the SPIS monitoring techniques used

for performance evaluation

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always
3-Appropriateness of the n 6 9 34 10 5
monitoring techniques % 9.4 141 531 156 78

The head teachers were asked for their opinions on the appropriateness of the monitoring

techniques applied. Most believed that the SPIS techniques were ‘Sometimes’ appropriate.

However, more clarification was required to justify their views on the appropriateness of the

monitoring techniques. Therefore, they were asked four questions to ascertain their ability to

recall approximate figures from their schools’ performance tables, their perceptions of the three

most important evaluation tasks expressed in their schools’ aims, and the key strengths and

weaknesses of their schools’ performance. Table 5.5 presents these responses.

Table 5.5: Head teachers’ views on the use and awareness of SPIS KPIs

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually  Always

1-Are you able to recall your school’s n 40 15 3 6 0
approximate figures from the % 625 234 47 9.4 0
performance tables?
2-Are your school’s aims expressed N 6 14 24 14 6
i ?
In the KP1s: % 9.4 21.9 375 21.9 9.4
3-Do the KPIs identify the key N 3 2 21 12 26
strengths of your school?

% 4.7 3.1 32.8 18.8 40.6
4-Do the KPlIs help identify the main N 4 2 32 13 13

2

weaknesses of your school? % 6.3 31 50.0 20.3 20.3
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What is striking in the results displayed in Table 5.5 is the high percentage of head teachers in
the study who could not recall their school’s figures in the performance league tables. This
result suggests that these performance tables, derived from the results of SPIS evaluation, were
difficult for the head teachers to recall. A possible explanation for this is that the preparation of
these Tables was neither accurate nor clear. Moreover, the head teachers may have had
insufficient training in the use of KPIs, or their training may have failed to include guidance on

interpreting school monitoring data.

Table 5.5 therefore illustrates that there was some hesitation as to whether the KPI terms
expressed the schools’ aims. The results indicate that while the SPIS indicators were devised to
establish schools’ goals, within the centralised Saudi education system, many head teachers
were unsure that these indicators expressed the goals of their schools. However, in this case,
these results could have been the outcome of head teachers being more instruction-oriented than
the policymakers. Therefore, they did not find that the SPIS indicators expressed their schools’

aims. This is further explored in the qualitative findings presented later in this chapter.

Another important issue related to the purpose of SPIS monitoring techniques is the indicators’
potential to help schools discover the strengths and weaknesses of their performance. Thus, the
head teachers in this study were asked about their ability to identify the strengths and
weaknesses of their schools. The majority stated that the KPIs took into account and recognised
their school’s strengths, but more than two thirds of the participants believed that the SPIS KPIs
only ‘Sometimes’ or ‘Usually’ included their schools’ weaknesses. As a possible explanation
of these results, the SPIS Organisational Guide provides clear indicators and norms of evidence
required in the evaluation to show teachers’ achievement. Therefore, based on these documents,
it was easy to determine the strengths and weaknesses of each teacher. These results suggest
that SPIS monitoring techniques could better help schools identify the strengths rather than the
weaknesses of teachers’ performance. This survey also investigated teachers’ opinions on

school monitoring, as explored in the next subsection.

5.3.2 Quantitative Findings: Teachers’ Experiences of School Monitoring

The survey asked the teachers how often their teaching had been monitored by head teachers,
head teachers’ assistants, school advisors, other teaching staff, and SPIS inspectors over the

past year.
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Table 5.6: Extent of monitoring by key stakeholders, according to classroom teachers

Never 1-3 times per year 4 or more times per year
By head teachers n 7 99 3
% 6.4 90.8 2.8
By head teachers’ n 14 91 4
assistants % 12.8 83.5 3.7
By other teaching staff n 35 69 5
% 32.1 63.3 4.6
By school advisors n 1 105 3
% 0.9 96.3 2.8
By SPIS inspectors n 0 109 0
% 0 100 0

Overall, Table 5.6 shows school monitoring to be a significant component of SPE. In general,
it would seem that the majority of the teachers in this research were monitored through
classroom observations, conducted by their head teachers at the rate of one to three times per
year. Moreover, it is noticeable that another large segment — more than three quarters of the
teachers — were visited by their head teachers’ assistants, and slightly more than half were
visited by other teaching staff. In addition, most teachers were visited by school advisors at a
rate of 1-3 times per year. Nevertheless, surprisingly, a minority of teachers never had their
teaching monitored by either their head teachers or their head teachers’ assistants, which may
be due to misunderstandings among the teachers, or the problem of the data collection taking
place at the beginning of the school year. Here, the teachers were asked if they had been visited
by head teachers or others in the current year, because it was stated in the schools’ procedural
guide that head teachers and assistants should visit every teacher at least once a year. In fact,
the statistics generated in this study showed that in-class monitoring was part of everyday
school life. Consequently, the teachers and head teachers were well versed in this topic and
offered important insights into the current system of school evaluation in Saudi Arabia. More
remarkably, concerning school monitoring, SPIS inspectors had visited all the teachers who

participated in this research.

Additionally, teachers were asked four questions related to different aspects of SPIS
monitoring, including their awareness of when SPIS monitoring would take place and what it
would primarily investigate. They were then questioned on the appropriateness of the

monitoring techniques. Table 5.7 presents the results of this data analysis.
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Table 5.7: Teachers’ awareness of SPIS monitoring

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always
Awareness of when SPIS n 21 11 46 21 10
monitoring would take place
% 19.3 10.1 42.2 19.3 9.1
Awareness of the main focus of n 12 9 36 31 21
the SPIS monitoring
% 11.0 8.3 33.0 28.4 19.3

Overall, the teachers’ responses to the items in Table 5.7 revealed remarkably low awareness
of SPIS among them, particularly regarding the planned dates of monitoring and the areas on
which the SPIS inspectors would concentrate during their visits A number of explanations could
be suggested to justify these results. For instance, the procedures adopted in the Saudi education
system merely involve informing head teachers of the regulations, but do not give much
attention to training teachers or providing them with details of the new system. This is discussed
in depth in the findings from the interviews with the teachers and head teachers. Table 5.8 gives

an overview of the teachers’ opinions on the appropriateness of SPIS monitoring techniques.

Table 5.8: Teachers’ views on the appropriateness of SPIS monitoring techniques

Never Seldom Sometimes  Usually  Always
Appropriateness of SPIS monitoring n 10 6 59 24 10
techniques % 92 5.5 54.1 22.0 9.2

The question related to Table 5.8 focused on the respondents’ opinions about the
appropriateness of the monitoring techniques. Overall, the results suggest that most teachers in
this study were unconvinced of the appropriateness of these techniques. It is illustrated that only
asmall proportion of the teachers reported that the techniques were always appropriate, whereas
the same percentage of teachers reported that the techniques were never appropriate. However,
the majority of the teachers claimed that the monitoring techniques were either ‘Seldom’,
‘Sometimes’ or ‘Usually’ appropriate. As the previous results show, this large proportion of
teachers, who were uncertain about the appropriateness of the monitoring techniques, may have

lacked information on what the evaluation would examine, or how it would take place, which
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was not shared before the evaluations. In addition, SPIS was a new system and had no certain
answers, which is likely to have spurred resistance to change, as discussed in detail in the next

chapter.

To enable deeper analysis of the appropriateness of the monitoring techniques, the study
included four items that were designed to explore the use and awareness of KPIs: these being
important SPIS evaluation techniques. The above-mentioned items consisted of the teachers’
ability to read performance tables; the fact of whether parents found these tables to be
important; the schools’ aims, and the ability of KPIs to identify the strengths and weaknesses

of school performance.

Table 5.9: Teachers’ views on the use and awareness of SPIS KPIs

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always

1-Are you able to recall your n 30 43 19 17 0
school’s approximate figures
from the performance tables? % 275 894 17.4 156 0
2-Are your school’s aims n 40 0 28 38 3
expressed in the terms of the
KPls? % 36.7 0 25.7 34.9 2.8
3-Do the KPlIs identify the key n 22 0 36 24 27
strengths of your school?

% 20.2 0 33.0 22.0 24.8
4-Do the KPIs help identify the n 20 0 37 33 0
main weaknesses of your school?

% 18.3 0 339 30.3 0

The data analysis presented in Table 5.9 shows considerable variation in the teachers’ responses
to these four survey questions. However, the results reveal that most of the teachers did not
apply or have any awareness of the SPIS KPIs. Their responses are examined here in turn;
whereby it appears that slightly more than half the teachers could ‘Seldom’ or ‘Never’ recall
figures from the performance tables, while none claimed that they could ‘Always’ do so. These
results make sense, since teachers are not allowed to see performance tables under the SPIS (for

example, the report on the operational plan), except for the reports on their students’ skills

118



achievement. However, it should also be noted that the teachers, according to the interview
findings, did not receive any details about SPIS, except as provided by their head teachers and

the SPIS website, which significantly affected their ability to read the performance tables.

Interestingly, based on the teachers’ views of whether the KPI terms expressed their schools’
aims, only 2.8% reported that they ‘Always’ did, while more than half stated that they ‘Never’
or only ‘Sometimes’ did. Clearly, the SPIS KPIs were derived from the education policies set
out by the Saudi Ministry of Education, while the education system did not impose compulsory
school aims. Consequently, most schools established their own goals, which potentially led to

diversity between schools. Logically, the SPIS indicators may fail to express this.

Regarding the identification of schools’ strengths and weaknesses in the KPIs, approximately
the same number of teachers reported that these factors were ‘Never’ indicated. Similarly, more
than a third of the respondents claimed that strengths and weaknesses were ‘Sometimes’
targeted. However, the results reveal that slightly more than half the teachers believed that the
strengths were ‘Sometimes’ or ‘Usually’ identified, while no teachers mentioned that the
weaknesses were ‘Always’ identified. It is clear that according to the teachers’ perceptions, the
SPIS KPIs can identify the strengths better than the weaknesses of school performance. To
understand these responses in more depth, interviews were conducted with head teachers and

teachers from different schools.

5.3.3 Qualitative Findings: Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ School Monitoring by the
SPIS

School monitoring was found to be an important part of the SPIS evaluation process, and all
types of school evaluation in the Saudi education system. Thus, SPIS appeared to be significant
and so this research examined teachers’ and head teachers’ perceptions of it. In particular, three
aspects of school SPIS were highlighted: awareness of monitoring, the appropriateness of
monitoring techniques, and the participants’ experience of SPIS monitoring (see Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.1 Aspects of findings for SPIS school monitoring

School monitoring under SPIS is described in the quantitative findings (see Figure 5.2) for the
participants’ awareness and views of the appropriateness of the monitoring techniques, which
revealed an apparent lack of information, knowledge and training to help them understand the

system. These results raise the key question of how the participants obtained knowledge about

the system and whether doing so had helped increase their awareness of SPIS monitoring.

Interviews were conducted with three head teachers and nine teachers from schools of three
different sizes (small, middle and large) in different areas (North, South and Central Jeddah;
see Table 5.1). As a brief reminder, School One was a small school in Central Jeddah, School

Two was a medium-sized school in South Jeddah, and School Three was a large school in North

Jeddah. The following subsection presents details gathered during these interviews.

5.3.3.1 Awareness of SPIS Monitoring

In this research, awareness of monitoring included three issues related to the participants’

awareness (see Figure 5.2).
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Figure 5.2 Awareness and knowledge of the SPIS school monitoring system

Regarding the ways in which the participants received knowledge of the SPIS school
monitoring system, most agreed that they did so through school supervisors, who informed head
teachers. In turn, these head teachers informed teachers. This important interview finding
indicated that the SPIS system considered school supervisors to be a link between the system
and the schools’ head teachers. Consequently, school supervisors regarded head teachers as a
link between them and the teachers being evaluated under SPIS. For example, Sarah, the head

teacher of School One, noted:

“I know that through various meetings with my supervisor.”
B i g cleldial A e dl) (e Ciale a8

Meanwhile, Hind, a head teacher of School Two, stated:

“I know about the system from my supervisor, and | have attended some meetings with
experts about the system.”
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Leen, the head teacher of School Three, pointed out:

“I knew about it through courses and from the Organisational Guide.”

£139) Ao glilal adatil) Jlal) Gl g Ly p5 il e 2B oo Crale A
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Leen’s answer was no different from that of the other head teachers, because such courses are
usually arranged by school supervisors. Additionally, the teachers referred to their head teachers

as their main source of knowledge about SPIS. For instance, Salma, from School Two, stated:

“the head teacher told us about the system, its criteria and indicators.”
Gl pdisa g sulaa (e 3 e Al clld AU ce L i A jaall 5 paa

Similarly, Muna, a teacher from School One, reported:

“I heard about the system from the head teacher.”

A gaal) 3 _gada (e aAT) e Coan
This SPIS trait, whereupon it is the responsibility of schools to introduce the system, reflects
the culture of the education system under the Saudi Ministry of Education, which establishes
broad direction through top-down reform. However, it is clear that this system has a
considerable number of weaknesses, such as the wide distance between schools and education
policymakers, as mentioned in the Discussion Chapter (Chapter 6). Additionally, this approach
does not include much direct contact between teachers and policymakers; instead, it relies on
third parties to perform this function, usually school supervisors and head teachers. In turn, this
undoubtedly bears upon important issues related to the discussion of policies and new systems,
particularly information about the application of the system in schools. Such means of obtaining
knowledge may be the reason for the lack of awareness of SPIS, indicated in the questionnaire

results.

In addition, the interview findings shed light on the teachers’ efforts to obtain the requisite
information about the system from other sources. For example, Muna from School One

claimed:

“I heard about the system from the head teacher. | knew that [the SPIS] would come to
evaluate the school, so I browsed the Ministry’s website to read the Organisational Guide
for SPIS.”
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Similarly, Lela, from School Two, reported:

“My head teacher told us about the system, and | have read about it on the Internet and
the website.”
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However, it was clear that the teachers did not find their head teachers to be effective sources
of knowledge about the system; instead, they tried to increase their awareness in alternative
ways. Nevertheless, although this was a good approach to gaining knowledge, many doubts
over the credibility of the information gathered about the system remained. Moreover, the
teachers needed to consult experts on the system to answer their questions, which was difficult

to do on the website.

Another important finding was that few head teachers and teachers appeared to have referred
to the SPIS Organisational Guide as a source of information. This indicates that copies of this
Guide had not reached their schools or that the teachers were not sent links to online copies.
Undoubtedly, this Guide contains important procedures for teachers and head teachers on the
way in which monitoring is to be conducted and on the important indicators that SPIS inspectors
apply in their examination of schools. This means that the SPIS has had a negative effect on
teachers’ ability to deal with monitoring, as it has not helped them access appropriate resources

to prepare themselves adequately for its evaluation of school performance.

A comparison between the head teachers’ responses revealed another important finding,
indicating that there were different ways of providing head teachers with information about the
system. One head teacher pointed to courses, while another stated that she obtained knowledge
of the system through meetings. In addition, two head teachers referred to their supervisors as
sources of information, while another did not mention any of these. This variation may have
resulted from the fact that the head teachers fell under different Education Offices in Jeddah,
and the Organisational Guide did not outline procedures to clarify the system for teachers or
head teachers. Moreover, from the teachers’ responses, it seemed clear that most had gained
their knowledge of the system from their head teachers. This finding indicates that the Ministry
of Education provides just one source of knowledge for the teachers to keep them updated about
its monitoring systems and procedures. For example, the teachers saw their head teachers as
their primary source of knowledge and their guides at school. Undeniably, this increased the

burden on head teachers, while teachers could feel overlooked and undervalued by the Ministry.

5.3.3.2 Awareness of When SPIS Monitoring Will Take Place

The second issue relating to awareness of SPIS monitoring was advance knowledge of when it
would take place. This was generally important to the evaluation, as it could negatively affect

judgments. Schools need time to prepare for the monitoring day, so that they can demonstrate
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what they have done and manage that day at school. However, in response to the questionnaire
item asking the head teachers and teachers if they were aware of when school monitoring would
take place, most answered ‘Seldom’ or ‘Never’ (see Tables 5.3 and 5.7). Therefore, this point
was discussed in the interviews with the head teachers, whereby there was a marked contrast
between their responses. For example, Sarah, the head teacher of School One, stated that the

district office manager had informed her of the date of the evaluation, one week in advance:

“One week earlier, we had been sent a schedule, which included the organisation of the
day for the visiting team and how to prepare our work and arrange a tour for them in the
school during school hours.”
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In contrast, Hind, the head teacher of School Two, mentioned that the Education Office had

“informed [her] which semester but did not specify the exact week.”
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The response from the head teacher of School Three was completely different; Leen claimed
that she did not have any idea of the day on which the team would come. In fact, there is no
specific information in the SPIS Organisational Guide relating to how schools should be
informed of the time and date of their evaluations, which may explain the diverse approaches
to this process. In addition, some head teachers may have had close relationships with the
administration of the Education Offices or the administrative supervisor. Without specific rules
for working practice, every Office applies the system in its own way.

The teachers’ answers not only differed from one school to another, but also within the same
school. For instance, Noha, a teacher at School One, claimed that she had been notified of an

evaluation by the school administration, one week in advance:

“They told us the [SPIS] would come next week to evaluate our work, and the night
before, we got a message from the manager saying that there was a committee that would
come to us, and we should look decent.”
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In contrast, Muna and Meachael mentioned that they only knew about a pending evaluation one

day before it took place:
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“l knew the day before that they would come. The head teacher sent us a message, so
we prepared our files and sent them to the manager’s office.”

8 BV anl Ll 5] 5 (335 1 5 Lilila ayan yaaaat callad b )i 3 aall | 53 )l 30 a sa J8 Caale 3

Lyl
“They told the administration, and the administration told us one day beforehand.”
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This could be due to the fact that some teachers had extra duties at the school, working with the
administration or helping the head teachers. Therefore, they knew about the evaluation day,

while other teachers did not.

In addition, three teachers from School Three claimed that they had found out about the visit
from their head teacher when they arrived at school on the day of the inspection. Salma stated:
“We had not been notified of the time. What happened was that when they came, the head

teachers told us and asked us to get our files ready, go to our classes, and wait for their
visit.”
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Lela added that she knew

“...when they came to the school”,
A 3l | slon s Lesie Lidle |

while Souad asserted:

“l had no idea. | just knew when they arrived.”
Ayl | sl 5 Loie Jaih Caale Jid (g 4S8 53] (0Sy al
Regarding the conflicting answers given by the teachers and the head teacher from School
Three, the head teacher claimed that she had no idea when SPIS evaluation would take place.
One teacher’s response validated this statement, while the other two teachers’ responses

diverged. The teacher, Amal stated:

“The head teacher sent us a letter on the same day, saying that she would come with a
team to the school to evaluate the work.”
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Meanwhile, Marram and Abeer gave completely different answers, with Marram stating:

“I knew the date of the visit, as they told us to prepare our work documents and that they
would come to our school within three days, but we did not know when exactly.”
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Abeer reported,

“The head teacher told me that they would come at this time.”

Losally il 138 A @il agdl 55080 5l
There was no specific explanation for this difference, but it may have been due to the large size
of the school and the fact that the evaluation had taken place a few months previously.
Consequently, the staff did not remember what had really happened. These responses indicate
that there was no cohesive SPIS process, arrangement or organisation that enabled schools to
prepare for inspection team visits. This led to unfairness in the judgments issued by the

inspection teams.

5.3.3.3 Differences between SPIS and other Types of Evaluation

Finally, the quantitative data results revealed the multiple evaluation contacts that had
performed the same task (see subsections 5.3.1. and 5.3.2). Therefore, the interviewees were
asked about their awareness of differences between SPIS and other types of evaluation,
including Ministry of Education and comprehensive evaluation. The participants held
somewhat varying perceptions of the differences between evaluation systems, as discussed in

this subsection.

First, the evaluation conducted by Ministry of Education supervisors was performed by just one

person, while SPIS was carried out by a team. Noha, a teacher at School One, reported:

“The evaluation used to be done by a supervisor, while a team came for the evaluation
under SPIS. But I did not feel disturbed by them, as they honestly acted very kindly. So,
I did not find a serious difference, but of course, there was a difference in focusing on
many other things. They had the prestige of being a group and not just one person. The
supervisors usually focused on a specific area, while monitoring by SPIS was more
comprehensive.”
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As pointed out by two teachers from School Three, Amal stated,

“Yes, their work is more general, and they have more prestige and encourage us to feel
that we are one team.”
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In addition, Marram responded,

“Yes, the size of the SPIS team was bigger, and they also required several things.”

sasmia sal ) sallay agdl LS S 3o jdll paa
Similarly, a teacher from School Two, known as Salma in this study, declared:

“Yes, with the evaluation team, there is more anxiety, because their work is more accurate
and comprehensive.”

a5 (383 aglee ()Y Casa llin A ghaiall 8 ay il (33 58 o
It is clear that the size of the team influenced head teachers and teachers in terms of working
together and the emergence of some concerns over the accuracy of their work and
comprehensiveness. In fact, the comprehensiveness of the assessment is dependent on
indicators that require more than just good teaching performance in the classroom. For example,
there are indicators relating to student behaviour and communication with the wider

community, beyond the school, as explored in the Discussion Chapter (see Chapter 6).

Second, SPIS requires effort from all members of school staff, meaning that they must be
adequately prepared to welcome the evaluation team, rather than merely preparing lessons. In
contrast, during evaluation by supervisors from the Ministry of Education, the school day ran

as normal. For example, Leen, head teacher of School Three, mentioned:

“There is no big difference, but the system team members are more serious.”
“Aoan ST A slaiall (308 (K15 S CBMA) aa 5
Finally, evaluation under the SPIS looks at overall school performance, while other types of

evaluation tend to focus on just one factor, such as teaching performance. For instance, Abeer,
a teacher at School Three, declared that she had noticed an important difference:

“Yes, the Ministry supervisor was coming for the teachers, but the system team was for
the school.”
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Overall, these interview findings suggest that the head teachers and teachers were able to
distinguish between SPIS evaluation and other school evaluation systems. Although this ability

was beneficial for school performance and evaluation in general, the considerable number of
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evaluations conducted in Saudi schools could have a negative effect. This is discussed in more
detail in Chapter 6. However, the head teachers and teachers were interviewed individually
about another issue related to monitoring: the appropriateness of the monitoring techniques, as

addressed in the next subsection.

5.3.3.4 Appropriateness of the Monitoring Techniques

SPIS monitoring uses specific methods of evaluating school performance based on KPIs (see
section 3.2). This current subsection examines the head teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions of
these techniques; in particular, to determine whether KPIs reflect best practices in school
performance and whether the method of system indicators helps identify key factors of success.
Moreover, the interviewees were asked if any KPIs in the system evaluation were unachievable,
and if so, why. In general, they agreed that the indicators should be suitable for school

informants. These questions are addressed in the following paragraphs.

The head teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions were clearly affected by their school’s location
and environment. For example, School One in Central Jeddah is in a middle-class part of the
city, with low student numbers. Its head teachers and teachers were found to have deeper and
more comprehensive perceptions of SPIS indicators, especially the ability of these indicators to
measure school performance and identify schools’ strengths and weaknesses. In addition, most
of the teachers’ responses compared SPIS indicators with the indicators in their own schools,
making suggestions accordingly. For instance, they recommended that the SPIS draw up a list
of indicators to help every school adapt to its environment, also enabling it to achieve this end.

Sarah, the head teacher of this school, used an important word in this regard, namely ‘realistic’:

“In fact, they were a good team in treating and dealing with the process of evaluation, but
their prestige... we were trying to worry too much about the work; it was exhausting. |
mean, they must be more realistic.”
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She added:
“Some indicators do not measure reality. Each indicator is supposed to be realistic, not to

be evidence of a successful or failed group that does not correspond to the richness of its
environment.
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She also noted:
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“I remember some indicators measuring feelings about spiritual things. For instance, there
was an indicator discussing the students’ prayer performance. It, in my opinion, included
the relationship between the worshipper and God, so how could I measure this way or
consider it as an indicator? These things are considered to be religious affairs, and | did
not know its relation to the indicators or how it was measured. Accordingly, this made
me observe the students in something that cannot be measured.”
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However, a teacher referred to here as Meachael answered these questions differently:

“To some extent, the indicators must be appropriate to the school environment. When the
school is uptown, its indicators are supposed to be different from those in the middle, with
a suitable environment and enormous potential.”
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She also referred to some unrealistic indicators:

“There is some moral success achieved without these indicators. For example, not all
strategies fit all students. | have 45 students in my class. How can | apply a strategy that
only applies to 25 students?”
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In addition, she asserted that some indicators cannot be achieved:

“Yes, there are many, especially those that require a particular environment.”
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Muna, for instance, was unsure whether she could remember the indicators:

“I saw the indicators a long time ago. I’'m not sure | remember them, but they were good
and made our work appear reasonable.”
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However, when asked about the effectiveness of the indicators to help schools achieve their

goals, she commented:

“This can be done with the report, if the team members are experts in education.”
adeil) 8 o)y il eliac] S 13) Il ae clly L) Sy

Muna also believed that
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“all indicators can be achieved [by schools].”
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However, another teacher, Noha did not agree with her colleagues and considered the SPIS
indicators to be weaker than the school indicators:

“I do not think they helped, as we have long-term goals and short-term goals that | feel
are stronger than the system indicators.”
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Noha also thought that all the indicators were easy to achieve:

“All the indicators can be applied in the school. It is not a big deal.”
Tl dmaa ol A 5 Ll Jems Sl 50l JS
Similarly, School Three in North Jeddah was wealthy and new, so most of its classrooms had
new facilities, but the school was also large and had high student numbers. Therefore, this
environment may have affected the head teachers and teachers, encouraging them to give
balanced answers. They viewed the indicators positively but were also able to identify their
weaknesses. For instance, Leen, the head teacher, commented:

“Yes, they do reflect that very much, but they may overlook some of them, like some
minor practices that we cannot document. But... if they let us add what is appropriate for
each school and its environment in terms of criteria and indicators, that would be better.”
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Similarly, Amal, a teacher at the same school, declared,

“I have to see the indicators in detail and accurately. Then, maybe they can help as the
way becomes clear.”
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While Marram pointed out:
“It is possible, but it has interrelated things, and sometimes it does not. | mean, there are

unrealistic indicators, while there are other indicators that have begun to show their
impact on students, such as behavioural indicators.”
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Likewise, Abeer stated:
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“Yes, but in a good environment only. | think my school environment is bad, and you
cannot apply these indicators.”

A 2y L) Lgadat aodaiedy iy (A SIsual) 23l A (K aad

Concerning the possibility of achieving the indicators, Amal had an important answer:

“l hope the environment to achieve the indicators will be available. Sometimes, an
indicator is good, and | am able to apply it, but the environment is not prepared to help in
this. For example, | have 40 students in my class, and some other classes have 50.”
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Additionally, Marram claimed:

“It is possible, in a way.”
Lo le 5 daSaa L)
In contrast, however, Abeer had a clear answer and referred to specific indicators when

answering the question:

“Indicators of education strategies — as | said, the overcrowded classrooms make it
difficult to achieve them.”

Lgisiad Camaall (e Jrad LaiSall J gacaill LS agladtl] Ciliasil yiusl
Moreover, the responses from the head teachers and teachers at School Two, which is in a
relatively poor environment in South Jeddah, were affected by the location and student
numbers. The head teacher, Hind was very optimistic and positive about the system and the
monitoring techniques. She chose to discuss the indicator of community partnership, which she
clearly found to be a solution to her school’s challenges, including meeting students’ needs.
This indicator had helped her school obtain funding and support from companies and
businesses, which had never happened before, as the Ministry of Education’s strict regulations
prohibited head teachers from seeking financial help from companies for their schools. When

Hind was asked whether the KPIs reflected best practices in school performance, she replied:

“The KPIs reflect best practices in school performance, like community partnership. This
has supported me and helped me get financial support to help poor students, as well as to
benefit from the experiences of mothers to help us train students.”
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She also believed that her school could satisfy the indicators:
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“I did not find any indicators difficult to achieve.”
Gl Caa e gl aal

Teachers at the school were generally of a similar opinion. For example, Lela stated:

“The indicators can help to identify best practices in the school, because they are clear
and organised for our work and cause us to carefully prepare the evidence that we use to
deepen our experience.”
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In addition, Lela did not find the indicators difficult to achieve, although they needed more

time:

“I do not think so, but some of them need more than a year to show their results.”

Lt 51 el ple cpn S gling Lo i 1 e
Based on these responses, there seems to be a consensus amongst the participants, with most
referring to the unrealistic nature of some of the indicators. For instance, the indicators relating
to education strategies required an upper limit of 30-35 students in the classroom, whereas many
schools in Jeddah have approximately 45 students per class. In addition, the teachers agreed on
the problems related to the city’s school environments. For example, some schools were old
and lacked funds, with no facilities for technology use in the classroom, as the indicators
required. Consequently, some teachers, such as Amal and Abeer, suggested that these indicators
should be adjusted and not applied to every school. However, the head teachers tended to be
more positive about the appropriateness of the indicators. For instance, Hind reported that her
school received funds from the Ministry to apply the indicator of community partnership. In
contrast, Leen found the indicators to be useful, but hoped that her school could become
independent and implement its own strategies and methods.

Moreover, there were strong and blatant disagreements over linking teacher performance with
student performance. For example, Lela from School Two was very positive about the

monitoring techniques, but contended:

“It is good, but there are indicators that | find do not measure accurately, but on the
contrary, show the opposite results, such as considering the level of the female students
to reflect my performance and efforts, as there are students who are careless and not
serious in their studies, despite my multiple efforts and attempts to help them improve.”
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However, this is very common in evaluation in education, especially in a country such as Saudi
Arabia, where there is no national testing. The next subsection addresses the final issue related
to monitoring: the head teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions of their experience of SPIS

monitoring.

5.3.3.5 Experiences of SPIS Monitoring

SPIS evaluation mainly occurs on a single day of monitoring, when the inspection team visits
a school and evaluates its performance. Therefore, most SPIS procedures are performed on the
same day. Hence, it was a priority in this study to explore the teachers’ and head teachers’

perceptions of this process and discuss their experience of SPIS monitoring days.

The head teachers’ responses showed a consensus on some organisational procedures. For
instance, the teams arrived early at all the schools, required documents, visited classrooms
randomly, discussed lessons with students, and spent around 15-20 minutes in any one
classroom. However, the teachers’ responses varied, as some had never been visited by an
evaluation team in their classrooms. In addition, there had not been enough time for all the
teachers to show the team their work. These differences may have occurred because the length
of the visits depended on school size. Furthermore, a team of three or four could not visit every

teacher in a school. The responses gathered illustrate these differences.

In general, the teachers and head teachers reported that the inspection teams were professional
and friendly. For example, Sarah, the head teacher of School One, described her experience of
SPIS in positive terms and believed that everything went smoothly, as the SPIS inspectors were
well prepared for the evaluation; arriving at the school early and treating everyone in a friendly

manner. She stated:

“I knew that when they came, we would spend this day in a normal way. They entered
and attended some of the classes, which were randomly selected, and | prepared all the
files for them. Then, they read them [very carefully] and reviewed the standards with
me... they asked me about what I had achieved. Oh, it was a long day.”

JSiy L s a3 ) J geadll (lany | g s g ) sl Gegada 48y jhay o gall 138 il US ¢ agiima alef cug
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The teachers at the school gave similar answers. For example, Noha reported:

“The head teacher told me to get ready, because they would come to visit me in the
learning resources room for some time. They entered the room and were impressed by it,
and their impression was nice and encouraging. | had a good lesson, and they attended it
for a quarter of an hour. They praised me and behaved in a nice way.”
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Furthermore, Meachael added,

“They arrived and entered the classroom; then, they asked for the work papers from the
students to make sure of the strategy, observed the girls’ behaviour, and then left.”
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Muna, a teacher at the same school, described her visit as follows:

“I did not feel their presence, because they did not get to my classroom, but I only knew
that the administration of the school was very busy. There was a lot of noise within the
school. The girls did not get their usual full break, as we did not want to disturb the team,
and we were keen to calm the students. There was a big mess in the school day.”
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Hind, the head teacher of School Two, made more positive comments:

“They came just before eight o’clock. Then, I informed the teachers through a WhatsApp
group. | sent one of the employees to inform the teachers in their classrooms, and | asked
them to bring the files. My special team, which | formed to help me apply the system,
was asked to come and organise the visit. However, most of the required work was here
in my office.”
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The teachers’ answers perhaps also differed, due to their position in the school. Lela, for

instance, replied:
“l was an assistant to the head teacher in clarifying the system and explaining the

indicators. We had already prepared our files expecting their visit, so everything went
smoothly on this day.”
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Meanwhile, Salma noted:

“What happened was that when they came, the head teacher told us and asked us to get
our files and go to our classes and wait for them to pass by, but they did not come to my
class.”
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Similarly, Souad stated,

“They came early, and the head teacher asked me to bring all my work, and they visited
some classes but not my classroom.”
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At School Three, head teacher Leen viewed SPIS monitoring positively:

“We had prepared and reviewed all the items and made sure to provide the files to the
SPIS evaluation team.”
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She added:
“They came early in the morning and asked us to bring all the files and allow them to enter
the classrooms. This made us feel a bit confused, but it was easy, because we were

prepared and had everything ready. It was a good day, and we answered all their
questions.”
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Among the teachers, Marram claimed:

“l did not notice them when they came. Frankly, I did not see them, as | was not outside
my classroom, and they didn’t come to my class.”
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Amal also mentioned:

“The head teacher sent us a letter saying that the SPIS team had come to the school to
evaluate it. And they came, and we brought all our evidence to the head teacher’s
office...”
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while Abeer added:
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“They entered the classroom for a few minutes and asked for our files. I am not sure if
there was enough time for them to evaluate my performance.”
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Thus, some of the teachers questioned whether the inspectors were able to obtain sufficient data
within this limited time, as a basis for forming their judgments. This concern may have arisen
from the fact that the SPIS monitoring took place on just one day, while other systems, such as
school inspection by supervisors, took place in two sessions. This point is elaborated upon in
the Discussion Chapter (Chapter 6).

The next section examines the responses to the second research question on the head teachers’
and teachers’ perceptions of the influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale.
5.4 Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Influence of SPIS on Their Stress
Levels, Workload and Morale

5.4.1 Quantitative Findings: Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Workload and Wellbeing

The second research question addressed the head teachers’ and teachers’ opinions about the
influence of SPIS evaluation on their workload, stress and morale. This section discusses the
participants’ responses to this question.

5.4.1.1 Workload, Stress, lliness and Morale among Head Teachers

The survey included four sections. The results of the first section on ‘workload’ are presented

in Table 5.10.

Table 5.10: Head teachers’ views of the influence of SPIS evaluation on workload

Strongly disagree  Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly
agree

1- 1 do not feel pressure n 7 4 33 12 8
due to workload
resulting from SPIS v 10.9 6.3 Lo 18.8 —
evaluation.
2- 1 work long hours due n 17 17 3 20 7
to SPIS evaluation. % 26.6 26.6 4.7 313 10.9

Table 5.10 shows that more than half the head teachers avoided disclosing their opinions when

asked if they felt pressure due to their workload, while more than one third denied that they felt
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any pressure from workload. These results suggest that the head teachers in this study tended
not to reveal their feelings about the SPIS system. This could be because they were wary of the
strict regulations against disturbing government employees, or afraid that if their answers were
revealed, their views might be regarded as complaints against the system, which would be
unacceptable to their superiors. Thus, their silence on this point possibly relates to the sensitivity
of their positions as head teachers, even though they were informed that their answers would
be kept confidential. Surprisingly, more than half of the participants ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly
disagreed’ that they worked long hours due to SPIS evaluation. This could mean that the system
did not directly require more working hours due to the evaluation. It could also indicate that the
head teachers’ work was usually limited to supervision, while the teachers had other

professional duties.

In the second section of the survey, the head teachers were asked about stress relating to SPIS

evaluation. Table 5.11 presents these results.

Table 5.11: Head teachers’ views on the influence of SPIS evaluation on stress

Not at all Mildly stressful Moderately Very

stressful stressful stressful
1- How stressful do you find n 51 10 2 1
being a head teacher in a % 79.7 156 31 16

school evaluated under
SPIS?

Table 5.11 demonstrates the head teachers’ responses to the question on how they found being
head teachers of schools that were evaluated by SPIS. The majority stated that it was not
stressful at all and so most of their answers were clearly positive. These results may have been
due to their practice and feelings, as they wished to present themselves as strong and

responsible; successfully bearing the burden of working in the system.

After this question, the head teachers were asked an open-ended question, which sought their
opinion on what constituted the most stressful aspects of SPIS evaluation, should any exist.
This question elicited 11 non-recurring answers, the most important of which were as follows:
sudden visits, sudden changes in the calendar, and a lack of clarification at the beginning of the
year, regarding the demands to be met. In addition, this unstable system should be fully

explained and not changed every year. From the head teachers’ responses, it may be concluded
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that stress relating to SPIS was caused by the SPIS regulations not being set out properly or in

sufficient detail.

The head teachers were also asked if they had taken any time off due to illness during the six

months following an SPIS evaluation. These results are shown in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12: Head teachers’ views on time off due to illness after SPIS evaluation

Never Seldom Sometimes  Usually Always
1- In the six months after n 42 15 5 2 0
SPIS evaluation, have % 65.6 23.4 -8 EN g

you had any time off due

to illness?

The results indicate that head teachers were less likely than teachers to be negatively affected
by the evaluation. While more than half the teachers were absent due to illness during the six
months following evaluation (see Table 5.12), over half claimed that they never took any time
off due to illness. This difference may be the result of head teachers having more experience
and greater ability to support evaluation. Additionally, the survey asked the head teachers if
their illnesses were linked to evaluation. More than two thirds ‘Disagreed’, which was

unsurprising, given the answers to the previous question.

Finally, this section looks at areas related to the head teachers” morale. The head teachers who
contributed to this research were asked to choose one of four values that they believed best
described their morale in response to nine statements. The results for this item are presented in
Table 5.13.
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Table 5.13: Head teachers’ views on their morale under SPIS evaluation

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree

1- Overall, I am satisfied with the administration provided n 1 3 38 22
by the SPIS evaluation team.

% 1.6 47 59.4 34.4
2- The demands placed on me by the SPIS evaluation were n 5 6 12 41
reasonable.

% 7.8 9.4 18.8 64.1
3- The SPIS evaluation provided appropriate opportunities n 0 17 15 32
for the head teacher to work productively with the

% 0 26.6 234 50.0
evaluation team.
4- The oral feedback and written report from the SPIS were n 3 4 13 44
consistent.

% 4.7 6.3 20.3 68.8
5- The SPIS evaluation identified clear recommendations n 2 5 12 45
for improvement.

% 3.1 7.8 18.8 70.3
6- | will use the SPIS evaluation’s recommendations to n 2 5 14 43
move the school/my teaching forward.

% 3.1 7.8 21.9 67.2
7- | am satisfied that the views of pupils were explored by n 5 0 6 53
the SPIS inspectors.

% 7.8 0 9.4 82.8
8- The benefits of SPIS evaluation outweigh the negative n 3 4 10 47
aspects.

% 4.7 6.3 15.6 73.4
9- Overall, I am satisfied with the way in which the SPIS n 1 8 11 44
evaluation was carried out.

% 1.6 12.5 17.2 68.8

Overall, from the results, it would appear that most of the head teachers who participated in this
research expressed negative attitudes to SPIS evaluation across the nine statements presented
in Table 5.13. Looking at the details in relation to satisfaction with the administration
undertaken by the SPIS evaluation team, most of the head teachers expressed dissatisfaction,
indicating that they ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ that it was well performed. This result
may be explained by the lack of instructions for the SPIS process, leading to inequality between
schools. For example, some schools knew when their evaluation would take place, while others

did not know until the actual day of the evaluation.

Similarly, more than three quarters of the sampled head teachers considered the demands of
SPIS evaluation to be irrational, and ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ with the statement that

the demands imposed by it were reasonable. This finding was explored in more detail in the
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interviews with these head teachers. Some examples are highlighted here to illuminate the

reasons behind the high number of head teachers who perceived SPIS demands as unreasonable.

From their point of view, most of the respondents claimed that SPIS evaluation did not provide
appropriate opportunities for them to work productively with the evaluation team. These
participants clearly ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ with the third statement that SPIS
evaluation provided appropriate opportunities for head teachers to work productively with the
evaluation team. The Organisational Guide did not cover certain important issues; in particular,
the rules shaping and facilitating the relationship between head teachers and the evaluation
team. This shortcoming may have led to many problems affecting the head teachers’ morale,

such as personal bias and the requirement for soft and hard documentation.

In addition, almost all the respondents ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ that the oral
feedback and written reports from the SPIS evaluation were consistent. A lack of clarity in the
evaluation reports was one of the main weaknesses cited in relation to the evaluation, which
prevented schools from benefitting from the process, thereby exerting a negative effect on

school improvement.

Moreover, most of the head teachers in this study either ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’
that the SPIS team gave clear recommendations for improvement. Consequently, most of the
head teachers seemed to be reluctant to implement the SPIS evaluation’s recommendations to
move their school and teaching forward. Only seven (around 10%) ‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly
agreed’ with the statement that they would use the SPIS evaluation’s recommendations to make

progress with their school and in their teaching.

Likewise, the head teachers reported dissatisfaction with the inspectors’ exploration of pupils’
views, the benefits of SPIS evaluation, and the overall process of carrying out the evaluation.
A large majority of the participants ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ with these items
(92.2%, 89% and 86%, respectively). This negative attitude towards SPIS, indicated in the
results, could have many explanations, including the head teachers’ lack of training or induction
into the system. In addition, the SPIS evaluation programme was new and demanded
considerable effort; imposing a high level of responsibility, which often spurred resistance to
change in schools. The next subsection provides some explanation of these views derived from

the interviews with head teachers.
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5.4.1.2 Workload, Stress and Iliness amongst Teachers

This subsection discusses the teachers’ responses to the second question, relating to workload,
stress and illness. The first part consists of two statements related to workload. The first was
designed to ascertain whether any of the teachers felt pressure from their workload during the
SPIS evaluation, while the second enquires about working hours. These findings are presented
in Table 5.14.

Table 5.14: Teachers’ views on the influence of SPIS evaluation on workload

Strongly disagree  Disagree Undecided  Agree Strongly agree

1- 1 do not feel pressure due to n 9 20 35 23 22
workload resulting from SPIS. % 8.3 18.3 321 211 20.2
2- | work long hours due to n 4 17 4 47 37
SPIS. % 3.7 15.6 3.7 43.1 33.9

Table 5.14 shows the number and percentage of teachers who gave certain responses when
asked to describe how strongly they felt about the two statements on ‘workload’. Overall, the
teachers did not give identical answers about the pressure that they felt due to workload. In
Table 5.14, it may be seen that slightly more than one quarter responded negatively (‘Strongly
disagree’ or ‘Disagree’) to these items. Interestingly, nearly one third (32.1%) selected
‘Undecided’, while a plurality responded positively (‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly agree’). These results
indicate that SPIS evaluation influenced school performance for around half of the participating
teachers, resulting in them feeling pressure from their workload. This common response from
the teachers is unsurprising, as the evaluation created extra work for them, since they were
obliged to prepare documentation and achievement folders. This potentially caused them stress.
The results also indicated that the teachers tended to be more ready than the head teachers to

share their opinions on this topic (see Table 5.10).

As illustrated in Table 5.14, more than three quarters of the teachers in this study ‘Agreed’ or
‘Strongly agreed’ that they worked long hours. A minority of less than one quarter reported that
they did not work long hours, while a few were ‘Undecided’. These results suggested that
according to the teachers’ perceptions, SPIS evaluation increased their working hours.

Although school hours did not change in Saudi Arabia when SPIS was introduced, the teachers
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who perceived that SPIS increased their working hours were likely to have had to complete

work at home, as the evaluation required hard and soft copy drafts for its website.

The next part of the questionnaire addressed the feeling of stress during evaluation, with the

results presented in Table 5.15.

Table 5.15: Teachers’ views of SPIS evaluation’s influence on stress

Not at all stressful Moderately stressful Very stressful
1- How stressful do you find n 8 45 56
being a teacher in a school % 73 413 514
evaluated by SPIS?

The results in Table 5.15 support the findings presented in Table 5.14, regarding the influence
of SPIS evaluation on workload. More than half of the teachers in this study believed that it
was very stressful to teach in schools evaluated by SPIS. A similar percentage of teachers
confirmed that they felt exhausted, due to working in schools subjected to SPIS evaluation. This
exhaustion may have resulted from the extra work required by the evaluation process, as

mentioned above.

The next question in this survey, which was open-ended, generated 109 responses. The
participants were asked if they had experienced stress and were invited to cite which aspects of
SPIS evaluation caused them stress, according to their personal opinion. Most of the
respondents provided general answers, without specifying any particular procedures, such as
‘tension and timing due to heavy burdens’ or ‘sometimes the teacher is held accountable for
things she is unable to apply’. However, some responses referred to specific processes. For

example, one teacher stated:

“Sometimes the visits require examining the paperwork, and this is a hindrance because
of the short timeframe. The process of examining the records demands that they must be
handwritten, which represents an obstacle, knowing that there are ready-prepared
documents like a teacher’s guide.”

This teacher was clearly referring to the examination of documents. Another teacher mentioned

various procedures:

“We need periodic follow-up, not just tests or attending classes.”
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In addition, this teacher referred to teachers’ needs:

“The system must consider adding what the teachers really need, not just ensuring the
papers are filled out.”

These answers indicate that the SPIS process contributed to increased stress among the teachers.

Moreover, the teachers were asked if they had taken any time off due to illness in the six months

following SPIS evaluation. Table 5.16 presents these results.

Table 5.16: Teachers’ views on time off due to illness after SPIS evaluation

Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always
1- In the six months after n 52 0 30 23 4
SPIS evaluation, did you
% 47.7 0 27.5 21.1 3.7

have any time off due to

illness?

In brief, it would appear that SPIS evaluation negatively influenced teachers’ attendance,
confirming the results for ‘workload’ (see Table 5.16). The teachers stated that SPIS added to
their working hours and increased pressure on them; therefore, it seems logical that more than
half claimed to have taken days off, due to the effects of evaluation. However, these results are
in contrast with those derived from the head teachers’ responses, suggesting that the latter were
unaffected by SPIS evaluation. There are a considerable number of possible explanations for
this difference, for instance, in such cases, the teachers tended to express their suffering more
than the head teachers, which may have increased the teachers’ feelings of stress, even if they

did not inform others about it.

Later, the teachers were asked if they thought that their illnesses were linked to SPIS evaluation,

and these results are illustrated in Table 5.17.

Table 5.17: Teachers’ views on whether their illnesses were linked to SPIS evaluation

Major contributing Contributing Minor contributing Not
factor factor factor connected
Do you feel that your illness n 102 7 0 0
was linked to the evaluation?
93.6 6.4 0 0
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Interestingly, all the participants in this research agreed that their illnesses were linked to SPIS
evaluation, but to varying degrees, from major to minor contributing factors. However, most of
the teachers considered SPIS evaluation to be a major contributing factor to their illnesses.
Thus, evaluation was found to be a negative influence on school performance, and this
constituted a major contributing factor of illness among teachers. Although many of the
participating teachers stated that they had not taken any time off due to illness in the six months
after SPIS evaluation (see Table 5.16), all those who did asserted that it was linked to the
evaluation. This result could indicate that most of the teachers attended school despite being
sick. Their illnesses could also be psychological or due to feelings of tiredness and stress.
Overall, these results imply that SPIS evaluation affected the teachers’ wellbeing, according to

their perceptions.

Additionally, Table 5.18 shows the participants’ responses to certain survey items relating to
morale. Here, they were asked to select one of four values, which they believed best described

their morale in relation to nine statements.
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Table 5.18: Teachers’ views on their morale as a result of SPIS evaluation

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1- Overall, | am satisfied with the n 5 0 63 41
administration provided by the SPIS
% 4.6 0 57.8 37.6
evaluation team.
2- The demands placed on me by SPIS n 21 13 31 44
evaluation were reasonable.
valation w % 19.3 11.9 28.4 40.4
3- The oral feedback and the written report n 17 18 35 39
from SPIS were consistent.
% 15.6 16.5 321 35.8
4- The SPIS evaluation identified clear n 10 10 44 45
recommendations for improvement.
commenaations for improv % 9.2 9.2 40.4 413
5- I will use SPIS evaluation’s n 14 9 41 45
dations t the school/
recommendations to move the school/my % 128 8.3 376 413
teaching forward.
6- | am satisfied that the views of pupils were n 15 18 31 45
| he SPIS i .
explored by the SPIS inspectors % 138 165 28.4 413
7- The benefits of SPIS evaluation outweigh n 21 11 18 59
the negative aspects.
Qative aspects % 19.3 101 165 54.1
8- Overall, | am satisfied with the way in n 23 19 31 36
which the SPIS evaluation was carried out.
% 21.1 17.4 28.4 33.0

Overall, these results suggest that the teachers’ morale was negatively influenced by SPIS

evaluation. A deep sense of dissatisfaction with the system was evident from the high rate of

negative responses in this regard, which could be explained by examining the results in detail.

Surprisingly, however, as shown in Table 5.18, the majority of the teachers who participated in

this research either ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ with the first statement, namely that

they were dissatisfied with the administration provided by the SPIS evaluation team. Only five

of the teachers indicated that they ‘Strongly agreed’ with the statement. This could be due to

the fact that SPIS is a new evaluation programme, which needs more work. The teachers were

busy and so they may have failed to take this need into account, thereby giving rise to their

dissatisfaction and reluctance to change.
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Regarding the appropriateness of the demands of SPIS evaluation, a considerable number of
the teachers — more than half — ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’, while one third ‘Agreed’
or ‘Strongly agreed’ with the statement that the demands placed on them by SPIS evaluation
were reasonable. This high rate of dissatisfaction was explored in the interviews with the
teachers, who provided some examples of the irrational and abnormal nature of certain methods,

such as asking teachers to use technology that was unavailable in their schools.

In consideration of the oral feedback and written SPIS report provided for the teachers, slightly
more than half of the teachers either ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ that these were
consistent. In contrast, around one third of the participants ‘Agreed’ or ‘Strongly agreed’ that
they were consistent. It would seem that the reason for these contradictory results was that the
team intended to use positive language with the teachers but used official language and set out
precise rules in the reports included in the achievement folders. This discrepancy led the

teachers to perceive inconsistency between the oral feedback and written reports.

Similarly, most of the teachers ‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly disagreed’ that the SPIS
recommendations for improvement were clear. Unsurprisingly, as a result, almost all the
teachers demonstrated reluctance to apply these SPIS recommendations as a means of
enhancing their teaching or school (either ‘Disagreeing’ or ‘Strongly disagreeing’). Moreover,
over two thirds of the teachers expressed dissatisfaction with the SPIS inspectors’ exploration
of students’ views (either ‘Disagreeing’ or ‘Strongly disagreeing’). Meanwhile, less than a third
of the teachers (32 out of 109) viewed the SPIS evaluation positively, either ‘Agreeing’ or
‘Strongly agreeing’ that its benefits outweighed its drawbacks. Overall, more than half of the
teachers were dissatisfied with the way that SPIS evaluation was carried out (either

‘Disagreeing’ or ‘Strongly disagreeing’).

Most of the results were therefore negative, which may have been because the teachers did not
receive enough training in the system’s procedures and implementation, which was reflected in
the results for the last section. The teachers’ negative views of the system were likely to have
resulted from their estimation of the novelty of SPIS and its focus on assignments that were not
considered to be at the core of their traditional work. Moreover, some components of SPIS
evaluation are foreign to Arabic culture. For instance, the teachers may have regarded
consideration for students’ views on their practice to be an insult to them as professionals. The
next subsection addresses these issues, as mentioned by three head teachers and nine teachers

in the interviews.
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5.4.2 The Qualitative Findings: Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the

Influence of SPIS on Their Stress Levels, Workload and Morale

Issues of stress, workload and morale have recently been raised as problems relating to SPE.
Therefore, conducting interviews served to obtain answers to the second sub-question on the
head teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions of the influence of SPIS on their stress levels,
workload and morale. Their responses were rich and differed from each other. Some of these
responses were affected by the results of evaluation and size of the school. In addition, some
head teachers described the impact of SPIS evaluation in positive terms, perhaps because they
wished to create a good impression of their ability to manage the issues surrounding evaluation.
All these results are discussed in detail in the following subsections, beginning with the topic
of stress.

5.4.2.1 Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Influence of SPIS on Stress

Levels

The head teachers and teachers were asked about the influence of SPIS on them as individuals.
Their answers varied, perhaps because they had different experiences, responsibilities and
duties as head teachers and teachers in schools of varying size. Their responses consequently
generated interesting findings for this study. For instance, some of the interviewees cited the
ill-conceived requirements imposed on them by the SPIS as the reason for their increased stress
and tension. In one response, Sarah, the head teacher of School One, described feeling bored
on evaluation day and noting it as an important issue, with a major impact on her feelings during

the inspection:

“At this time, there was some tension in the school. When they arrived, | tried to be
realistic, but their evaluation was not fair and required ideal manners. For example, during
the break, | saw students shouting and playing, which was normal, and it was the only
way to get their free time. However, when they heard the noise, they probably considered
these things to be abnormal, which decreased the school evaluation score. When they
visited a teacher, who chose on that day to teach the lesson without a worksheet or did
not use a particular strategy, they saw that as abnormal. In fact, these things happened to
us, because they considered that the teachers were intentionally neglecting parts of their
professional practice, even though their files were full of evidence of using these
strategies... But their way is too ideal, embarrassing, leading to tension and exhaustion.
In fact, whatever you do, it will never lead you to perfection.”
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Abeer, a teacher from School Three, agreed with Sarah, but referred to time pressure and the

number of demands made upon teachers as the reasons for her stress:

“My feelings were negative, because of the accumulation of work and the demand for
impossible things, so | could not organise my time.”
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Additionally, the teachers’ sense of responsibility for their school’s results and position

enhanced the results of this evaluation. Noha, from School One, attributed her feelings of

pressure to her concerns for her school:

“I was somewhat alarmed. However, it wasn’t so bad; we were very normal. But when
they told us that they would enter our classrooms, | then felt this kind of stress and tension.
I was afraid to affect the results of the school or to make a mistake in the application of
strategies, but it passed very quickly.”

‘ d}‘aﬂ\ojﬁ.}y?@_’ai\j})\%iuﬁcQSS.\A;WUS.’U&MJA‘Y\Q%?S&S@J.\AL:}&BQE
Gdad (8 Uad il )1 gl A paall il e il e 28A S glall g 368l e sl Mg & pas
KVEVJPAPLVERCIGVE 3 P\ P2 AP PR N

A teacher from School Two corroborated Noha’s opinion, with Lela noting that she felt a

“little tension because of the fear of the results. The system used it to reduce stress,
giving us more time before the visit and specifying the time of the visit.”
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However, some teachers did not feel any stress, until they noticed it in everyone around them.
For instance, Muna, another teacher at School One, did not feel any pressure. She described
the situation as follows:

“I did not feel their presence, because they did not go into my classroom, but I only knew
that the administration of the school was very busy. There was a lot of noise inside the
school. The girls did not get their usual full break, because we did not want to disturb the
team, and we were keen to calm the students. There was a big mess during the school
day.”
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Other interviewees believed that the change in the evaluation requirements for teachers,
particularly in terms of teaching techniques, had led to their feelings of stress. For instance,

Salma described:

“Fear, anxiety and resentment of some changes to their teaching strategies. The system
prompts you to apply modern strategies, which bothers you and forces you to look for a
way to improve your performance. | was afraid that we would not get a good ranking, but
because of the procedures, not because of our work.”
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Regarding the same changes, Leen, the head teacher of School Three, agreed with Salma about
the changes, but considered changes to versions of the SPIS system as the main cause of her

stress:

“I was disappointed that there were rapid changes in versions. Now we are in the fifth
version in three years, and that is very tiring and exhausting.”
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Another teacher justified her negative feelings by referring to the SPIS process. Meachael, a
teacher at School Three, believed that the evaluation process had disappointed them:

“I was shocked that although | was exhausted during the preparation, they did not see the
whole lesson, so | almost felt frustrated.”
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However, others described positive feelings about the SPIS evaluation and reports. For

example, Hind, the head teacher of School Two, declared:

“The report was positive. That made me more confident about the methodology of the
standards and indicators and their utility in improving performance. | felt happy, because
it organised my work and highlighted it.”
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In addition, some teachers suggested that early preparation could reduce stress and highlighted
that it was the responsibilities imposed upon their schools that had increased their stress. Some
teachers emphasised their anxiety and tension, because they had doubts about the fairness of
the evaluation. This meant that the teachers’ feelings of responsibility for their school and its

position had contributed positively to the results of the evaluation.
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From another perspective, the interviews focused on workload and more specifically, whether
the interviewees felt that the evaluation had increased their responsibilities. This point is

discussed in the next subsection.

5.4.2.2 Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Influence of SPIS on Their
Workload

When asked in the questionnaire about their workload, 51.6% of the head teachers and 32.1%
of the teachers selected ‘Undecided’. Consequently, the interviews were used to explore their
opinions of this issue in more detail. Most of the respondents reported having more work and
duties, due to the problems brought about by the evaluation, but particular features clarified
their perceptions. Most prominently, the schools that had already performed self-evaluation
before the SPIS evaluation did not consider it to be extra work. For example, Sarah, the head
teacher of School One, considered the SPIS evaluation requirements to be part of the usual

work undertaken by her school every year:

“Regardless of the Ministry programmes in the school, it can be included in the policy
and guidelines for advancing education and it can be divided up across the teacher, student
and achievement files. All the things instructed by the organisation were already applied
by us several years ago. Our policy was based on the details that we can now find in the
SPIS. Consequently, when the SPIS arrived, we were already applying its standards,
except for some differences that only needed to be re-arranged. Let me say that the
organisation helped us show our achievements, which we used to do before in a
documented way, but without it, we would continue going in the same direction.”
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Teachers in this school were in complete agreement with their head teacher. For example, one
teacher, referred to as Noha in this study, claimed:
“There is no extra work, because the head teacher asked us to do the same things that she

used to ask in the past, so we are used to this work. We never find it difficult, and our
files are already there.”
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Muna also mentioned that her school’s experience of evaluation made her consider all the work

as a routine duty, which she performed every year:

“There is no extra work, because our school implements an internal evaluation, and we
issue a report every year, since our manager has a belief and vision about the importance
of this, and I love that in the system; my work is documented and every year, | can go
back to my work and document the new work.”
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The answers from the participants at this school confirmed the importance of self-evaluation
and its ability to facilitate SPIS evaluation, which could help the head teachers and teachers
accept the new procedures and SPIS requirements. Additionally, the goals and anticipated
results of SPIS could help schools handle any necessary extra work. For instance, Hind, the

head teacher of School Two, viewed evaluation as extra work, but also considered its benefits:

“Yes, there is a lot of work, but it has helped me to understand my work better and
organise it.”
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This indicates that the teachers were helped by understanding the evaluation and being equipped
with the skills and experience to handle any difficulties that they might face during the

evaluation process. In addition, it could help increase their acceptance of their workload,

especially the work required for the evaluation system.

However, in a large school, where there is already a lot of work, the evaluation could clearly
cause resistance and elicit complaints. For example, Leen, the head teacher of School Three (a

large school), complained about the work that the evaluation added to her existing duties:
“There were a lot of papers, files and evidence, and there was some work that did not

have clear evidence, or we couldn’t find evidence for it... I hoped that they would accept
all the work we did, even if we did not find the procedural evidence.”
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Amal, a teacher at this school, had the same attitude, commenting:
“Following up each student and the students’ portfolios is tiring, and | am unable to do

my work, as | spend most of the time doing paperwork rather than teaching, which is my
main job.”
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Marram agreed with the head teacher on this matter and described:

“the challenges of papers that take a long time to prepare or complete. Then, | photocopy
them and make several copies.”
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Abeer, a teacher at this school, expressed a similar opinion:
“A lot of work — I feel I am not coming to school to work as a teacher. I think we need to
find assistants for teachers, reduce the number of students, and establish logical criteria.”
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Finally, a number of teachers did not consider some of the work associated with SPIS
evaluation, such as the students’ portfolios and paperwork, to be their job. They believed that
it would distance them from their true job, namely teaching. For example, Souad hoped that the

SPIS requirements would be reduced:

“I think the SPIS evaluation requires great effort, aside from teaching, and they could
ease these requirements.”
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Lela expressed a similar opinion:
“The huge number of achievement records are very tiring in their preparation, and the

student files also need more time to be less tiring.”
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In addition, Salma referred to another responsibility imposed on teachers during the school

evaluation:

“In this evaluation, | participated in the previous work for the team’s attendance, prepared
with the director and a group of teachers, so | had extra work in addition to my work as a
teacher.”
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The next subsection describes in detail the head teachers’ and teachers’ morale, and how they

became more confident and satisfied with the SPIS evaluation.
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5.4.2.3 Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Influence of SPIS on Morale

Issues of morale, such as confidence, commitment to belonging to an organisation, and interest
in participating in the system’s development, were discussed with the participants to find out
their opinions on how SPIS evaluation influenced their morale. The rich responses differed in
their perspectives of teachers’ roles in school. These responses clearly reflect the teachers’ goals

and beliefs in relation to their duties at school. For example, Sarah, from School One, stated:

“Here, | am like a mother, with transparency... I prefer this description, although many
statements have been made about the role of the school principal, | see the school
principal as a mother, and she is always the head teacher and responsible for everything.
In the end, the mother is always afraid for her children and trying to affect them in positive
ways for their own good... Of course, | see myself as very assertive, formal, and
professional in my work.”
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Meachael, a teacher at the same school, also claimed:

“I consider myself to be a teacher and a mother.”
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In fact, a number of responses described the head teachers’ and teachers’ role as that of a mother
to the students. This could be based on the fact that until just a few years ago, the Saudi Ministry
of Education was called the Ministry of Education and Learning. Consequently, many people
in the Ministry considered themselves to be parental figures to the students, which undoubtedly
affected their work, profession, and maybe even their feelings. Additionally, the responses
included references to the duties of a head teacher, which were similar across the Saudi

education system, particularly their responsibility for students’ behaviour and education.

Meanwhile, most of the participants tended to use supportive language to encourage teamwork
and to ensure the impact of SPIS indicators on promoting teamwork in schools. For instance,

Hind, the head teacher of School Two, asserted:

“My role is supportive. | support my team, and | am the leader of the work, but I do not
control it.”
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The influence of other SPIS indicators was also evident in some of the participants’ responses.

More specifically, when they referred to their roles in school, they mentioned tasks such as the
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educational activities and training required by the SPIS indicators. For example, Leen, the head
teacher of School Three, stated:

“My role is educational and administrative, but 1 am interested in the behaviour of
students, their morale and their preparation for university.”
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Amal, a teacher at the above school, commented:

“My role is educational, and | participate in activities.”
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In addition, Souad claimed:
“My role comes from my sense of belonging to this school. | am a Maths teacher here,
and | do training in national tests.”
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Additionally, the participants declared that they were committed to SPIS. They all justified it
by explaining that they needed SPIS to improve their school’s performance, which required
commitment to the system,; starting with knowledge about how schools could benefit from it.
The anticipated results could be strong motivators for commitment to SPIS. For example, Muna
declared:

“What | love about the system is that my work is documented, and every year, | can go

back to my work and document the novelty. I also train my students in that, so I think |
will commit to it.”

Likewise, Hind added:

“I will be very committed to it, as | am convinced of it to a great extent, since it helped
me understand and organise my work more [effectively].”
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Leen agreed, stating:

“Yes, because it helped me understand and organise my work better.”
Jumdl U e alail 5 agdl Jiacluy 43 axs
However, some of the teachers reported that they could not commit to the system without

adequate information about it and could not implement the process due to a poor school
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environment. It was clear that the potential and scope of different schools and environments
were not taken into account during the preparation of the SPIS indicators. For example, Lela

emphasised:

“I comply with what I can, but there are other things that | cannot do, such as in the Active
Learning card, where | have to apply seven points. | cannot do that, as the lessons are too
long, and the session timing is too short: only 45 minutes.”
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Amal confirmed Lela’s statements:

“The school environment is poor, so how do you evaluate us, when the school lacks the

equipment? In other words, we are expected to use technology, when our school does not

have equipment in the classrooms, such as projectors and smart boards.”
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However, Marram was the only teacher who refused to commit to the system. She justified
her response as follows:

“My commitment! I do not know exactly what that means. For example, documentation
is not important to me as | have so much other work, and | do not have time to document
[things], especially as they demand that we use the same paper, which is very hard.”
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Nevertheless, some teachers referred to self-evaluation as a factor that had helped them become

more committed to SPIS. Meachael added an important point:

“I wonder what we have benefited from. | would like to have a pre-evaluation definition
course to show us how to apply the indicators and how to better distinguish the standards,
as the situation is vague, ambiguous, unclear and very superficial.”
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Noha also mentioned self-evaluation, which her school had already applied:
“l do not know exactly, but I am already committed to these things, and we have
functional performance, so we commit to things that we discover within the standards of

the system, so it is just [a case of] changing the names. It does not change any of our
standards or indicators.”
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In general, most teachers involved in managerial work relating to SPIS evaluation clearly felt
more like they belonged to their schools, were more knowledgeable about the details of SPIS,
and were more confident about its application. Consequently, they accepted it and were satisfied
with the extra work that it generated, in addition to their teaching. Accordingly, Muna talked

about her role in the school:

“I am a different teacher, and | do managerial work as well. I have managerial as well as
teaching skills.”
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This makes it clear that these teachers and head teachers perceived themselves positively and
were confident about acting as guides. They may have had these attitudes, because most of them
had spent at least seven years at their schools, which could explain their strong sense of
affiliation to their establishments.

Concerning suggestions, some of the participants refused to give any, as they did not have
enough knowledge about the indicators. However, most were happy to make suggestions for
improving the system, which wold increase their affiliation to it and their belief in its ability to
improve and help their schools achieve high levels of performance. These suggestions may be
divided into three main categories; some involved the system in general, while others were
more specific. The first suggestions referred to the importance of creating a list for each school,

based on its needs and ability to apply the indicators. For instance, Sarah stated:

“There should be appropriate standards for each school, depending on the school
environment, location and number of students. Using one method of evaluation for every
school is not fair, as the same procedure cannot be applied in all schools. There are
schools that lack some equipment or facilities, so why should they be evaluated for not
using them, if they are not available to them, like the lack of a library or laboratory? There
are many schools that have exceeded these standards and need higher standards and
bigger challenges to apply each year.”
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Sarah suggested redesigning the system so that it would be more flexible and convenient for

every school environment across the city. Agreeing with Sarah, other teachers referred to the
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negative influence of ignoring schools’ abilities and needs when dealing with the indicators. In

their view, this blanket approach had led to inaccurate judgments about schools.

There was also a widespread belief among the interviewees that some indicators could be

improved if changed or fixed. Hind, the head teacher of School Two, reported:

“I hope that the date of evaluation will be determined. They also measure school
performance by recording students’ and teachers’ tardiness. | mean, they record the
percentage of students’ and teachers’ tardiness. This is not my fault, and it is bad for the
performance of the school, as it is something that | cannot change and that | don’t have
control over. | cannot improve it, because there are no sanctions for late teachers, but
salary deductions, while it affects school results.”
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More than half of the participants regarded advance knowledge of the day of the evaluation as
a priority for them, while only one participant argued about it when she considered SPE based
on student achievement to be a serious matter. Similarly, other participants referred to specific

aspects of evaluation. For example, Leen mentioned the SPIS requirement for authentication:

“I wish they could accept all the work we do, even if it is not backed up with formal
evidence.”
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Leen had refused to authenticate her work and instead, wanted her work to be accepted by the

SPIS without authentication. Meanwhile, Abeer had important suggestions, possibly relating to

what was mentioned by Sarah:

“I want to remove all that is impossible to apply in the environment of our school. For
example, they asked us to use technology, and we do not have any devices to help with
this in the school, and there is nothing to add.”
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Abeer’s use of the term ‘impossible’ when referring to her ability to implement the SPIS
indicators raises important issues relating to teachers’ ability and skills to apply SPIS and the
efforts made by the Ministry of Education and SPIS to improve them. However, this point will
be addressed later in the Discussion Chapter (Chapter 6).
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Finally, a few teachers declared that they did not wish to add anything, since they had nothing
more to say, or lacked knowledge and information about the SPIS indicators. For example,

Marram, from School Three, stated:

“I do not know what to add, because | need to review the standards of the system.
Honestly, | do not care about reviewing them.”
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This response clearly indicates that some of the teachers lacked any curiosity about the SPIS
indicators. However, Muna, from a small school, claimed that she did not think that there was
anything to add, which demonstrates that the teachers were more interested in avoiding co-

engagement than giving judgments.

To conclude, although the head teachers had objections to the SPIS, they appeared to be willing
to apply the system, perhaps due to the power and role of the Saudi Ministry of Education,
which obliges head teachers to adopt it. Some teachers made an important point, asserting that
they would commit to SPIS, as their school had applied it before. Therefore, it was easier for
them, emphasising the importance of applying this evaluation. This point is addressed later in
the Discussion chapter of this thesis (Chapter 6). In addition, some participants claimed that
they would apply SPIS based on its results. Overall, however, these findings reveal the
importance of training staff and informing them of the system in detail, including all the
potential results. The next section outlines the results related to the last research question,
concerning the perceptions of the head teachers and teachers with regard to the influence of

SPIS on school improvement.

5.5 Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of their Accountability under SPIS in

Relation to School Improvement
5.5.1 The Quantitative Findings

The third research question focuses on the participants’ perceptions of their accountability
under SPIS, in relation to school improvement. To answer this question, the survey included
four statements, designed to explore the participants’ opinions concerning school and student

improvement. Here, the findings from the head teachers’ survey are addressed first.
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5.5.1.1 The Head Teachers’ Perceptions

This subsection presents the findings from the final section of the questionnaire, with four

questions on the head teachers’ opinions of the influence of SPIS on school improvement (see

Table 5.19).

Table 5.19: Head teachers’ views of the influence of SPIS on school improvement

Improvement  No change Deterioration Unable to say

1- Quality of education provided n 5 6 12 41

% 7.8 9.4 18.8 64.0
2- Educational standards achieved by n 36 13 1 14
pupils % 56.3 20.3 1.6 21.9
3- Pupils’ behaviour n 34 17 1 12

% 53.1 26.6 1.6 18.7
4- Pupils’ attendance n 35 19 1 9

% 54.7 29.7 1.6 141

The above results show that the head teachers found it difficult to give their opinions on the
quality of educational improvement resulting from SPIS. This could be due to laws that strictly
prohibit head teachers from expressing their views, and their concern that the data would be
shared publicly. In contrast, their reactions to pupils’ achievements were positive, indicating
53.1% improvement in their behaviour and 54.7% improvement in their attendance. This
inconsistency may have been due to their desire to give the impression that although the system
is failing, they have maintained their accountability and continue to perform well. The result
indicates that in the opinion of the head teachers, student achievement in schools — as evaluated
by the SPIS —is improving, perhaps because the indicators require making an effort to promote
high school attendance, achievement and good behaviour, wherein the head teachers recognised

that they were accountable for achieving targets.
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5.5.1.2 The Teachers’ Perceptions

Table 5.20: Teachers’ views on the influence of SPIS on school improvement

Improvement No change Deterioration Unable to say

1- Quality of education provided n 27 15 36 31

% 24.8 13.8% 33.0 28.4%
2- Educational standards achieved n 32 42 26 9
by pupils % 29.4 385 23.9 8.3
3-Pupils’ behaviour n 30 43 19 17

% 27.5 39.4 17.4 15.6
4-Pupils’ attendance n 32 42 26 9

% 29.4% 38.5 23.9 8.3

Overall, the results suggest that the teachers had a greater tendency than the head teachers to
express their opinions on the ability of the SPIS to improve education quality (see Table 5.19).
Different explanations for this may be proposed, including the various positions and
requirements of teachers and head teachers. In addition, as the results show, the teachers faced
more workload and stress than the head teachers (see Table 5.11), which could have driven
them to complain more and seek opportunities to talk about what they had suffered.

Additionally, the results indicate that the teachers were unsure whether SPIS evaluation
enhanced education. Their proposed explanations for this are discussed later in the interview
findings. However, interestingly, Table 15.20 reveals that a high percentage of teachers
believed that there had been no changes in the educational standards achieved by their pupils,
or in their attendance and behaviour, following SPIS evaluation, and they felt less accountable
for this. Moreover, a moderate proportion of the teachers believed that the educational standards
achieved by their students had actually deteriorated, as had their attendance and behaviour. As
one possible explanation for this, SPIS requires teaching strategies and methods that correspond
to its indicators. Thus, the teachers’ workload during the evaluation may have affected their
teaching performance. Moreover, the teachers were attempting to apply new teaching
techniques and were unsure of how well the results compared with those achieved in their usual

practice. Moreover, they may have been less effective, because they were still trying to apply
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these teaching methods, but their results had yet to meet their expectations. These results
suggest that most of the teachers found SPIS evaluation to be ineffective for improving their
pupils’ educational standards, behaviour or attendance. This issue was raised in the interviews

with the head teachers and teachers, as discussed in the next subsection.

5.5.2 Qualitative Findings: Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of School

Improvement

The participants had different opinions of the influence of SPIS on school improvement,
possibly related to their varying experiences during in-school monitoring and evaluation. They
also worked at schools of different sizes, which may have affected their views. However, there
was a common tendency among the participants who were employed at schools that
implemented self-evaluation, which became an important factor of improved school

performance. For example, Sarah argued:

“Let me tell you frankly that our school has a plan for development and a new curriculum
for the advancement of education, regardless of the Ministry’s programmes in the school.
It is probably already included in the policy and guidelines for the advancement of
education. Moreover, classifying the teachers, students, achievement files, and everything
else that has been introduced by the organisation was already applied by us several years
ago. Our policy was based on the details that we can now find in the organisation. Thus,
when the organisation appeared, we originally met its standards, except for some
differences that just needed to be rearranged.”
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Although Sarah believed in the important influence of self-evaluation, she admitted,
“Let me say that the organisation has helped us display our achievements, which we used

to do before through documentation, but even without it we were walking in the same
direction.”
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Therefore, the SPIS seems to have positively influenced the performance of the above school,

but this may be because it had made initial improvements through self-evaluation.

The teachers from this school had similar perceptions but referred to the documentation

procedures: an important requirement in all school performance evaluation, although
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undoubtedly not the only reason for improved school performance. However, for Noha and

Muna, it was enough to improve their school. Noha noted:

“To be honest with you, | already had a portfolio. I mean, we already had what they
demanded from us. We always document our work and we have records of learning
resources; we even have records for the laboratory teacher. So, | had done all that was
required before the introduction of the system, but perhaps in other schools, they do not
have such a director as ours, who is interested in documentation and standards. Perhaps
this would contribute to their development.”
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Muna added:

“I don’t know, but there is nothing in the system that could make a difference, because in
our school, we do everything that is required by the SPIS. Our school implements internal

evaluation, and we issue a report every year, because our manager believes in and has a
vision for its importance.”
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Nevertheless, the SPIS was found to have helped improve school performance, as it had

contributed to schools achieving educational goals in Saudi Arabia, according to most of the
participants. Hind asserted that:

“This saved our efforts and funds, as we were previously working without awareness and
without linking to the education policies. Therefore, all our information became unified

and this is the most important thing in the system, as we are benefiting from each other,
innovating.”
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Leen also insisted,

“Yes, by a large percentage, and they satisfied the Ministry and its policies.”

Meanwhile, Lela made the same point:

“The system has organised our work, documented it and arranged it. Maybe | was doing
all these things, but without proof. Now, I am doing the work, organising it and
documenting it, so I think it will help us to develop education.”
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These responses clarify that the SPIS can be a roadmap for schools to organise schoolwork and
achieve Saudi Arabia’s educational goals. However, a few of the teachers refused to answer, as
they believed that the SPIS needed many years to realise its influence. For example, Marram

declared:

“I cannot tell you now whether it is useful or not. I think we need many years to see its
results in education.”

Many of the head teachers and teachers clearly had some positive opinions of the SPIS and
found its indicators useful for enhancing education, particularly in helping to organise their
work. Moreover, the head teachers and teachers who had longer experience of performance
evaluation found the SPIS to be more effective and easier to work with, which appears to have
contributed to their confidence in applying the corresponding recommendations. However,
some of the respondents said little about school improvement and appeared reluctant to commit
themselves. This could have been due to them believing that it would take much longer to
realise the impact of SPIS on school improvement. For instance, it could take many years for
schools to achieve their target indicators, success and desired improvement. Additionally, one
head teacher referred to the system’s benefits for explaining Ministry policies that were difficult
to understand, because the aim of the system is not to define the education system itself. It could
be, however, that the above head teacher was referring to the indicators as the system’s

requirements.

Regarding the relationship between accountability and school improvement, two important
results for this question were derived from the interviews with head teachers and teachers.
Firstly, these results relate to the motivation of head teachers and teachers to apply the
indicators, and therefore, the development of school performance. This was based on the
interviewees’ knowledge of the benefits of applying indicators, as well as their role in the
development of school performance, or because they acknowledged their responsibility to

change and reform education. For example, Sarah stated:

“In fact, SPIS is great, but | have my own criteria that I am working on, and my goals that
I aspire to achieve, in order to improve education and my school’s performance. I want
people to feel and see in their children that the effort I make with them in the school is
very tiring. Education is a great responsibility and | am willing to be the headmaster, so |
must exert effort and maintain my sense of purpose in this work.”

Conversely, many of the teachers mentioned the weaknesses of their school’s environment,

which rendered it unsuitable for applying the indicators. This was said to bear upon the
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development of their school. They also referred to the unrealistic nature of some of the
indicators; suggesting that poor school performance was not solely the responsibility of
teachers. For instance, the indicators implied that teachers should not seek excuses for any lack
of performance as a prelude to defending themselves over their alleged accountability for any
lack of development in their school. In this regard, Souad asserted:

“I don't think it makes sense to hold us accountable for not applying the indicators that
they believe will develop the school, and they did not provide an environment that would
help us in their application, such as in the use of technology in the classroom. There is
no educational tool to facilitate this.”

5.6 Summary

This chapter has presented an analysis of the study findings in three sequential sections, which
endeavoured to answer the three research questions. The findings provided significant insight
into teachers and head teachers’ experiences and perceptions of SPIS, and its influence on
school performance. In terms of school monitoring, they raised important points such as the
relationship between the lack of awareness of SPIS monitoring and the centralisation of the
Saudi education system. Additionally, the findings for the second sub-question are especially
important, inspiring debate over the tendency of head teachers to avoid discussing the pressure
that they face during SPIS evaluation. The results also showed that teachers have more work
than their managers. Likewise, differences were observed between the responses from the
teachers and head teachers, regarding the same issue in the third research question, where head
teachers were more positive than the teachers about the SPIS system. All these findings will be

explored in more depth in the following Discussion Chapter.
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Chapter 6: Discussion
6.1 Introduction

This chapter synthesises and discusses the findings of this study (as shown in Chapter 5) with
the aim of relating them to the key points that emerged from the Literature Review (see Chapter
3) and to the theoretical ideas outlined in the Methodology (see Chapter 4). Meanwhile, Chapter
5 has already presented the findings from both phases of the study to answer the main research

question:

1. What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experience and perceptions of the influence of

SPIS on school performance?
In turn, this question raised three sub-questions:

RSQ 1 What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on school monitoring?

RSQ 2 What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the

influence of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale?

RSQ 3 How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their accountability

under SPIS in relation to school improvement?

As is clear from the research question and its sub-questions, the purpose of this study was to
ascertain the effect of evaluating the performance of head teachers and teachers, using
indicators on some aspects of their wellbeing, such as their stress, morale and workload; in
addition to the development of school performance, based on their experience and perceptions

and using SPIS as an example.

The findings relating to these questions highlight four important issues for the discussion on
the reliability and influence of SPIS evaluation in schools in Jeddah. The first issue concerns
the challenges facing head teachers and teachers, due to the current method of implementing
SPIS as a means of evaluating school performance (see section 6.2.1). Similarly, the second
issue raises questions about the reliability of the current system (see section 6.2.2). Next, the
third issue concerns performativity and this refers to the wellbeing of head teachers and teachers
when subjected to SPIS evaluation and compounded by successive and sometimes concurrent

evaluation programmes (see section 6.2.3). Finally, the issue of accountability is addressed, in
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relation to school improvement as a result of SPIS evaluation, according to the perceptions of

head teachers and teachers (see section 6.2.4).

6.2 What are Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Experiences and Perceptions of the Influence

of SPIS on School Monitoring?

One of the main purposes of this study was to investigate head teachers’ and teachers’
experiences and perceptions of the influence of SPIS on school monitoring. In fact, their
responses to this research question refer very clearly to the serious challenges facing teachers
and head teachers, due to the current method of implementing SPIS school monitoring (see
Tables 5.2 and 5.6). These findings stem from two key issues: the first relates to the
centralisation of education in Saudi Arabia, meaning that the Saudi Ministry of Education has
central control over the management of educational and administrative supervision, as well as
of SPIS and other school evaluation systems that run in parallel with it. This system adopts a
top-down approach, which gives the top management a monopoly over all decisions on matters
of education, without involving school staff (namely head teachers and teachers) in any way
(this will be discussed in detail in subsections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2). lllustrative of the importance
attached to school monitoring, Saudi Arabia has witnessed a succession of SPE systems, and
on occasions multiple monitoring by several bodies that simultaneously assess school
performance (see subsection 2.3.6). This raises questions about the nature of what is driving
school monitoring both within Saudi Arabia and globally, and what the government’s response
is to this. Drawing on ideas raised in Chapter 2 of this thesis, the following sections of the
current chapter will explore possible answers to these questions. More specifically,
consideration will be given to the way that neoliberalism encourages competition between
schools and the market forces driving efforts to make education more accountable and efficient.
The second key issue concerns the appropriateness of the SPIS monitoring techniques
(indicators) and the nature of accountability for meeting the KPIs that are applied to school
monitoring and evaluation. Each of these issues is discussed in turn in the following

subsections.

6.2.1 Multiple Monitoring Systems

The findings for the first sub-question, which addresses the frequency of evaluation conducted

in schools the previous year, reveal how many times head teachers and teachers were monitored
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by key stakeholders, because the participants reported experiencing multiple forms of school
monitoring (see Tables 5.2., and 5.6). The responses from the head teachers revealed that they
were monitored by school supervisors and SPIS inspectors, while the teachers were observed
in at least five inspections during 2016. The qualitative findings suggest that the participants
were able to distinguish between the parties monitoring the performance of their schools and
could identify the differences between them very easily. Therefore, it would appear that despite
the similarities between these bodies in the work that they perform, there are clear differences
in the way that they operate, although there may be other potential explanations for these
discrepancies.

First, as illustrated in subsection 2.2.3.1 education reform in Saudi Arabia has been affected by
neoliberalism and NPM in many respects, such as the development of teachers' performance,
the establishment of programmes to evaluate the performance of teachers and head teachers,
and the identification of the Ministry of Education’s requirements, with indicators that need to

be satisfied in a school, if it is to achieve a good performance evaluation score.

In general terms, Saudi Arabia, like other countries around the world, has been affected by
globalisation, which has opened the doors of economic competition at its most intense.
Therefore, the individual school is not only competing with local counterparts, but also globally.
International scales of achievement, such as PISA and TIMSS, create the conditions for global
competition in educational outcomes and a global platform for countries to triumph or be
shamed. This, naturally, puts pressure on entire nations, as they seek to stay ahead of the
competition. In fact, the evaluation of school performance has been one of the manifestations
of this reform and as the results show, there is more than one system of evaluation in Saudi
Araba, namely comprehensive assessment (see subsection 3.5.1) and educational supervision
(see subsection 2.3.6.2), put in place by the Ministry to evaluate teaching performance. This
indicates the importance of SPE to the Saudi education system.

A possible explanation of this could be that school evaluation has become a topic of interest in
the Saudi education system, as explained in the Introduction to this thesis (see Chapter 1), due
to the challenges facing the Saudi economy, especially low oil prices, which have forced the
government to find other sources of revenue apart from oil. The government has since identified
an unavoidable solution, which, according to recommendations from the OECD and other
international organisations, involves the application of neoliberalism as a tool for reforming

education. Nevertheless, in order to achieve this, the first step is SPE (see subsection 2.2.4).
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As discussed in the Literature Review (see section 3.2), neoliberalism can, it is argued, enhance
a nation’s economy by reforming its education system; thereby providing individuals and
society with advanced professional skills and the ability to innovate. Several studies have shown
that Saudi education has adopted elements of neoliberalism (see Sakura, 2007; Al Hakamy
2008; Wiseman et al., 2013; Jones & Tymms, 2014). These studies refer to Saudi Arabia’s
efforts to reform its education system by adopting approaches that place greater emphasis on
accountability through school evaluation. The reasoning behind this is that it will help the Saudi

economy to develop, so that it no longer relies solely on oil.

In addition, Al Dossary (2006) and Al Sheikh (2011) cite other reasons for implementing SPE.
In their view, it has been recognised as a tool for ensuring quality in education. Moreover, both
the above researchers refer to the importance of SPE for improving the Saudi education system.
Some earlier studies have noted the importance of school performance and its relationship to
education reform; for example, Dedering and Mdller (2011), who indicate the important role
played by school evaluation in improving the quality of school performance. Moreover,
McVeigh (2016) highlights the importance of school evaluation for enhancing quality in
education. All the above serve to explain why SPE is given so much attention in Saudi
education, with the Ministry of Education implementing around 10 evaluation programmes
over the past 15 years (see subsection 2.3.6). This finding clarifies that two of these programmes
are still active and being implemented in schools: Education Supervision and SPIS (see
subsection 2.3.6.1). This enthusiasm for school evaluation has therefore led to multiple
monitoring systems, possibly as a result of poor co-ordination. As a result, new school
evaluation programmes are introduced, without the old ones being discontinued. Thus, when
school inspections take place, it is necessary for the Ministry of Education, inspectors and staff

to be clear which evaluation programme is being implemented during each visit.

The second explanation for multiple monitoring could be due to the centralised approach to
management in the Saudi education system (Al-Issa, 2009). This leads to top-down
management approaches (see subsection 2.3.6), which create distance between schools and the
administration and affect the flow of knowledge between parties. This can mean that school
performance is evaluated by two different supervisory bodies and SPIS, with the same tasks
being performed in different ways. According to Gertler, Patrinos and Rubio (2008),
decentralisation aids the transmission of information much more effectively than centralised

approaches. The findings that relate to this explanation will certainly be scrutinised more
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closely, but there are some issues of immediate importance that need to be addressed at the top
level of the Ministry of Education. For instance, it is possible that decision-makers in Saudi
education are quite unaware of what is happening in schools, due to the fact that the education
system is centralised. Nonetheless it should be apparent that multiple monitoring programmes
are being implemented, which places head teachers and teachers under a great deal of pressure.
To alleviate this, should this situation continue, then the Ministry of Education needs to
minimise confusion and anxiety among head teachers and teachers and for evaluation
programmes to be taken seriously. These issues will be discussed in more detail in the next
subsection, which deals with awareness of SPIS monitoring.

6.2.2 SPIS Monitoring Awareness

The second key issue arising from the findings for the first sub-question is that teachers and
head teachers have remarkably poor knowledge of the SPIS system and its objectives. This
result corroborates Alrwgee (2012), who refers to the lack of information given to head teachers
and teachers, regarding the comprehensive evaluation applied in schools before SPIS. The
participants described the way in which they receive information about the system as
hierarchical and top-down. For example, head teachers are provided with information by their
supervisors, while teachers refer to head teachers as their source of information. There are
certainly many explanations for these results. First, it has been argued that top-down approaches
lead to teachers being considered merely as compliant workers, as opposed to professionals
who play an active role (Pyhéalto, Pietarinen, & Soini, 2014). According to Lowes (2016), this
IS problematic, because when teachers are involved in making decisions about a programme,
they become more aware of the system concerned and place more confidence in it. This finding
raises a serious question over the process of education reform in Saudi Arabia, which seems to
be devoted to the establishment of new programmes, without instituting procedures and policies
that will enable these programmes to succeed. To illustrate this, programmes for evaluating
education performance are amongst the most important to be recommended globally in the
context of education reform (see subsection 2.2.4), but they need a less centralised regulatory
environment in which to achieve success (see subsection 3.4.4). However, this does not seem
to be happening in practice within Saudi education, which is predominantly centralised and
characterised by a top-down approach
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The Saudi teachers in this study did not generally exhibit great confidence in the
implementation of SPIS, which may have been due to the inconsistent information that they
received about inspection visits, and their limited understanding of the main objectives of this
evaluation. They may also have simply viewed it as one of many other evaluation programmes
that they are obliged to deal with. The participants also seemed to sense their lack of agency in
the process and in turn, appeared to distance themselves from being accountable for applying
KPIs. These KPIs are derived from aspects of evaluation that are aimed at improving school

performance.

According to the goal-setting theory of performance management systems, there is a strong
relationship between whether stakeholders “know the objectives of the system” and whether
they “improve their performance” (Koppes, 2014, p.28). This means that the low performance
observed in schools in Saudi Arabia may be the result of their limited knowledge of the
corresponding evaluation system, rather than their genuine inability to raise standards and
improve achievement within their schools. In addition, there were many examples in the
findings of teachers’ doubts over the current SPE system. The participants questioned the ability
of SPIS to make accurate judgments about their competence and performance, precisely
because of the short duration of the evaluation visits. The teachers also reported their attempts
to search for more information about SPIS on the Internet. Although references to the Ministry
of Education programme confirmed the distribution of evidence, none of the teachers or head
teachers mentioned the Organisational Guide as a source of information about SPIS. This may
indicate that there is no actual guide to SPIS in schools, or there may merely be a lack of

encouragement from the Office of Performance to examine and review it.

Additionally, Fullan (2007) argues that under a top-down approach, teachers are less likely to
show commitment to an evaluation programme that is implemented by the government and may
consequently show resistance to change. However, Fullan’s (2007) work was conducted in
Western contexts, where there is more freedom than in Middle Eastern cultures. Even though
there appeared to be a high level of commitment to SPIS amongst the participants, when they
were asked directly in the research interviews whether they would commit to it, they mainly
justified their answers with the expectation that it would help improve school performance.
According to expectancy theory, employees are most likely to improve their performance and

increase their commitment based on their expectations of the results. Thus, if teachers and head
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teachers expect SPIS to improve the performance of their school, they will be more committed
to it.

6.2.2 Appropriateness of the SPIS Monitoring Indicators and Accountability

The use of performance indicators to evaluate school performance has been a topic of
considerable debate across the world (see subsection 3.2), and one of the most important points
raised relates to its appropriateness for evaluating school performance (Dangerfield, 2012;
Evans, 2011). The findings on the appropriateness of SPIS indicators first revealed disparities
between teachers’ and head teachers’ perceptions of the appropriateness of these indicators,
which suggests that they are unsure of its appropriateness. This result has not been previously
described or highlighted by any other researchers in the field. Therefore, it is considered as one
of the most interesting findings from the current study. For example, half of all the participants
considered SPIS indicators to be appropriate ‘Sometimes’. Additionally, the findings for this
question related to the participants’ ability to recall league performance in the SPIS evaluation
table, indicating that most of the head teachers and teachers were unable to do so. Clearly, this
means that SPIS evaluation does not give any attention to school league performance and does
not establish or encourage teachers to refer to it. Additionally, the findings from the qualitative
results show that despite the efficiency of the evaluation team, some of the participants
mentioned the flawed reasoning behind the indicators. For example, they mentioned issues such
as the teacher's inability to apply the indicators, or the difficulties involved in measuring certain

aspects, as in the case of emotional issues.

However, the findings of this study are unsurprising in the research field, as regards the
performance indicators. Numerous studies have pointed to a lack of confidence in the provisions
that are extracted using indicators, as well as the poor suitability of the indicators for application
in schools, which is confirmed by Dangerfield (2012) and Evans (2013). In fact, it demonstrates
that SPIS indicators lack the most important attributes for effective evaluation, such as clarity
and logic (O’Reilly, 2009). These results may be explained by the fact that the Ministry, which
is limited through centralisation (see section 6.2) has not yet been able to formulate appropriate
or clear indicators, which will enable teachers to apply them professionally, and the SPIS
evaluation team to obtain an accurate picture of school performance. Nevertheless, it is perhaps

difficult to determine the reasons for these results, because in order to obtain answers, it is
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necessary to look at the method of constructing the indicators used in SPIS, but this was not

one of the objectives of this current study.

Irrespective of the above, these results highlight the problem of poor efficacy concerning the
SPIS indicators; namely, the way in which teachers are held accountable for performance, as
measured by such indicators. In particular, neoliberalism and its performance evaluation tools
are relevant here (see sections 2.4 and 3.3), in terms of commitment to accountability, because
it is through accountability that the government will be sure that its goals are implemented in
schools. Most of this requires a high level of performance from teachers to equip students with
the skills that will enable them to lead the economy in their country. Thus, accountability can
motivate teachers to implement performance indicators (Robinson, 2012; Yia & Kimb, 2019).
In turn, it implies that teachers will not be motivated to perform well, if they feel distrust of
these indicators and the procedures for their implementation and neither will they accept that
they are accountable for poor performance. These factors create a school landscape that is full
of conflict, with a rejection of responsibility, because of the lack of conviction amongst all
parties involved that they are to blame for any shortcomings or errors. This was confirmed by
Taylor and Tyler (2011), who refer to the fact that teachers improve their performance as a

result of clear and detailed advice on how best to perform their tasks.

Nonetheless, the SPIS Guide claims that evaluation is not meant to question the competence of
school staff, but rather to help them improve their school’s performance (SPIS Organisational
Guide, 2018). In reality, this concept does not seem obvious; instead, schools are being held
accountable for their performance, as is the case with all other evaluation programmes in the
UK, Germany, Australia and the USA, where evaluation is used as a means of keeping teachers
accountable (Leckie & Goldstein, 2009; Perryman et.al., 2011; Watts, 2012; Goldstein, 2015).
Moreover, this is not limited to SPIS evaluation, but applies to all other types of teaching
evaluation in Saudi Arabia (although it does not threaten teachers’ jobs, because it is carried
out on the instructions of the Ministry of Civil Service). Therefore, if a teacher achieves an
unsatisfactory result for the first time, he/she will be deprived of the annual allowance, but if
this poor performance is observed again the following year, the teacher concerned will be
prevented from teaching or performing any other administrative work that is assigned to them.
If this poor performance is observed for a third year, the teacher will be dismissed. This
illustrates that SPIS and the Ministry of Education do not consider accountability to be a vital

factor that can continue to enhance teaching performance, which contradicts a great deal of the
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previous literature, which points to the importance of accountability for improving teachers’
performance (see Poole, 2011; Robinson, 2012). This may be because accountability helps
shape an education system (Mgller, 2009) according to the government's goals and the output
expected from education, thereby enabling schools and their staff to be categorised (McCallum,
2018). In contrast, Saudi school evaluation does not include any procedures for ensuring
accountability, which makes SPIS the real beneficiary. However, this lack may deprive it of the
benefits achieved by evaluation systems in other countries, which are linked with assessment

and accountability.

6.3 What are Head Teachers’ and Teachers’ Experiences and Perceptions of the Influence
of SPIS on Their Workload, Stress Levels and Morale?

The points that emerged in the findings for this question raise important themes for discussion,
such as the workload produced by the evaluation process, and the participants’ stress and
morale. In this section, all the important findings will be discussed, and possible explanations
will be highlighted. The following subsection will begin by looking at the issues relating to

workload.

6.3.1. Participants and Workload as an Influence of SPIS Evaluation

The findings for the second sub-question refer to workload; bringing to light three important
points for attention: the feelings of stress that result from workload (see subsection 6.3.1.1); the
ability of teachers and head teachers to express their opinions freely about the pressure exerted
on them by the workload created by SPIS (see subsection 6.3.1.2), and the relationship between
self-evaluation and a reduction in the workload imposed by SPIS evaluation (see subsection
6.3.2.2).

6.3.1.1 Increased Workload as a Result of SPIS Evaluation

This study confirms that the workload caused by SPIS evaluation has added to teachers’ and
head teachers’ customary tasks (see Tables 5.10 and 5.14). To the best of my knowledge, no
previous study on Saudi education has looked at the relationship between workload and SPE.
Most of the studies that have examined a specific evaluation programme, like comprehensive
evaluation, in Saudi schools (Al Dossary, 2006; Alballawi, 2009; Al Sheikh, 2010; Al Rwqee,

2012) have done so from the point of view of its effectiveness (see subsection 3.5.1).
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Nevertheless, this finding is consistent with Ball (2003), Ball (2012a) and Ball et al. (2012),
who considered SPE as the reason for increased workload amongst teachers in schools. The
results from the interviews in this present study illustrated that this workload affected day-to-

day teaching practice and mainly consisted of paperwork to document achievement.

There are several possible explanations for these results. First, SPE is the result of a wave of
neoliberalism. Interestingly, Ball (2012a) refers to this workload as the result of neoliberalism
and performance management. The neoliberal approach, which emphasises the creation of
competitive market forces, semi-privatisation, accountability and performance evaluation and
management seeks to reform education, so that it can make a contribution to the economy;
preparing individuals who can drive both the economy and education in a new direction with
innovative procedures. One example is the Tatweer school initiative. Nevertheless,
performance management has contributed to the introduction of new strategies and mechanisms
in education, which require teachers to do more than their traditional teaching work (Whalley,
2011). Therefore, although performance evaluation requires high performance from the teacher,
it can also make teachers less keen to exert much effort in meeting the government’s

expectations of education, as these expectations usually increase their workload.

In terms of the types of workload that teachers normally complain about in relation to SPE,
there are several studies that confirm the current research results. Paperwork is the most
challenging aspect cited in this regard; for example, Galton and MacBeath (2008) claim that it
creates extra work for teachers. Carter (1998), Perryman (2006) and Ball (2012a) confirm this,
arguing that paperwork hinders teachers from performing their primary duty of teaching. In
fact, paperwork is an important part of performance evaluation, because performance indicators

require evidence of what schools have done throughout the year.

The results presented and analysed in subsection 5.3 refer to the lack of available information
about SPIS, which may have an impact on perceptions and experiences of SPIS in Saudi
schools. Another view that was expressed highlighted how hard it was to apply indicators when
there was so little information about them, thereby leading to negative perceptions of the
evaluation process. According to Moye, Henkin and Egley (2005), empowering teachers,
enabling them to access information that needs to be shared, and initiating discussion can
encourage them to believe that all their efforts will help improve education. Moreover, a notable
result of this study was that better information provision could help reduce the workload

imposed on teachers by school evaluation, which will be discussed in the next subsection.
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6.3.1.2 Workload as a Result of SPIS Evaluation and Self-evaluation

The most important finding to emerge from the qualitative data related to workload. It is
consequently suggested that self-evaluation can reduce the workload created by SPE and the
pressure that it imposes on staff. One of the three schools investigated in this study reported
using a self-evaluation procedure. The head teacher and teachers from this school agreed that
self-evaluation had the potential to reduce workload. This result reflects those of Chapman and
Sammons (2013), who also found that self-evaluation could promote school performance in
many ways. The most prominent of these involves preparing for an external evaluation, as this
means acquiring the appropriate professional skills to perform the work, with reduced effort
required for external evaluation such as SPIS. Moreover, this result corroborates the findings
of a substantial body of previous research on self-evaluation such as Janssens and van
Amelsvoort (2008), who refer to the benefits of self-evaluation for improving performance.
This results from school indicators, which enable head teachers and teachers to prepare for
inspection, although these indicators also represent a major hurdle to overcome before external
evaluation, even if they do reduce the amount of additional work required. Moreover, the
application of performance indicators can be driven by a desire for experimentation in the

development of professionalism, ahead of external evaluation

This result may be easily explained in light of self-evaluation as a form of training or practice
for teachers; giving them an opportunity to increase their ability and skills for dealing with
external evaluation. Through the years, it has become part of their daily work. As a result, they
do not consider it to be an extra chore or additional source of pressure that accompanies
evaluation. As mentioned in the literature review, Newman at all (2009), and Chapman and
Sammons (2013) refer to the importance of self-evaluation and how it can help schools prepare
for external evaluation. They also mention its role in motivating teachers to do whatever is

required by SPE indicators.

6.3.1.3 Workload and Teachers’ Voices

Despite all the procedures that | undertook as the researcher to gain permission and approval
from all the relevant bodies, prior to conducting this study, and all the measures implemented
to ensure that the participants’ identities and data were published anonymously, and that they
were satisfied with their responses, a large number of head teachers — more than half — claimed

that they were ‘Undecided’ about the answer to the first interview question, relating to their
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feelings of pressure and their workload. This study therefore suggests that teachers and head
teachers may find it difficult to express their feelings about the workload that accompanies SPIS

evaluation. There are several possible explanations for this surprising result.

The first of these is that the word, ‘Undecided’ indicates that the interviewees were hesitant
about selecting their responses. This could have been because they thought that they needed
more experience of the system to be able to decide whether there was any link between the
process and their feelings of pressure. Additionally, they may have felt a considerable amount
of pressure, but they were unable to identify the source of their stress: whether it resulted from
the evaluation or from another factor. In addition, this may be specifically related to Arabic
culture, where it is not common for leaders to admit to a lack of self-confidence or that they are

experiencing pressure or stress.

Another explanation may be attributed to the instructions provided by the Saudi Ministry of
Education, which usually require head teachers and teachers to protect information about their
work. However, this policy does not conform to NPM or performance management, which
encourages evaluation to identify weaknesses and strengths, so that systems can be improved
(see subsections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4). According to Harvey (2007) neoliberalism aims to promote
freedom, with employees being allowed to talk openly about their experiences and perceptions.
Current Saudi policies therefore contravene normal NPM procedures, which advocate that
teachers be considered as stakeholders (Tolofari, 2005). It also raises the question of
accountability in relation to evaluation. Head teachers and teachers who are held accountable
for school performance are also considered worthy of an opinion, whereby they are encouraged
to talk frankly about their experiences of the system and to justify their mistakes, so that they
can be supported in avoiding any repetition of them. This also brings the discussion back to the
principles of neoliberalism and the extent of its application in the Saudi education system;
subsequently reinforcing the process of education reform and identifying whether there is any
awareness of the importance of complementarity between these principles, such as freedom of
opinion and enhanced performance, so that reform programmes can be more effective. It also
calls for a debate on the impact of preventing teachers from speaking out about the increasing

prevalence of anxiety and high pressure in their careers.
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6.3.2 The Participants’ Stress as an Effect of SPIS Evaluation

An initial objective of this project was to identify the participants’ perceptions of their stress
levels. Their responses to this part of the investigation gave rise to three important themes: the
link between accountability and stress, the link between the level of quality in the process and
stress, and the relationship between the participants’ position and stress. The first of these

themes will be discussed in the next subsection.

6.3.2.1 The Link between Accountability and Increased Stress

One interesting qualitative finding was that the reported increase in stress was mainly due to
accountability. This finding is consistent with Al-Omari and Wuzynani (2013), who pointed
out that the high levels of stress suffered by head teachers in Saudi Arabia and Jordan resulted
from their fear of accountability. Despite the common ground between this current finding and
that of the above-mentioned study, however, there is one element that should be clarified here,
namely that the previous study was conducted on Jordan’s performance evaluation system,
which places strong emphasis on accountability amongst teaching staff and their leaders. Thus,
teachers are fully aware that the results of their performance assessment will impose strong
accountability on them, potentially resulting in penalties such as cuts to annual bonuses,
dismissal, and investigation or review procedures, which can be very costly to the individuals
concerned. In contrast, SPIS does not bear these implications, because SPIS performance
evaluation, as indicated in the SPIS Organisational Guide, does not impose real accountability,
but rather endeavours to develop the work performed by schools. Nevertheless, it was clear that
the participants were unaware of this objective, thereby confirming their lack of knowledge of
the aims and processes of SPIS. Consequently, this had led to misconceptions about the
programme and a sense of pressure among teachers. Therefore, Penninckx et al. (2016)
recommend helping teachers to understand the system of evaluation that is adopted, in order to

resolve this problem of stress among teachers.

Additionally, another explanation for increased stress surrounding SPE is accountability.
Evaluation is closely linked to accountability, because the information collected by inspectors
is used to judge the performance of teachers, head teachers and schools (O’Neill, 2013).

Therefore, one of the interviewees justified her increased stress, stating:

“I then felt this kind of stress and tension. | was afraid to affect the results of the school
or to make a mistake in the application of strategies, but it passed very quickly.”
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It is also appropriate to mention here that more than one interviewee reported feeling reassured

when her school’s evaluation report proved to be favourable.

This result corroborates the findings of previous work by Sugrue and Mertkan (2017), who refer
to increased stress among teachers, if these teachers believe that they will be held accountable
for the results of an assessment in which the scores for their school are low. The above-
mentioned study was conducted in Britain, where there is a strong system of accountability
(Ofsted). Conversely, this current study refers to Saudi education, where accountability does
not have the same serious implications as in Britain. Nonetheless, there have been indications
from the new Ministry this year that a radical change is about to take place, with the introduction
of a system of accountability (see subsection 2.3.6). It points to the importance of the results of
this study, because it is clear that a weak system of accountability will cause an increase in
pressure. Therefore, as accountability gains momentum in Saudi education, this pressure will
also increase. The stress arising from accountability is consequently worth discussing in more

detail with further explanation.

6.3.2.2 The Position and Stress Levels of the Participants

Another interesting finding derived from this study was that teachers suffer more frequently
than head teachers from stress (see Tables 6.11 and 5.15). This could merely be because few
head teachers claimed that they had experienced any stress arising from their work in schools
being evaluated by SPIS. There are in fact a number of possible explanations for this result,
which will be outlined in this subsection. The first of these is that teachers — as found in this
study — tended to receive less information and training than head teachers, and this probably
made them more susceptible to pressure than their head teachers. It undoubtedly influenced

their understanding of the purpose of evaluation and the implications of its results.

In addition, this result may be attributed to the fact that the work of the head teacher is
supervisory, while teachers are required to perform multiple tasks, all in some way related to
each other and accompanied by documentation, which imposes intense pressure on them. This
explanation is supported by the idea that teaching work can in itself be stressful (Ramos &
Unda, 2016).

Another potential explanation is that evaluation can threaten teachers’ identity, so that they feel
stressed (Evans, 2011). This feeling may have more of an impact on teachers than it does on
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other school staff such as head teachers, because performance management (see subsection
2.2.4) and SPE (see section 3.2) change the nature of the teaching profession, so that a teacher
not only undertakes teaching duties, but also performs other work such as documentation and
services to the community. In this way, students are trained in the skills that will qualify and
prepare them to serve the country's economy and promote competitiveness. Consequently,
teachers become accountable for their students’ exam results. This then drives them to try and
improve student achievement in national tests, thereby resulting in more working hours for
teachers. All of this has redefined the identity of teachers, leaving them feeling threatened as to

their original identity and thereby increasing their sense of pressure.

6.3.2.3 The Quality of the Process and Stress

It is interesting to note that in the qualitative findings relating to stress, it would appear that a
lack of quality in the process of evaluation can increase stress levels. This finding is in full
agreement with Jaradin (2004), who points out that one of the reasons why head teachers feel
stressed consists of the poor quality of supervisors’ assessment procedures. Moreover, Al
Rwagee (2012) noted that the teachers sampled were disturbed by the poor quality procedures
adopted for comprehensive assessment. For instance, there was a lack of co-ordination found
between the evaluation team and the school, regarding the date and time of the visit. A possible
explanation for this tension was that the teachers felt disrespect for the Ministry, especially

given the lack of quality demonstrated, as it pointed to the Ministry's disinterest.

Likewise, this confirms Alkarni (2015), who pointed out that the procedures followed by the
Ministry of Education, which demonstrated a lack of respect for head teachers, leads to
increased tension between them. It also seems possible that when programme evaluation
procedures are of poor quality, they are subject to variation. A lack of understanding therefore
leads teachers into problems when they attempt to apply indicators. Hence, teachers inevitably
feel under pressure. Additionally, this result may be explained by the fact that a lack of quality
sometimes leads to dual action, followed by enormous pressure, especially when the expected
results of application are not achieved. Teachers may then have to fix the flaw themselves or
re-apply the indicators in the hope of a good result.

However, some interviewees gave examples of successive changes in SPIS policies, where
there had been insufficient time for training in each policy. Moreover, this can be explained by

the fact that they spend sufficient time practicing the application of each evaluation system but
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are caught unawares if there is a change to the system, thereby increasing their stress levels.
This result confirms Galton and MacBeath (2008), who refer to the impact of changing policies
on stress levels. Additionally, this result in some way supports Penninckx et al. (2016), who

claim that stress can be reduced in schools, when the quality of evaluation processes increases.

6.3.3 The Influence of SPIS on Morale

It is interesting to note that the process of SPIS evaluation clearly has an influence on teachers
and head teachers, in terms of their perceptions and morale, relating to their level of satisfaction
with the system. It also affects collaboration within the school team and their commitment to
SPIS. This section discusses all these important themes and the first of these will be addressed

in the next subsection.

6.3.3.1 The Participants and Their Satisfaction with the SPIS Process

What is surprising is that the participants’ morale was negatively influenced by SPIS evaluation
(see Tables 5.13 and 5.18). Most of the head teachers and teachers who were asked in this study
about their satisfaction with SPIS processes, including the administration carried out by the
SPIS evaluation team and the way in which evaluation was conducted, had a negative
impression of the process. However, there are some important explanations that could clarify

this result, and these are outlined below.

SPIS uses indicators to evaluate schools. This technique measures their performance in a way
that is quite different from the traditional methods applied in the past. Some of these new
approaches were familiar to the participants and so they were able to deal with them quite easily.
Conversely, those that were not so familiar to them were more difficult for them to handle.
Consequently, as the results indicate, this led to a strong sense of dissatisfaction, which
confirms the findings of previous studies, such as Ball (2012b)and Bousquet (2012). Moreover,
two studies have been conducted in the Saudi context, as confirmed by Al Rwgee (2012) and
Alkarni (2015), who highlight the dissatisfaction amongst head teachers and teachers, regarding
the Ministry of Education's procedures for evaluation in general. In addition, this result could
be a consequence of the hard work that was required to implement this system, such as
paperwork and documentation. Moreover, this is what teachers have confirmed previously in

related studies. For example, Galton and Macbeth (2008) assert the influence of performativity
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on teachers’ morale. Bousquet (2012) also supports this explanation, because he considers

workload to have a negative influence on teachers’ morale.

Aside from the above, numerous procedures appeared in the results, with the teachers
explaining their lack of conviction. This shed some light on their reasoning, as well as on their
lack of understanding and on the inconsistency of the procedures. Besides, the teachers
highlighted the Ministry’s lack of interest in delivering information directly to them and
providing them with adequate training. These factors are likely to have given them a sense of
dissatisfaction with the progress of evaluation and instilled in them the sense that the Ministry
does not respect them, thereby contributing even further to their frustration with the system.
Reid’s (2010) findings are in agreement with this explanation, because he observes the lack of
appreciation afforded to teachers, especially in relation to the importance of their role. This was

found to have an adverse effect on teachers’ morale.

6.3.3.2 Collaboration within the School Team as an Influence of SPIS

It is interesting to note that one of the most significant results in the qualitative part of this study
pointed to the school team being encouraged to co-operate in the application of indicators, in
order to ensure success in the process. There are a few possibilities that could explain this study
finding. First, the wave of neoliberalism and NPM requires greater participation from all
stakeholders such as head teachers and teachers (Tolofari, 2005), especially where these actions
are aimed at reforming education to serve a nation’s economy. This makes for national
motivation amongst teachers to work collaboratively, as a means of serving their home country.
Similarly, every participant needs to co-operate in a school to achieve its goals, because the
indicators require a high level of co-operation and collaboration from staff for their
implementation. This will ensure that the work is performed appropriately in school activities,
including trips, the completion of projects, observation of student behaviour and follow-up, and

meetings with parents.

In addition, an important element of this finding is accountability, which obliges teachers to
improve their professional performance, because any failure on their part will have a negative
impact on the school evaluation report. This finding may be compared with work by Al Rwgee
(2012), who suggests that accountability can help improve school performance, while also
promoting co-operation between team members. Therefore, it is considered as one of the most

important features of evaluation work, consistent with the literature on improving
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administrative work in institutions by introducing accountability (Mgller, 2009; Bessant et al.,
2015). In fact, under SPE, teachers are observed more closely (Apple, 2004), which causes them
to comply with their instructions. In turn, this requires them to work co-operatively. Equally,
this finding can be explained from the perspective of expectancy theory, which claims that
teachers’ performance depends on the goals that they expect to achieve (Mullins, 2007).
Therefore, it could be said that if teachers believe that they will achieve goals through co-

operation, they are very likely to co-operate.

6.3.3.3 Commitment to SPIS

What was surprising was that although the head teachers’ and teachers’ levels of satisfaction
with the SPIS process were low (see subsection 6.3.3.1), the finding for the extent of their
commitment was high, which contradicts the result of a previous study conducted by Torabi
and Sotoudeh (2010). It suggests that high commitment is the result of teachers’ positive
attitudes to the system. However, Torabi and Sotoudeh’s (2010) study was conducted in Iran,
which differs from Saudi Arabia in terms of its culture and organisational systems. For example,
the few organisational systems that exist in Saudi Arabia are not open to investigation.
Correspondingly, there are few explanations that can help clarify this finding and provide

possible reasons for it.

Nevertheless, the first point that may be made is that labour regulations in Saudi Arabia do not
permit employees to refuse to perform any work that they are assigned (Ministry of Civil
Service, 2019). Therefore, the head teachers and teachers in this study may have shown their
commitment to SPIS, purely because they considered it to be part of their job description, so
that they could avoid being threatened with dismissal. Additionally, it may also have related to
the updated conditions for awarding the annual bonus, which now demand a high level of
performance (Ministry of Education, 2019), placing teachers under great pressure to commit

themselves to the education system, with SPIS being an important part of this.

Additionally, there is another potential explanation for this finding, which is very likely to be
the commitment of head teachers and teachers to SPIS, because the evaluation system requires
more participation from teachers in the work of their school. For example, the SPIS indicators
encourage teachers to perform numerous extra-curricular tasks such as morning participation,
extracurricular activities, school board membership, and meetings with parents (SPIS, 2018).

In fact, teachers tend to become more committed once they become part of a school. This has
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been confirmed by a considerable number of studies on teachers’ commitment (See Singh, 2007;
Aydin et al., 2013; Saljooghi & Salehi, 2016). These researchers refer to the influence of
teachers’ participation on their commitment at school, and the work that they carry out as a

result, which has been found to have a positive impact on school results.

6.4 How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their accountability

under SPIS in relation to school improvement?

The final sub-question of this study relates to school improvement as an influence of the
implementation of SPIS performance evaluation, specifically in terms of the quality of
education provided; the educational standards achieved by pupils; pupils’ behaviour, and
pupils’ attendance. Here, all findings for this question are important to discuss and explain, but
the most important of these were divided into three sections: the low ability of head teachers to
determine the influence of SPIS evaluation on quality in education, the teachers’ negative
perceptions of the influence of evaluation on pupils’ behaviour and attendance, and the quality
of the organisation of school performance and evaluation. The first of these findings will be

discussed in the next subsection.

6.4.1 Head Teachers’ Perceptions and the Quality of Education

One unanticipated finding for the third research question in this study, which enquires about
the perceptions of head teachers and teachers, was that the head teachers appeared to be unable
to define quality in education, specifically at their school. This revealed their capacity to
determine whether education quality was influenced by SPIS evaluation. In a review of the
relevant literature, no data were found to contradict or confirm this finding. It therefore raises
a considerable number of questions over why the head teachers were unable to provide clear
answers on this topic, such as whether they believed that revealing the level of quality in the
education provided by their school would be tantamount to sharing confidential school
information, which should not be shared with the public. Moreover, they may have been
reluctant to attract criticism by revealing the quality of their schools. In addition, they may
simply have been unable to evaluate education quality. All these possible explanations will be

discussed both broadly and impartially here.

First, in the sixth version of the Saudi SPIS Organizational Guide (2018), there are 45 indicators

of school performance, with school performance quality being evaluated according to a school’s
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achievements (SPIS, 2018). Meanwhile, in the UK and USA, for example, the quality of a
school will depend on the students’ results in national tests (Goldstein & Leckie, 2008;
Perryman et al., 2011). However, the approach adopted in SPIS is more useful in the sense that
it involves more than merely judging schools based on students’ results: the negative effects of
which have been widely discussed in previous studies by Ball (2004), and Perryman et al.
(2011). Nevertheless, the finding for this item, which deals with the quality of schools following
SPIS performance evaluation, demonstrates the low ability of head teachers to determine the
quality of their schools. This could be due to the fact that the large number of indicators make
evaluation too difficult for school staff. Additionally, there are no school performance league
tables in Saudi education, which would otherwise enable the quality of schools to be determined

according to their rankings based on achievement.

However, there are other possible explanations, including the fact that head teachers may be
afraid to make public any information that could indicate the quality of their school’s
performance. Therefore, the absence of school performance leagues in the Kingdom makes it
easier for them to protect any information that could reveal the actual performance of their
school. Interestingly, this explanation corroborates the findings from extensive previous work
on the relationship between teachers’ fears and stress and published SPE results (for example,
Goldstein & Leckie, 2008; Perryman et al., 2011; Baroutsis, 2016). Thus, the selected head
teachers were unable to reveal their perceptions of their school’s quality in response to questions

about quality following SPIS evaluation, due to their fear of criticism.

6.4.2 Teachers’ Negative Perceptions of the Influence of SPIS on Pupils’ Behaviour

The results obtained from the qualitative data in this part the study, relating to school
improvement as an effect of performance evaluation, showed that the teachers had negative
views of the improvement to pupils’ behaviour as an effect of implementing performance
indicators. However, in terms of school and student improvement, regardless of whether it
related to results or behaviour, this finding contradicts those of previous studies, which have
suggested that SPE can help schools enhance the quality of their performance (Al Dossary,
2006; Alballawi, 2009; Al Sheikh, 2010; Chapman & Sammons, 2013; Gustafsson et al., 2015).
In contrast, this finding is consistent with Penninckx et al. (2016), from the perspective that

evaluation alone cannot help schools improve their performance; it must be accompanied by
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rewards and accountability to achieve goals that include school improvement and improved

student behaviour. Tit is a result that can be examined from various angles.

Firstly, the negative opinions expressed by the head teachers could have resulted from teachers’
feelings about SPE, as discussed in the Literature Review for this study. More precisely, what
has been confirmed by previous studies, concerning the negative impact of SPE requirements
on the core of teachers’ work has been cited by Ball (1993) and Perryman (2006). This means
that teachers tend to view this kind of assessment as a threat to their identity and a
disproportionate preoccupation with assigned tasks that are far from their essential teaching

duties.

Additionally, this result may be explained by teachers’ performance being negatively affected
by SPE. Therefore, their students are unlikely to show improvement. This explanation is
supported by Yia and Kimb (2019), who refer to the negative influence of SPE on teaching
performance, because teachers experience stressful work and multiple sources of pressure,
resulting in greater exposure to stress at work. This point is so serious that it needs to be
examined further. If the principles of performance management are likely to have a negative
effect on teachers' performance, which could then drive them to abandon their profession or
perform poorly under pressure, the question arises of whether neoliberalism is really capable of
enhancing the economy by improving educational output, or whether it will make things worse,

with education becoming a burden on the state, rather than a tributary of the economy.

6.4.3 Improving the Management of School Performance and Evaluation

The most obvious finding to emerge from the data analysis in this study was that SPIS has
helped enhance the management of SPE among head teachers’ and teachers. For example,
teachers reported that they collated evidence of their work and kept this in a more organised
fashion than previously, such as in files, in preparation for the inspection. This corroborates
what was reported by Clarke and Ozga (2011), who found that SPE can lead to improved school
performance. This result is also associated with a UNESCO (2000) report, referring to improved
performance as a result of SPE implementation. However, there are a considerable number of

explanations that could be proposed for this finding.

For example, one possible explanation is that determining the strengths and weaknesses of

school performance can make it easier to enhance and control it, which may be cited as an
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important benefit of SPE. It also conforms other research published in this area such as
Tomlinson (2005) and Altrichter and Kemethofer (2015). In addition, Thiel and Bellmann
(2017) concur that the evaluation report produced by an evaluation team for a school can reduce

workload and save time for staff, while they focus on the reform process.

Moreover, it would seem that this result is due to accountability, although there is no strong
evidence of the role of accountability in the Saudi education system, especially in reference to
SPIS evaluation. Nevertheless, accountability could be the main factor behind improving school
performance. This explanation is consistent with numerous studies that have linked it to
enhanced performance (Mgller, 2009; Kwok, 2011). It may be because head teachers and
teachers are keen to apply criteria and indicators, due to their accountability (Robinson, 2012).
Hence, this gives rise to specific questions, such as, ‘Is it enough to apply the indicators to
enhance school performance?’ It would suggest that the current performance indicators should
be reviewed to see whether they are aligned with organisational objectives and evolving
expectations, thereby strengthening organisational results (Parmenter, 2015). Furthermore, the
way in which indicators are applied is more likely to contribute to the success of their impact.
It would seem that prior to the introduction of evaluation systems, Saudi schools were
traditionally managed in a very different way, namely through review by an evaluation team.

The benefits of this evaluation were recognised by the participants in this study.

6.4.4 Poor School Environment and Accountability

One of the points explored in relation to the third research question was the relationship of
accountability to the development of performance. The participants refused to answer questions
about any shortcomings in the performance of their school, but this might have been unrelated
to their unwillingness to accept accountability for their work. Instead, they may have observed
that the indicators used to measure school performance make no sense in their school.

However, in the responses to the final question, there was variation across the different school
environments. It is illogical to hold teachers accountable for failing to apply indicators that are
impossible to implement in their schools, such as a learning strategies indicator that requires a
minimum number of students in a class, or the use of specific technology, where there is only
a whiteboard. There are several possible explanations for this; one being that it is clearly an
effect of inefficient centralisation upon performance management and the entire process of

education reform, as mentioned by Fullan (2007). Centralisation also reduces the efficiency of
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the programmes being implemented, which has been mentioned previously (Alzaidi, 2008).
This then requires the application of indicators in advance of any evaluation to ensure that all
sides are fully informed, which is not currently achieved in the central system. It has
undoubtedly led to a lack of indicators for the most important requirement, which is the
identification of priorities for each school (O'Reilly, 2009).

Another possible explanation is that SPIS evaluators have not been eager to construct an
accurate system for recording the fruit of their teacher performance evaluation. This has meant
that the development of appropriate indicators for underprivileged or affluent school
environments has been overlooked. Thus, no consideration has been given to the applicability
of the performance indicators, leading to a poor-quality system. However, most studies have
demonstrated that neoliberalism is aimed at enhancing education quality and the adoption of a
system of accountability to ensure the quality of education performance (see subsection 3.4.3).
Nevertheless, the relationship between accountability, performance appraisal, and development

is broad and complex, which means that it requires more detailed attention in this study.

6.5 Summary

This chapter has discussed the quantitative and qualitative results of the current study, obtained
from a questionnaire and interviews with the research participants. This research has
investigated the influence of SPIS evaluation from the perspective of head teachers and
teachers. It also compares these findings with those that appear in the relevant literature and
juxtaposes them with existing theory. The results reveal a noticeable overlap between the
current study and previous studies in this field, especially in terms of the effect of evaluation
by applying performance indicators on the participants’ stress, workload and morale. In
addition, the results of this study align with those of previous research, concerning the influence
of this system on the organisation of school performance. However, they also contradict some
work carried out on the impact of SPIS on education quality. Here, the participants expressed
their negative perceptions of the change in education quality that has been brought about by the
current evaluation system. Moreover, this discussion demonstrated a strong relationship
between the emergence of these effects of SPE and the organisational approach adopted by the
Saudi Ministry of Education (centralisation). Additionally, a strong relationship was found
between these influences and accountability, although this is not clearly stated in Saudi SPIS.

Nevertheless, despite the fact that accountability had noticeably caused the participants a degree
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of stress, it had also helped them to achieve their goals, in that they feared negative results from
the evaluation of their schools. Most interestingly, this study generated certain findings that
have not been published by other researchers in the field, such as the participants’ reluctance to

express their views on specific issues.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

7.1 Introduction

As the final chapter in this thesis, the current chapter will conclude and summarise the study
(see section 7.2), highlighting the key findings. It will also endeavour to present answers to the
main research questions (see section 7.3). Additionally, the study’s original contribution to
knowledge will be explained (see section 7.4). The limitations of the conceptual framework and
research design will also be discussed (see section 7.5). Finally, recommendations for future

research will be made (see section 7.6).

7.2 Summary of the Study

As clarified in Chapter 1 of this thesis, Saudi Arabia is a developing country and it has taken
many steps to develop all sectors, including education. In particular, SPE has been instituted in
an attempt to reform Saudi education (Al Hakamy, 2008). As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3,
SPE has expanded worldwide as a key tool of education reform. Attention has also been paid
to the influence of SPE on teachers, in terms of increased stress, workload and morale
(Perryman et al., 2011; Ball, 2012; McVeigh, 2015). Moreover, in the Saudi context, school
evaluation has drawn the attention of numerous researchers (for example, Alballawi, 2009;
Alrwgee, 2012), who have discussed Saudi Arabia’s comprehensive evaluation programme in
terms of its effectiveness, impact and potential for development or research in the quality
assessment of schools (see, for example, Moussa, 2012). These researchers have looked at the
influence of SPIS — as an approach to the evaluation of school performance — on head teachers
and teachers, and some aspects of their wellbeing, such as stress levels and morale. However,
the perceptions and experiences of female head teachers and teachers, regarding school
improvement in a girls’ secondary school in Jeddah has not yet been considered, although a
similar topic has been discussed in Western research; for example, by Perryman et al. (2011) in
the UK context. Moreover, Penninckx et al. (2016) looked at the Flemish Inspectorate, but
purely in terms of stress and anxiety as a result of SPE’s impact on teachers. Finally, Ehren and
Visscher (2008) investigated the influence of SPE on school improvement, which is similar to

the aim of this current study.

In the present study, my knowledge of Saudi education and the current study findings revealed

aspects of the influence of SPE on head teachers and teachers. School performance has not been
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discussed before in this context, so this study represents an attempt to fill the gap in the existing
literature on what is known about the influence of SPE. The effect of evaluating school
performance using performance indicators was therefore investigated, with the aim of exploring
and gaining an understanding of the perceptions of head teachers and teachers, regarding school
reform in secondary schools in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia (using SPIS as a specific example).

The context of SPE is described in detail in Chapter 2 of this thesis. In the same Chapter, the
main theories relating to SPE, such as neoliberalism, performance management and the Saudi
evaluation system are also highlighted, iterated further in Chapter 3. This study was developed
out of a theoretical framework consisting of three conceptual frameworks, namely the
evaluation of school performance, accountability and performativity, explored in Chapter 4
from two main perspectives: theoretical and empirical. These three frameworks were important
for understanding and explaining the strength of their relationship with SPIS, which is the type

of evaluation applied in this study.

Since SPIS is used to evaluate school performance in schools in Jeddah, it was necessary to
understand the form and method of its application, as well as the surrounding discussion. It was
also important to understand accountability as a concept, because of its strong link with SPE
(Anderson, 2005; O’Neill, 2013). There is an interdependency between accountability and
performance evaluation, with performance results being used to keep teachers accountable. As
this relationship has an impact on teachers (Perryman et al., 2011), accountability is a key
concept in this study. The third concept is performativity, which is equally relevant here,
because SPIS uses indicators to evaluate school performance as a means of determining
achievement amongst schools, head teachers and teachers — referred to here as performativity
(Ball, 2012a). It was therefore considered essential in this study to understand the influence of
SPIS and what has already appeared in the literature on the topic of performativity and its
influence on head teachers and teachers (see section 3.3).

All of the above were taken into consideration when the research questions were formulated.
These research questions sought to identify the perceptions and experiences of head teachers
and teachers, concerning three important aspects of school performance and school life, namely
school monitoring, the influence of SPIS on the stress levels of head teachers and teachers, as
well as on their workload and morale, and the influence of SPIS on school improvement. In
order to address these questions, an interpretive paradigm was adopted, because the research

was focused on the participants’ views and opinions. Additionally, to collect the study data, |
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used an explanatory sequential multi-site case study mixed methods data collection design,
which included quantitative and qualitative approaches. The details and rationale for the
selected methodology are explained in Chapter 4, while an analysis of the collected data is
presented in Chapter 5, and a discussion of the results in relation to previous studies may be
found in Chapter 6. In the next section, the study findings will be summarised.

7.3 Summary of the Findings

The research questions in this study were concerned with demonstrating head teachers’ and
teachers’ experience and perceptions of the influence of SPIS on school performance. As
mentioned earlier (see section 1.2), the SPIS programme for evaluating school performance is
one of the main components of Saudi Arabia’s attempt to reform education. This reform was
conceived of for multiple reasons, such as economic and social factors (see section 1.2). Thus,
the study findings highlight Saudi Arabia’s attempts to reform education, the SPIS programme
and its procedures, and the effects of this type of evaluation on head teachers, teachers and

school performance.

Moreover, the results clearly demonstrate consistency in many points, with researchers such as
Perryman (2006), Ball (2012b) and other contributors in this field, examining the influence of
SPE on head teachers and teachers. The next sections will deal with the findings from each sub-
question separately, with the main research question worded as follows: What are head

teachers’ and teachers’ perceptions of the influence of SPIS on school performance?

This question was formulated to find out from immediate stakeholders how their work is
influenced by school education reform, where the Ministry of Education implements a new
programme of reform. These stakeholders were selected, because they are part of the
educational context, with experience that would enable them to refer to its weaknesses,
strengths and influence. The findings derived through the sub-questions were diverse, but in
general, they raised important points; some relating to the system and the way in which it
operates, and some concerning its influence on SPIS implementation, such as centralisation and
the system’s lack of accountability in the Ministry of Education. Moreover, it refers to the
negative influence of SPIS implementation on teachers’ wellbeing, in terms of increased stress
and workload. Additionally, the findings elaborate on the influence of SPIS implementation in
terms of school improvement. However, these points will be explained further in the following

paragraphs, in a discussion of each sub-question.
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RSQ 1: What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the influence

of SPIS on school monitoring?

This first sub-question enquired into mentoring by SPIS, and it sought to explore the
perceptions of head teachers and teachers in this regard. The most important issues addressed
in this study include the awareness of SPIS monitoring and the techniques applied amongst key
stakeholders in their monitoring of teachers and head teachers. The findings for this sub-
question will be outlined here, relating to the monitoring of head teachers and teachers by key
stakeholders, the appropriateness of the SPIS monitoring techniques applied, and the level of

awareness of SPIS monitoring.

7.3.1 Monitoring by Key Stakeholders

The aim of this question was to explore evaluation activities in schools and whether the Ministry
of Education considers the necessary procedures when a new programme or system is
implemented. This involves an attempt to eliminate any trace of the old system, while
encouraging teachers to focus on the new system and its requirements. A number of points
emerged from the study results, such as the high level of observation that was found to take
place in schools. According to the responses from the head teachers and teachers, various
stakeholders evaluated school performance twice in the same year, and the participants were
able to easily distinguish between the two types of evaluation. For instance, one type of
monitoring was conducted by school stakeholders, head teachers, and the head teachers’
assistants, and this was regarded as SSE. However, it is difficult to consider monitoring by
school advisors as self-evaluation, because these advisors are from outside the school.
Therefore, it was clear that the schools were evaluated differently over the course of the year:
once through SPIS and once by school advisors. It illustrates the lack of co-ordination between
schools and the Ministry of Education in Saudi Arabia, especially where teachers and
policymakers are concerned. Each initiative works toward the same goals and performs the
same tasks, using the same people, which results in a waste of time and money. It also increases
teachers’ workload, and it could be a reason behind the stress and low morale suffered by
teachers in this context. From the review of the relevant literature in this study, new
programmes of school evaluation in other countries, such as the UK, have involved
discontinuing previous evaluation programmes. For example, in the UK, the government

established Ofsted and no other programme of school evaluation is in operation (Ouston et al.,
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2017). This study reveals that the opposite is true of Saudi education. Therefore, the next
subsection will look at the perceptions of head teachers and teachers, concerning the

appropriateness of SPIS monitoring techniques.

7.3.2 Awareness of SPIS Monitoring

The most obvious finding to emerge from the data in this case study was the lack of awareness
amongst head teachers and teachers of the SPIS monitoring process, especially in terms of the
specific time of the evaluation and the main areas of its focus. Moreover, the findings
demonstrate the policies followed by SPIS, which consider teachers to be the second level of
contact when approaching head teachers and advisers about applying SPIS indicators.
Nevertheless, the application of indicators is one of the jobs of a schoolteacher. Moreover, the
teachers demonstrated a lack of information and lack of training; they were unclear about how
they should respond to inspection and did not understand KPIs, which showed their poor
accountability in this matter. Thus, it could become counter-productive, with the indicators
being neglected, or a negative staff culture forming in response to having to meet SPIS
requirements. Additionally, unclear information about the system could lead to
misunderstanding amongst teachers, who may then proceed to implement it in the wrong way.
Hence, the next subsection raises another issue related to SPIS monitoring, namely the
appropriateness of SPIS monitoring techniques.

7.3.3 The Appropriateness of SPIS Monitoring Techniques

SPIS is used to evaluate school performance and it consists of applying performance indicators.
The participants in this current study were asked about the appropriateness of these indicators,
but most were not convinced that they were appropriate monitoring techniques. Conversely,
another issue emerged in this regard, consisting of the participants’ inability to read
performance tables. Additionally, the results relating to whether the indicators reflected the
school’s aims illustrated that the participants were unsure about the representativeness of these
indicators in expressing their school’s goals or indicating their school’s strengths and
weaknesses. Nevertheless, the results were interesting, because they showed that while the
system was capable of identifying strengths, it was less certain that it could highlight
weaknesses. Most of the results in this case refer to a lack of awareness of the focus of

monitoring, or when it should take place. This may be related to the lack of information on the
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system among head teachers and teachers. Correspondingly, according to Lowes (2016), if

teachers do not trust the system, they will not apply it effectively.

RSQ 2: What are head teachers’ and teachers’ experiences and perceptions of the influence

of SPIS on their stress levels, workload and morale?

The perceptions of head teachers and teachers, regarding the influence of SPIS implementation
as a means of evaluating their schools, refers to three important issues relating to their
wellbeing: workload, stress and morale. These topics have been discussed across the world by
many evaluation experts. However, in the Arab context, to the best of my knowledge, there has
been no research conducted on the influence of SPE on head teachers and teachers. Instead,
there have been studies on evaluation in general, or on pressure and morale from the perspective
of head teachers and teachers. Hence, this renders the current study novel in its field; generating
results that are important, because they especially target stress, workload and morale. These
results will be summarised below, beginning with workload as an influence of SPIS

implementation.

7.3.3.1 Workload

The most important results regarding workload indicated that the head teachers did not reveal
their thoughts, perceptions or feelings about workload, while the teachers were ready to discuss
this issue. However, this result is not confirmed by other research, which makes it crucial to
discuss the underlying reasons, especially as the approach to SPE in KSA is rooted in
neoliberalism (see subsection 2.2.2). This has been adopted from the Western context, where
the principles of free speech encourage head teachers and teachers to join the discussion on
education and educational reform. More specifically, as regards the issue of applying a new
programme, which must be developed and improved every year to achieve the goal of
evaluating school performance, its advantages and shortcomings must be identified by head
teachers and teachers, drawing upon their experience of using the programme over a period of
years. This provided that they are given the freedom to express their opinions and feel secure
enough to do so. Therefore, it could be said that their lack of voice in some way points to their
abandonment of the programme, as they do not express their honest perceptions of its
improvement or development. However, this is certainly not what the Saudi Ministry of

Education wish for.
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Nevertheless, this may not be feasible, if participants are reluctant to talk honestly or freely.
Additionally, the results relating to workload demonstrate that teachers are obliged to work
harder than head teachers, because of this evaluation. Therefore, they are more prone than head
teachers to illness and absenteeism. These results confirm the findings from other studies, which
also report on the negative relationship between teachers and SPE, which needs to be resolved

by the decision-makers.

7.3.3.2 Stress

The results of this section confirm other findings from previous studies, which have revealed
increased stress levels due to SPE (Galton & MacBeath, 2008; Ball, 2012b; Bailey & Colley,
2015). For example, this corresponds to Al-Omari and Wuzynani’s (2013) findings that
accountability, which uses judgment to hold teachers accountable, increases stress levels. In
addition, the results presented in this subsection show that head teachers and teachers are more
exposed to stress if they work for a school that is evaluated using SPIS. Aside from this, the
results of this present study indicate that teachers have greater exposure than head teachers to
stress, which is confirmed by Ramos and Unda (2016), who refer to the link between teaching
jobs and increased stress. In fact, a considerable number of studies discuss the relationship
between teachers’ stress and performance evaluation, such as Galton and MacBeath (2008),
Bailey and Colley (2015) and Lightfoot (2016), where the findings reveal the weaknesses of
the indicators and their application as a source of stress and increased pressure. Additionally,
the above authors consider a poor working environment to be the main reason for the struggle

experienced by teachers and for increased stress while applying indicators.

7.3.3.3 Morale

Regarding head teachers’ and teachers’ morale and SPIS evaluation of school performance, a
discrepancy was found between the quantitative and qualitative findings. The quantitative
results relating to morale were negative, indicating a low opinion of SPIS evaluation, while the

qualitative results were generally positive.

The sampled head teachers and teachers were dissatisfied with the process of applying SPIS,
including its administration, recommendations and reports. However, in the research
interviews, they cited the benefits that they had gained from SPIS implementation, in terms of

organising their work and protecting their achievements. However, this result might not be
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accurate, as the participants could merely be cautious in their comments about the system, for
fear of being identified. Although I did my best as the researcher to make them comfortable and
assured them that their identity would not be revealed, the Ministry’s rules are strict and
presented a block to them speaking freely. Hence, this indicates the importance of discussing
the Ministry’s rules and encouraging head teachers and teachers to critique the system. The
following paragraphs summarise the findings for the second sub-question, relating to the

participants’ perceptions.

RSQ3: How do head teachers and teachers describe and understand their accountability

under SPIS in relation to school improvement?

The important quantitative result corresponding to this question was obtained from the head
teachers and teachers with regard to their willingness to reveal their opinions of education
quality as an influence of SPIS evaluation; whereupon the head teachers preferred not to share
their views, unlike the teachers. Moreover, the head teachers were more positive about the
influence of SPIS on improving their students’ behaviour and attendance, while the teachers
expressed a negative opinion of this aspect of performance. However, the qualitative results
demonstrated that the participants were in agreement over the positive influence of SPIS
evaluation on many aspects of school performance, such as the organisation and safeguarding

of their work and achievements.

In addition, the findings demonstrate the teachers’ objection to being asked about improving
school evaluation, at a time when school environments are suffering due to a lack of equipment
and inability to apply the programme’s indicators. The teachers therefore considered this to be
inappropriate and illogical. Besides, the results generated by this research question from the
interviews with teachers revealed that the SPIS programme did not aim to make teachers
accountable for enhancing evaluation; rather, it aimed to help them improve their work,
according to the selected indicators established by the Ministry, in order to achieve their
educational goals. It was also found that schools in Jeddah suffer because of a lack of

appropriate equipment, which would otherwise enable them to apply SPIS indicators.

7.4 Original Contribution

There are six specific contributions to knowledge made by this study, which are as follows:
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To the researcher’s knowledge, the theoretical contribution of this study lies in its
discussion of the influence of performativity, as well as the dark side of applying SPE
frameworks that are rooted in neoliberalism and performance indicators, such as
increased stress amongst teachers and head teachers, or increased workload. These
specific points have not been discussed in the Saudi education literature before. This is
despite the enthusiasm to implement OECD, World Bank and other recommendations by
international institutions, which are interested in reforming education as a means of
economic development; for example, by introducing evaluation and strategies for
learning. This key aspect, which also supports previous recommendations surrounding
the importance of evaluation, has overlooked teachers’ satisfaction, psychological
wellbeing and self-confidence. Therefore, this study has attempted to shed light on these
issues and ignite debate around them, in order to find a solution to the problems that they
present; thereby reflecting positively on education reform and avoiding any negative
effects on those who play a major role in the process, especially teachers and head

teachers.

. Although this study is not primarily intended to discuss the empowerment of women, the

fact that all the participants were female represents another important contribution of this
study, which is to give female head teachers and teachers a voice to express their opinions
and illuminate their experience of education reform in Saudi Arabia. This is especially
pertinent, since Saudi women do not play a major role in decision-making in education.
It makes it even more crucial to enable them to communicate their views on key issues

pertaining to the implementation of change and reform in education.

. This study contributes to the debate on the theory-practice gap, relating to the influence

of evaluation through performance indicators on head teachers and teachers. This study
has revealed new issues associated with the SPIS system: its ambiguity, inconsistency,
unpredictability and lack of clarity, with implications for its validity, reliability and
trustworthiness. Consequently, head teachers and teachers tend to struggle with the

system, leading to increased stress and workload.

Accountability in SPIS is unclear to head teachers and teachers, with no consequences
being identified for poor performance. This suggests the need for a clear
conceptualisation of the relationship between the application of accountability, and the

laying down of a foundation for holding schools, head teachers and teachers accountable
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for their performance, and for successful SPE implementation. This would encourage
schools and their academic staff to meet performance indicators at a high level of quality,
resulting in education reform. It could be considered as a further contribution of this
present study, with findings that highlight the importance of accountability in facilitating
and enhancing education reform; leading to positive change in the direction of neoliberal

goals, and consequently helping to develop the economy and wider society.

iv. SPIS measures performance based on specific indicators. It is a system that is rooted in
Western neoliberalism, which requires decentralisation. It is therefore incompatible with
centralised systems, because centralised systems direct SPIS according to a top-down
hierarchy, beginning with the Ministry of Education, and followed by education
administrators, head teachers and finally, teachers. Lower down the information trail,
teachers are left uninformed about many important aspects of SPIS, their role within it,
and their responsibilities and accountability for meeting KPIs. Improved communication,
the provision of appropriate training, and the involvement of head teachers and teachers
could overcome many of the problems identified in this study. Another alternative would
be to move towards a less centralised system, but this alone would offer no guarantee of

information reaching the school, head teachers or teachers.

v. In terms of the context, the present study findings could help many Saudi education
organisations and entities, such as the Saudi Ministry of Education, to become more
effective by encouraging them to pay more attention to teachers. This would ensure that
they were partners in the process, listening to their views and benefiting from their
experience within the process of education reform. In addition, the results reveal the
weaknesses of SPIS. These need to be addressed, in order to improve and develop the
system, so that its negative effects on teachers can be reduced or eliminated, while its
positive impact is captured.

7.5 Limitations of the Conceptual Framework and Research Design
The limitations of this study are presented below:

1. A lack of capacity to generalise

The first limitation of this study is its non-generalisability. Due to limited time and

resources | selected Jeddah as the study context, because it is the second city in KSA, and
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because this is where | used to live and work before starting my PhD. Moreover, | chose
a secondary school, because | was previously a secondary school teacher, with solid
experience of the system. Thus, the findings of the current study cannot be generalised,
but they do provide important findings that should inform any future reviews or
development of SPE in Saudi Arabia.

2. Scope of the study and sampling

All the participants were female, because | am a female researcher. In Saudi culture, at
the time of data collection (2017), a female researcher was not permitted to make face-
to-face contact with boys’ schools, male head teachers or male teachers. Therefore, only
female head teachers and teachers were selected for this study. In addition, the number
of head teachers and teachers interviewed was small, which may have limited the
potential to gather extensive information, compared to the scope offered by a large

number of participants and their perceptions.
3. Limitations in terms of time, cost, population and instruments

The timeframe and resources for this study were limited. Moreover, just two research
instruments were used. However, the implementation of more research tools such as
school documentation (SPIS reports) could add credibility to the study. Furthermore, this
study focused exclusively on teachers and head teachers in Jeddah, while inspectors were

not involved.

7.6 Implications for Practice
7.6.1 Implications for Teachers and Head Teachers

I. The role of teachers and head teachers in reforming education first requires them to
believe in the process and to demand the right to participate. The most important aspect
of their participation is their right to express their views on every application or
programme that they are asked to implement, and to avoid any unjustifiable fear. This
could be achieved through written communication with the Minister of Education and
programme officials, or via professional social media communities of practice, as a
platform for expressing their views. They could then find out from the evaluation team
the procedures for a school visit, how and when they will learn about plans to visit their

school, and how they can contribute to the programme’s development. Their opinions
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would enhance the process of education reform, as it would relieve the burden on head
teachers and teachers; helping them to solve their problems by empowering them to be
agents of change. In addition, it would help improve and reform education, thereby
achieving the wider community’s aspirations towards better educational outcomes and
enhanced skills amongst students. Thus, it would support the community both

economically and socially.

As teachers predominantly turn to online sources of information about SPIS, the
implication is that these resources should be easily accessible, high quality, up to date and
supplemented with links to help with queries. Therefore, it is recommended in this study

to include content on implications for the Ministry of Education.

Education reform requires following up the recommendations of global institutions such
as UNESCO, which supports the idea that a teacher's work is not limited to teaching.
Thus, teachers must be encouraged to accept change in their profession and job
requirements, which include documentation and the implementation of new teaching
strategies. This new description of the teaching profession should also be provided to new

teachers in their initial teacher-training and orientation programmes.

7.6.2 Implications of SPIS

The implementation of multiple evaluation programmes has had a negative influence on
teachers and school performance by adding to their teaching workload. Therefore, the
Ministry of Education should ensure that their programme of school evaluation is the only
one applied in Saudi schools, and that other previous programmes are abandoned if they
have the same mission of evaluating school performance, in order to avoid duplication,

confusion and excessive burdens on staff.

. In terms of mentoring, information about the system and the processes for its application

should be consistently distributed across all schools, before the monitoring visits take
place.

The role of SPIS is not clear for teachers. Therefore, the Organizational Guide and the
website should include all necessary information through podcasts/videos and
PowerPoint slides, which head teachers and teachers can access and apply to achieve

success in the system.
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IV. The relationship between SPIS and accountability is unclear. Therefore, schools need
more information about this and what is expected with regard to their results after
evaluation.

V. The performance table has not yet been published and so teachers are unable to read the
report, which consequently affects their motivation to improve their school’s
performance, as they have no awareness of the strengths or weaknesses of their

performance.

7.6.3 Policy Recommendations
The following policy recommendations emerged from this study:

I. The findings provide a knowledge base for school evaluation and assessment in Jeddah.
There is a need for this to be built on in other urban areas of Saudi Arabia, so that practices
can be compared. This will create a national knowledge base from which lessons can be

learnt.

Il. Teachers and head teachers should be involved in a regular cycle of reviewing school
evaluation and assessment practices in Saudi Arabia, in order to respond to the strong

interest in this area and the issues that are evident at national level.

I11. There is clearly a need for greater consistency in the way that SPIS is implemented across
schools; specifically, the information and notice that staff receive prior to an inspection
visit, and the way that the inspection results are subsequently communicated. This would
ensure the effective application of the results by staff, parents and other stakeholders.

Current practices should be reviewed and improved.

IV. There is great need for continuing professional development amongst teachers and head
teachers with regard to SPE. Since many teachers search online for information prior to
a school inspection visit, authoritative online resources would serve this purpose well.
These would then need to be augmented by face-to-face learning and development

opportunities for all staff, which should include training for inspectors.

V. Communication channels were impaired, due to the centralised nature of education in
Saudi Arabia. By moving towards a more decentralised model, clearer channels of

communication might be created, along with autonomy for school staff to address
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deficiencies in the current system. This would allow head teachers, for example, to source

training for staff.

VI. The results showed that teachers in schools reported a poor classroom environment,
especially in technological aspects and were sometimes expected by SPIS inspectors to
use technology not provided by the school (see p.155 for example). Therefore, aspects of
SPIS relating to technology need to be reviewed and/or funding for technology made a
priority.

VII. The results showed an increase in the burden on teachers, which resulted in many
working overtime (see 7.3.3.1). There is consequently a need for the Ministry of
Education to find ways to support teachers and head teachers, so that their core work is
not affected by school evaluation procedures. One solution would be to appoint classroom
assistants to help staff prepare documents, thereby relieving the pressure on teaching staff

by assisting them with their duties.

VIII. The results also showed an increase in stress and low morale among head teachers and
teachers. This underlines the need for free and confidential staff welfare and counselling
services, which would help staff withstand work pressure and ensure that school

evaluation procedures do not have a negative effect on their performance.

7.7 Recommendations for Future Research

I. The current study has investigated the perceptions of head teachers and teachers from
Jeddah, concerning the influence of SPIS. It would therefore be beneficial to compare
the results of this current study with those derived for another region or city, in order to

identify any similarities or differences.

ii. In this study, a small sample of 64 head teachers and 109 teachers was used. It would
consequently be more useful to conduct a similar study with a larger sample size.
Additionally, because of the constraints of Saudi culture, as a female researcher, | was
only able to collect data from female participants. Therefore, it would be beneficial to

include both genders in the sample in future research.
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iii. This study did not involve any SPIS inspectors. Hence, it would be insightful to conduct
further research that included the perceptions of SPIS inspectors and decision-makers, as

well as the views of teachers and head teachers.

iv. The findings from this study demonstrate the importance of accountability in the
improvement of the evaluation process. Therefore, it is highly recommended that this

variable should be researched further in future work.

7.8 Summary

As the final chapter of this thesis, the current chapter summarises the study (see section 7.2)
and its findings (see section 7.3) and discusses its original contribution to knowledge (see
section 7.4). The limitations of the study’s conceptual framework (see section 7.5) and research
design are illustrated, and some of the implications of this study for practice have been
discussed. Finally, some suggestions for future research in this area (see section 7.7) have been
made. In this study, there has been an attempt to contribute to Saudi education reform;
presenting the views and experiences of head teachers and teachers, as they give voice to their
own and the community’s hopes and desires for change and development in education.
Knowledge of their views will undoubtedly lead to a better understanding of many of their
attitudes towards and ideas for improvement to the systems that can be applied to education

reform. As eloquently articulated by Locke:

the improvement of understanding is for two ends: first, our own increase of knowledge;
secondly, to enable us to deliver that knowledge to others. (Locke, 1998 , p.208)
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Priorities for school performance indicators

1- Academic achievement

2- Student behaviors and values

3- Active learning.

4- -Evaluation (teaching performance - teachers ' functional performance __
gualitative performance of the school).

5- School discipline

6- Professional development

7- Evaluation of the construction and implementation of school plans

8- School environment

9- Support services

10- technical visits of subjects supervisors.

11- Technical visits to the school leadership supervisor.

12- Initiatives

13- Student guidance

14- Student activity

15- School operational budget

Instructions for application of the school performance leadership indicators

First: The application of the school performance leadership indicators js_
assigned to the school leadership section of the education department.
Supervision of the application in the education offices is also assigned to one
of the school leadership supervisors. The tasks of the evaluation specialist are
to be managed by the educational supervision department or the education
office in rehahilitation and support.

Second: the school gualitative assessment (the second tool) is applied to all
schools at 100% per cent.

Third: The gualitative assessment teams for the school performance are
formed as follows:
» Educational Supervisor (Chairman of the team).
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» Two members of the schools leaders and their agents (with the following

two conditions)

1- All the team members (school leaders and agents) should receive the
Qualitative Assessment Qualifications Document from the Department
of Educational Supervision or the Education Office after passing the
qualifying program.

2- The assessment process should be done in a circular rather than
reciprocal way, so that the number of teams is equal to the number of
educational supervisors,

Fourth: The assessment specialist in the Department of Educational
Supervision or the Office of Education, offers three rehabilitation programs,
each of which is not less than two days for educational supervisors, school
leaders and agents. This is followed by a process of ewvaluation of the
participants through written and practical tests, after that the Department of
Educational Supervision will grant a certificate of qualification to those who
pass the assessment by 80%, and those who have not yet passed, will take
other tests.

Fifth: The educational achievement indicators are distributed among the
educational supervisors. The tasks of the educational supervisor are to apply
the indicator on the schools and follow up the application until the final
statement in the order of the schools is handed over to the supervisor of the
school leadership responsible for the implementation process.

Sixth: The Director of Educational Supervision or the Director of the Education
office creates a team of (one educational supervisor, members of school
leaders and agents) three to five members. Each team shall apply the
indicators according to the implementation procedures.

Seventh: In exceptional cases, it is possible to form teams under the
chairmanship and membership of school leaders and their agents only without
the participation of the educational supervision provided that coordination
with the General Directorate of Educational Supervision should be applied
before the implementation process, even it is online or electronically.
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Eighth: The circular sent to the schools, containing the results of the school's
gualitative evaluation (the second tool), should include the following:

1-
2-

The circular should include a number and a date.

The class order should be classified as five titles classification with the
following ([distinct performance, good performance, average
performance, low performance, inappropriate performance), It is not
true otherwise.

The circular should reach all schools, and if it does not reach more than
one school, it is not considered a circular.

The circular should specify the main incentives to be provided to the less
performing schools according to the results of the qualitative
assessment.

The circular should include a specification of the main features of the
corrective programs for the schools of the two categories (low
performance) and (inappropriate performance).

Minth: The Department of Educational Supervision communicates with other
departments and sections in the Department of Education, then , each
department or section has to prepare its assessment card according to the
specifications and points specified in this guide
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huestionnaire for Headteachers

SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFOERMATION

The section below 1s designed to determine the length of vour work experience at the school, position, qualifications
and date of last evaluation. (SPIS evaluation)

fmstruction: Please, tick (1\") the response that corresponds with vour background mformation.

1-What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?

Diploma |:| Degree |:| Master's |:| PhD |:I

Any other? (Please SPECifil) .o eeeseeieses e ssess s sss s es st nmsaass s s sassnn st senes .
2- How many vears have you been working as a headteacher?
Less than 1 year |:| 1-2 years |:I 3- 6 years |:| 7 and more years |:|

3- How many years have vou been working as a headteacher in this school?

Less than 1 vear :l 1-2 years |:I 3- 6 vears :l 7 and more vears :l
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SECTION B: school monitoring

This section is designed to explore frequency of SPIS monitoring; and, monitored teaching, headteachers’

awareness of when the SPIS monitoring will take place, as well as the various monitoring techniques used in
SPIS.

School monitoring in this questionnaire focuses on the SPIS evaluation.
1- How often is monitoring conducted by each of the following people:

By school advisor

Never :l Once to three times per year E four times and more per year :

By SPIS

Never I:I Once to three times per vear I:I four times and more per vear I:I

2- Areyou aware of when PISE monitoring will take place

Never I:I seldom : sometimes I—Iusually I—Ialwavs I:I

3~ Are you aware of what the SPIS monitoring will focus on?

Never I:I seldom : sometimesl Iusuallyl Ialwavs I I

4~ In your opinion are the monitoring techniques appropriate?

Never I:I seldom : sometimesl Iusuallyl Ialwavs I I

Please exXplain YOUTL @NSWET ... ... .ttt e n e et e e en e e nn e
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5- Are you able to recall your school’s approximate figures from the performance tables?

Never |:| seldom |:| sometimes |:| usually | |a|wa\rs | |

6- Are your school’s aims expressed in KPI terms?

Never :l seldom :l sometimes |:| usuall',rl |always | |

7- Do KPIs identify the key strengths of your school?

Never |:| seldom |:| sometimes |:| usuallyl |a|wavs | |

8- Do KPIs help identify the main weakness of your school?

Never :l seldom :l sometimes |:| usuallyl |a|ways | |
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SECTION D: Workload and stress

This section is designed to explore workload and stress. To be clear Stress in this questionnaire refers to the
emotional, phvsiological and/or behavioural response to demands and pressures.

A- Workload
7- 1 do not feel pressure due to workload resulting from SPIS evaluation.

Strongly disagree |:I Disagree |:| undecided |:|Ag;ree |:I strongly agree I:I

2- ['work long hours due to SPIS evaluation.

Strongly disagree |:| Disagree |:| undecided |:| Agree :l strongly agree I:I

B- Stress|

1- In general, how stressful do you find being a headteacher of scholl evaluating by SPIS

Not at all stressful I:I Mildly stressful:I. Moderately stressful I:I
Very stressful I:I . Extremely stressful I:I

If you experienced stress, please explain what aspects of SPIS evaluation caused the stress in your opimion

2- In the six months after the SPIS evaluation did you have time off due to stress?

Never |:| seldom |:| sometimes | |usua||y | |a|way5 |:|
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SECTION C: headteachers’ morale

Section E. This section is designed to explore the morale of headteachers.

7= Overall, I am satisfied with the administration provided by the SPIS evaluation team.

Strongly agree I:I ml:' Disagree : Strongly disagree E

2- The demands placed on me by the SPIS evaluation were reasonable.

Strongly agree :] éﬂl’.ﬁﬁ:] Disagree [:] Strongly disagree [:I

3- The SPIS evaluation provided appropriate opportunities for the headteacher to work productively

with the evaluation team.

Strongly agree :] éﬂl’.ﬁﬁ:] Disagree [:] Strongly disagree [:I

4- The oral feedback and the written report from SPIS were consistent.

Strongly agree [:] Amgl:] Disagree [: Strongly disagree [:]

5- The SPIS evaluation identified clear recommendations for improvement.
Strongly agree I:I Agree. I:I Disagree : Strongly disagree :
6- 1 will use the SPIS evaluation’s recommendations to move the school/ my teaching forward.

Strongly agree :I Ag);gg: Disagree : Strongly disagree :’

7= 1 am satisfied that the views of pupils were explored by SPIS inspectors.

Strongly agree I:I MIQQIZI Disagree : Strongly disagree :
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SECTION D: School improvement

This section is designed to explore the quality of education and what pupils have achieved after
evaluation, in terms of educational standards, pupils’ behaviour and pupils’ attendance. In addition, it
will look at professional development opportunities, professional opportunities for teachers and the
working environment in the schools.

Since the SPIS evaluation has there been a change in:

1. The quality of education provided

Improvement I:]I\’o change :L)eten’oration I:bnable to say :]

2. Educational standards achieved by pupils

Improved [:}No change DDeterioratedE Unable to say E

3. Pupils’ behaviour

Improved :.\’o change :Lbetefiorated :bnable to say E

4. Pupils’ attendance

Improved :}No changeE Deteriorated: Unable to say :

[Would you be willing to take part in a 30-40-minute research interview to discuss your experience of SPIS
evaluation in more detail?

YES l INO I |

Please add your email contact address if you would like to be contacted for the interviews:

© Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. ©

8
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Questionnaire for teachers

SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The section below 1s designed to determine the length of your work experience at the school, position, qualifications
and date of last SPS evaluation.

Istruction: Please, tick ("\.") the response that corresponds with your background information.

1- What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?

Diploma :l Degree |:| Master’s :l PhD :l
|

ANy other? (Please SPeCifif) ..ottt saessess e as st ass s sans e aesase s .

2- How many vears have you been working as a teacher?

Less than 1 vear :l 1-2 vears :l 3- 6 vears :l? and more years :l

3- How many vears have vou been working as a teacher in this school?

Less than 1 vear :l 1-2 vears :l 3- 6 vears :l? and more years :l
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SECTION B: school monitoring

This section 1s designed to explore frequency of SPIS monitoring; and, monitored teaching, teachers’
awareness of when the SPIS monitoring will take place, as well as the various monitoring techniques used in
SPIS. Also, it 15 designed to explore the use and awareness of key performance indicators (KPIs) of SPS
evaluation; which include four questions. They are related to the ability of teacher to read performance
tables, KPI and its ability to identify the strengths and weakness of school performance. To be clear, key
performance indicators (KPIs) in this questionnaire refer to a tool that measures the achievement scores in
schools and describe their performance

School monitoring in this questionnaire focuses on the SPIS evaluation

1- How often monitoring is conducted by each of the following people? :

By Head teacher

Never :l Once to three times per year :l four times and more per year :l

By head teacher’s assistant

Never :l Once to three times per year :l four times and more per yvear

By other teaching staff

Never :l Once to three times per year :l four times and more per year

By school advisor

Never |:| Once to three times per year |:| four times and more per year

By SPS

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Never :l Once to three times per year :l four times and more per year
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SECTION D: Workload and stress

This section 1s designed to explore workload and stress. To be clear stress in this questionnaire refers to the
emotional, physiological and/or behavioural response to demands and pressures.

A- Workload

7~ I do not feel pressure due to workload resulting from SPIS evaluation.

Strongly disagree |:| Disagree |:| undecided | |Agree | | strongly agree E

2~ Twork long hours duve to SPIS evaluation.

Strongly disagree |:| Disagree |:| undecided | |Ag:ree | | strongly agree E|

B- Stress

1- In general, how stressful do you find being a teacher? in school evaluated by SPS

Not at all stressful :] Mildly stresstﬂ:] . Moderately stressful :]
Very stressful :] Extremely stressful :]

If you experienced stress, please explain what aspects of SPS evaluation caused the stress in your opinion:

2- In the six months after the SPS evaluation did yvou have time off due to Stress?

Never |:| seldom |:| sometimes |:| usuallvl lalways l I

3- Do you feel that vour illness was linked to the evaluation?

Major contributing factor |:| contributing factor |:| Minor contributing factor |:|
MWat ronnectad :
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SECTION E: teachers’ morale

This section 1s designed to explore the morale of teachers.

7~ Owerall, I am satisfied with the administration provided by the SPS evaluation team.

Strongly agree |:| AgreeIZI Disagree |:| Strongly disagree |:I

2- The demands placed on me by the SPS evaluation were reasonable.

Strongly agree :l AgreelZI Disagree :l Strongly disagree |:I

3- The oral feedback and the written report from SPS were consistent.

Strongly agree :l AgreelZI Disagree :l Strongly disagree |:I

4~ The SPS evaluation identified clear recommendations for improvement.

Strongly agree :I AgmeIZl Disagree :I Strongly disagree |:|

5- 1T will use the SPS evaluation’s recommendations to move the school/ my teaching forward.
Strongly agree :l Agree I:l Disagree :l Strongly disagree :l

6 - I am satisfied that the views of pupils were explored by SPS inspectors
Strongly agree :l Agree :I Disagree Strongly disagree :I

7~ The benefits of the SPS evaluation outweigh the negative aspects.

Strongly agree :l Agree :I Disagree :l Strongly disagree :I
&= Overall, I am satisfied with the way the SPS evaluation was carried out.

Strongly agree :l AgreeIZI Disagree :l Strongly disagree :I
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[ SECTION F: School improvement

This section 1s designed to explore the quality of education and what pupils have achieved after evaluation, in
terms of educational standards, pupils’ behaviour and pupils’ attendance. In addition, it will look at

professional development opportunities, professional opportunities for teachers and the working environment
in the schools.

Since the SPS evaluation has there been a change in:

1. The guality of education provided

Improvement I:lNo change |:|Deteri0rat:ion |:|Unable to say |:|

2. Educational standards achieved by pupils

Improved |:|No change |:|Deteriorated|:| Unable to say |:|

3. Paupils’ behaviour

Improved I:lNo change |:|Deta'iorated |:|Unable to say |:|

4. Pupils’ attendance

Improved I:lNo change|:| ]:Z'vf:tariorat—adlzI Unable to say |:|

242



Appendix 111

Provisional Semi-Structured Interview’s Matrix for teachers, tailored to teachers’

experience of leading SPIS evaluation and monitoring at the school.

Thank you for taking the time to complete both the teacher Questionnaire and
agreeing to take part in this 40-minute interview. The interview should take about 30-
40 minutes. Are you available to respond to some questions now?

Questions

I would like to ask you some questions about your background, your education
and some experience you have had with the SPIS evaluation process.

What professional and academic qualifications do you hold? How long have
you been a teacher in this school?

Tell me about your role at this school.

Have you worked as a teacher in another school before this? If yes, where and
for how long?

How often do you get involved in SPIS evaluation?

Thank you, it was helpful. Could we now talk about Public Education
Evaluation Commission (SPIS)?

In general, what do you think about SPIS and its influence on the
improvements in education?

Now let us talk about your experience with SPIS evaluation.

| am interested in learning about what happens when you have a SPIS
evaluation. First, tell me how are you informed that a SPIS evaluation will take
place.

Then, what happens?

As a teacher, to what extent you are committed to this evaluation?

Thank you for your explanation, now we can talk about the first step of SPIS
evaluation. Can you as a teacher in school evaluated by SPIS describe your
experience of being monitored by SPIS 2

Do you think there is any difference between monitoring by SPIS and by
Ministry of education supervisors?

From your experience, what would you avoid/remove in SPIS’s monitoring and
what do you think would be useful to add and why?

Thank you for all information. It will help my research. Now I want to talk
about Key performance indicators (KPIs) in PEEC. Do you think that the KPIs
reflect best practice in school performance and why? In your opinion, as a
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teaches. does SPIS indicator system help identify your key success factors?
Why do you think SPIS|can help your school achieve its aims and objectives?
In your opinion, are there KPIs in PEEC that cannot be achieved and why? If

you had the opportunity to add some KPIs to SPIS KPIs what would they be
and why? If you have nothing to add, please tell me why.
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Appendix IV

Institute of Education
Ethical Approval Form A (May 2015 version)

University of Reading E

Tick one:
Staff project: PhDv EdD

Name of applicant (s): Azzah Alsubsaie

University of
Reading

Title of project: The impact of PEEC evaluation on private secondary schools in Jeddah from the perspective of

teachers and head teachers.
Name of supervisor (for student projects): Dr. Karen Jones.
Please complete the form below including relevant sections overleaf.

Have you prepared an Information Sheet for participants and/or their parents/carers
that:

a ins the s) of the

b) explains how they have been selected as potential participants

c) gives a full, fair, and clear account of what will be asked of them and how the information
that they provide will be used

AYAY AN

d) makes clear that participation in the project is voluntary

e) explains the arrangements to allow participants to withdraw st any stage if they wish

AYAYAS

f) explains the arrangements to ensure the confidentiality of any material collected during the
| project. including secure arrangements for its storage retention, and disposal

@) explains the arrangements for publishing the research results and, if confidentiality may be
affected, for obtaining written consent for this

h) explains the arrangements for providing participants with the research results if they wish
to have them

i) gives the name and designation of the member of staff with responsibility for the project,
together with contact details, including email. If any of the project investigators are students
st the IoE, then this information must be included and their names provided

k) explains, where applicable. the arrangements for expenses and other payments to be
made to the participants

j) includes 8 standard statement indicating the process of ethical review undergone by the
project at the University, as follows:

‘This projact has been reviewed following the procedures of the University Research Ethics
Committee and has been given a favourable ethical opinion.’

k) includes a standard statement regarding insurance:
‘The University has the appropriate insurances in place Full details are available on request '

Please answer the following questions

1) Will you provide participants involved in your research with all the information necessary to
ensure that they are fully informed and not in any way deceived or misled as to the
purpose(s) and nature of the research? (Please use the subheadings used in the example
information sheets on Blackboard to ensure this)

2)leouuck;~incnoromufomdoommmmdpuﬁdpm.imymcbbb
provide it, in addition to (1)?

3) Is there any risk that participants may experience physical or psychological distress in
| taking part in your research?

4)Hmyouukmmonlmmmoduuhdmptmwhfomwonuw
(whichocnbofoundhon hitp: / {
?

6)Hmmmhmmmsmsow(ovohu0mwmmwo
Risk Assessment Form to be included with this ethics

O)D«smn_ﬁmmmmUMsMo{MMan?

NA

7) If your research is taking place in a school, have you prepared an information sheet and
consent form to gain the permission, in writing. of the head teacher or other relevant
| supervisory professional?

8) Has the data collector obtained satisfactory DBS clearance?

9) If your research involves working with children under the age of 18 (or those whose special
educational needs mean they are unable to give informed consent) have you prepared an
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information sheet and consent form for parents/carers to seek permission in writing or give
| parents/carers the opportunity to decline consent?

10) If your research involves processing sensitive personal data’' or audio/video recordings. v
| have you obtsined the explicit consent of the participants/parents?

11) If you are using a data processor to suboontract any part of your research, do you have 8 v
written contract with that contractor that (a) specifies that the contractor is required to act only
on your instructions and (b) provides for sppropriate technical and organisational security
measures to protect the dats?

128 Doosmrnmrd\m_vo'vodogooloeuonwt_:mhm(’

Y AN

12b) If the answer to question 12a is 'yes', does your research comply with the legel and
ethical requirements for performing research in that country?

130)Doosﬂrnmrehimmm%mm|mwm§_nﬂh?

44

13b) If the answer to question 13a is 'yes', please confirm that information sheets, consent
forms, and research instruments, where sppropriate. have been directly transiated from the

English versions submitted with this

14a. Does the proposed resesrch involve children under the sge of 57 4

14b. If the answer to question 14a is ‘yes"

My Head of School (or authorised Head of Department) has given details of the proposed
research to the University's insurance officer, and the research will not proceed until | have
confirmation that insurance cove is in

If you have answered YES to Question 3, please complete Section B below

Please compiete either Section A or Section B and provide the details required in support of your application. Sign
the form (Section C) then submit it with all relevant sttachments (e.g.. information sheets. consent forms, tests,
questionnaires, and interview schedules) to the Institute’s Ethics Committee for consideration. Any missing
information will result in the form being retumed to you

A: My research goes beyond the ‘accepted custom and practice of teaching’ but | believe that this v
project has no significant ethical implications (please tick the box).

Purpose of project and its academic rationale

This investigates the impact of the PEEC process on private schools in Jeddah. PEEC is a quality
ptoca%hnostheUKOQtedprocm. Tbemainpmpoupr;ﬁhemdyhlo investigate the views and
perceptions of teachers and head teachers in private schools in Jeddah, as well as to explore the effects
of the Public Education Evaluation Commission (PEEC) process, specifically the effect of the use and
awareness of the KPIs of the PEEC and grading outcomes on various aspects of school life, which
include the following:

1- School monitoring

2- Head teacher morale
3- Teacher morale
4. School improvement (as defined by head teachers and the PEEC)

Brief description of methods and measurements

This research will be designed using a mixed-methods approach (quantitative and then qualitative),
which includes a sequential explanatory design, beginning with quantitative data and following up with
qualitative data. The quantitative data include an online questionnaire, and the qualitative data mclude a
face-to-face semi-structured interviews.

Document analysis will also be undertaken in twelve schools participating in the qualitative study. The
documents reviewed will include, for example, PEEC reports and documents about the school, its staff
and students, its cumculum, and so forth. In addition, any documents reporting staff absenteeism will
also be collected.

Participants: recruitment methods, number, age, gender, and exclusion/inclusion criteria
A total of 112 girls’ secondary schools in Jeddah will be involved in the study. The age of students in

™ = e

e, W

-

! Sensitive personal data consist of information relating to the racial or ethnic origin of a data subject or his or ber political
opinions, religious beliefs, trade union membership, sexual life, physical or mental health or condition, criminal offences, or
criminal record.

R L | VEaes W ] e . e

researcher and reviewed by a professional translator.
Consent and participant information arrangements, debriefing (attach forms where necessary)
Informational letters and consent forms are contained in the Appendix, as follows:
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Ethics form

Risk assessment form

Permission to Conduct Research Study from the Director of the Jeddah Directorate of Education.
Information letter and consent form for head teachers (to allow schools to take part in the study)
Information letter and consent form for head teachers who will be mterviewed

Information letter and consent form for teachers who will be interviewed

Information email/consent statement for the questionnaire(Headteacher)

Information email/consent statement for the questionnaire(Teacher)

A copy of the interview questions for head teachers

A copy of the interview questions for teachers

A copy of the questionnaire for head teachers

A copy of the questionnaire for teachers

My results for a Data Protection Act course in 1998

My results for a Freedom of Information Act course i 2000.

0 ® N oW e

—_ = s e s
N O

In addition, all respondents will be required to agree to a consent statement in the online questionnaire
so that consent can be obtained from the survey respondents before they take the survey. This will
prevent respondents from taking the survey if they do not provide consent.

Estimated start date and duration of project
Need to plan a pilot study.
I'will start on the 1st of May 2017 and finish on the 30th of October 2017, as follows:
* Pilot online questionnaire: May-June 2017
* Roll out online questionnaire: June-August 2017
+ Pilot then roll out qualitative face-to-face semi-structured mterviews: September/ October 2017

B: | believe that this project may have ethical implications that should be brought before the
Institute's Ethics Committee.

Pilease state the total number of participants that will be involved in the project and give a breakdown of how
many there ere in each category, e.g.. teachers, parents, pupils, etc.

Give a brief descnption of the aims snd methods (participants, instruments, and procedures) of the project in up
to 200 words.

Title of project

Purpose of project and its academic rationale

Brief description of methods and measurements

Participants: recruitment methods, number. age, gender, and exclusionfinclusion criteria

Consent and participant information arangements. debriefing (sttach forms where necessary)

A clear and concise statement of the ethical considerations raised by the project and how you intend to
deal with then.

Estimated start date and duration of project

POEWON =~

™
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C: SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT:
Note: a signature is required. Typed names are not acceptable.

I declare that all relevant information regarding my proposed project has been provided and confirm that ethical good
practices will be followed during the project.

Signed: . .. PrintName . Azzah Alsubaie ......... Date...06'03/2017...

STATEMENT OF ETHICAL APPROVAL FOR PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE INSTITUTE ETHICS
COMMITTEE

This project has been considered using agreed-upon Institute procedures and is now approved.

Signed: .. ....  PrintName. . Xiao Lan Curdt-Christiansen. Datel0052017.......
(1oE Research Ethics Comumittee representative)®

* A decision to allow a project to proceed is not an expert assessment of its content or of the possile risks involved in the

investigation, nor does it detract in any way from the ultimate responsibility that students/investigators must themselves have
for these matters. Approval is granted on the basis of the information declared by the applicant.
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Appendix V

n University of
< Reading

Researcher: Supervisors:

Name Azzah Alsubaie Name Dr, Karen Jones

Phone: +44 7979924199 Phone: +44 (0)118 378 2603

Email: A.-H.H.Alsubaie@student.reading.ac.uk  Email: Karen.Jones@reading.ac.uk
Name Dr, Chris Turner

Email:c.k.turner@reading.ac.uk

Dear Head teacher,

You have been asked to participate in a research study because of your experience in school
teaching. A total of approximately 24 people have been asked to participate in this study,
including twelve head teachers and twelve teachers. The purpose of this study is to investigate
the views and perceptions of teachers and head teachers in private schools in Jeddah, as well as
to explore the effects of the PEEC process and grading outcomes on various aspects of school
life, including the following:

. head teacher stress levels, work load, and morale

. teacher stress levels, work load, and morale

. school improvement (as defined by the head teachers and the PEEC)
. school monitoring

The results of this study will be used for research purposes, within my thesis and as part of
external research publications in the future. If you agree to participate in this study, you will be
asked to take part in an interview with the researcher, which will last approximately 30 minutes.
The interview will be recorded and transcribed with your permission. The information gathered
will be used by the student researcher for data analysis .If you agree to participate in this study,
you will be asked to take part in an interview with the researcher, which will last approximately
30 minutes. The interview will be recorded and transcribed with your permission. The
information gathered will be used by the student researcher for data analysis. These data may
subsequently be published in a report or other research publications. If you would like to see
the publications resulting from the research, please contact me and I will be happy to send them
to you. All data arising from the research will be kept securely in a locked filing cabinet and
on a password-protected computer. In line with the University policy on the management of
research data, anonymised data gathered in this research may be preserved and made publicly
available for others to consult and re-use. These data may be used in future publications in
appropriate academic journals and/or books. All participants will have access to a copy of the
published research upon request. Your decision to participate is entirely voluntary. Also, you
are free to withdrawal your consent at any time, without giving a reason, by contacting the
student researcher, Azzah Alsubate, at (+44 7979924199) or via e-mail at
A H H Alsubaie@student reading.ac.uk if you wish to withdraw from the study. This
application has been reviewed inlight of the procedures of the University Research Ethics
Committee and has been given a favourable ethical opinion. The University has the
appropriate insurances in place. Full details are available on request. If you have any
queries or wish to clarify anything about the study, please feel free to contact me via email at
A H H Alsubaie@student reading.ac.uk
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Appendix VI

m Universi‘tyof
<~ Reading

Researcher: Supervisors:
Name Azzah Alsubaie Name D, Karen Jones
Phone: +44 7979924199 Phone: +44 (0)118 378 2603
Email: A H.H.Alsubaie@student.reading.ac.uk Email: Karen Jones@reading.ac.uk
Name Dy, Chris Turner

Email:c.k.turner@reading.ac.uk

Dear Teacher,

You have been asked to participate in a research study because of your experience in school
teaching. A total of apprpximately 24 people have been asked to participate in this study,
including twelve head teachers and twelve teachers. The purpose of this study is to investigate
the views and perceptions of teachers and head teachers in private schools in Jeddah, as well as
to explore the effects of the PEEC process and grading outcomes on various aspects of school
life, including the following:

. head teacher stress levels, work load, and morale

. teacher stress levels, work load, and morale

. school improvement (as defined by the head teachers and the PEEC)
. school monitoring

The results of this study will be used for research purposes, within my thesis and as part of
external research publications in the future. If you agree to participate in this study, you will be
asked to take part in an interview with the researcher, which will last approximately 30 minutes.
The interview will be recorded and transcribed with your permission. The information gathered
will be used by the student researcher for data analysis. If you agree to participate in this study,
you will be asked to take part in an interview with the researcher, which will last approximately
30 minutes. The interview will be recorded and transcribed with your permission. The
information gathered will be used by the student researcher for data analysis. These data may
subsequently be published in a report or other research publications. If you would like to see
the publications resulting from the research, please contact me and I will be happy to send them
to you. All data arising from the research will be kept securely in a locked filing cabinet and on
a password-protected computer. In line with the University policy on the management of
research data, anonymised data gathered in this research may be preserved and made publicly
available for others to consult and re-use. These data may be used in future publications in
appropriate academic journals and/or books. All participants will have access to a copy of the
published research upon request.

Your decision to participate is entirely voluntary. Also, you are free to withdrawal your consent
at any time, without giving a reason, by contacting the student researcher, Azzah Alsubaie, at
(=44 7979924199) or via e-mail at A H.H Alsubaie@student.reading.ac.uk if you wish to
withdraw from the study. This application has been reviewed in light of the procedures of the
University Research Ethics Committee and has been given a favourable ethical opinion. The
University has the appropriate insurances in place. Full details are available on request.
If you have any queries or wish to clarify anything about the study, please feel free to contact
me via email at A H.H Alsubaie@student reading.ac.uk

Signed:
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Appendix VII (Teachers’ interview example)
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Appendix VIII
A Reviewed Sample of a Transcript of a Teacher’s Interview

Me: Thank you for accepting to answer our questions for 40 minutes. First, what are your
qualifications?

Teacher: | have a bachelor’s degree in addition to some courses on teaching methods.
Me: How long have you spent at this school?

Teacher: About three years.

Me: What do you do in this school?

Teacher: | work as a teacher.

Me: Have you worked in other schools? If yes, please tell me where and when.
Teacher: Yes, | worked for a year outside Jeddah city.

Me: What do you think about CCE (Continuous and Comprehensive Evaluation), and do you
think these KPIs will affect the educational process?

Teacher: | have read about KPIs and | think that these accurately detect the duties and rights of
every teacher; because the committee constantly assesses our educational performance and our
efforts to develop our school, after we present our work performance report, in addition to
giving us some advice on enhancing our performance.

Me: What does this advice consist of?

Teacher: They have advised me to apply performance strategies.

Me: How do you know the time of the KPI assessment?

Teacher: The manager tells me that this assessment will start soon.

Me: And then, what happens after she has notified you of the time?

Teacher: The committee enters the classroom and asks me for my papers.

Me: Are you interested in dealing with these KPIs?

Teacher: Yes; because | think that benefiting from KPI recommendations will develop our
school, in addition to developing my performance.

Me: Tell me about your impressions after the SPIS visit to your school.

Teacher: I didn’t notice that they were there during my work; I hope they are successful.
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Me: There are many committees like the Educational Supervision Committee, which comes to
your school to assess your performance. Do you think there is a difference between these
committees and the SPIS?

Teacher: Of course; because SPIS comes to assess the school, but other committees come to
assess the targeted teacher only; so | wish that they would co-ordinate with each other, because
there are a lot of committees that visit our school, and we find ourselves being forced to change
our timetables to help these committees.

Me: From your experience of these KPIs, do you think that we should add something to them,
or remove something from them?

Teacher: 1 don’t wish to add anything, but if you wanted to remove something, you should
remove unrealistic standards from them; for example, SPIS asks us to use technology, but we
don’t have it; so if the committee wants us to use technology, it should support us with
technology.

Me: What are the difficulties that you face while this assessment is being performed?

Teacher: The amount of work is the main thing that bothers me, because there are a lot of
students and I don’t have enough time to read any additional documents at school, so | take
them home to read. Therefore, | would like more time to do that, because these additional
documents would enhance my performance a lot.

Me: How has this assessment affected you?

Teacher: | have become frustrated, because | can’t meet all these standards.

Me: What are your feelings towards this assessment?

Teacher: It doesn’t matter; because SPIS don’t only come to see me, but also to see the school...
they haven’t entered my classroom, and if they had, I would have told them about the problems
that face us.

Me: You are a teacher; how did you feel after they came to your school?

Teacher: | had negative feelings; because there is a lot of work, in addition to impossible
demands, so I couldn’t find time to implement the KPI recommendations.

Me: What do you suggest to make assessment easier?

Teacher: | would like to see more teachers employed at our school, in addition to finding more
time to do office work, and | want an assistant to work with me.

Me: You talked about stress at work; what are your suggestions to solve this problem, and do
you think that employing more teachers would be a solution?

Teacher: Yes, | do, but student numbers should also be reduced in the classrooms; KPIs should
also be realistic, instead of unrealistic.
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Me: What do you mean by realistic KPIs?
Teacher: Realistic KPIs are any standards that we can achieve.
Me: What procedures do you think should be taken to stop stress at work?

Teacher: As | said before; schools and CCE committees should do three things: reduce the
number of KPIs, give us more time to achieve these KPIs, give us financial support.

Me: Do you think that KPIs offer the best suggestions for achieving the best educational
performance, and why?

Teacher: Yes, but only if these KPIs are applied in good environments, not in my school
which suffers from several problems.

Me: How could we enable your school to meet the KPI requirements?

Teacher: If classrooms were extended and we could work with smart blackboards, it would be
a good start for meeting KPI requirements

Me: Do you think that KPIs can detect the principle factors of success?

Teacher: Yes, for other schools, but not for our school.

Me: Do you think that KPIs can help schools to achieve their goals?

Teacher: Yes, but not for all schools.

Me: Why?

Teacher: Because many factors like the number of students in the classroom correspond to
schools’ goals, but the real problem is in the KPI requirements that deal with all schools in the
same way, without taking the differences between schools into considerations. Therefore, the
KPIs are not fair.

Me: Do you think that the KPI requirements are unrealistic standards?

Teacher: Yes, especially the standards that are related to education strategies; because these
strategies are aimed at lower numbers of students in the classroom, in order to ensure success.

Me: If you could add new standards to the KPIs, what would you add?

Teacher: | would add new KPIs to replace the older ones, which would be compatible with
schools’ capabilities.

Me: Do you have anything else to say?

Teacher: No, thank you.
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Appendix IX (Headteacher interview example in Arabic)
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Appendix X
A Sample of a Reviewed Transcript of an Interview with a Head Teacher

Me: Welcome my dear, thank you for coming and meeting me; undoubtedly, you will enhance
my research, making it more valuable and useful.

I will ask you some questions about your background, education, and some of the experience
that you have gained of the organisation during the evaluation process. You can decide whether
you withhold or give me your name, but it will never be disclosed by me in this study.

Firstly, | have a question about your academic background, as follows:

What educational and professional qualifications do you have?

Head teacher: My name is... and I have a bachelor’s degree in History. I have 23 years of
professional experience... I was employed immediately after my graduation, so | have gained
a great deal of experience over the course of my career.

Me: How many years have you been a head teacher here?

Head teacher: | have worked here as a head teacher for seven years.

Me: What other school experience do you have?

Head teacher: | have a great deal of experience from other schools. | have worked here in Jeddah
as a school principal. | have also performed administrative tasks during this period. | later
worked as a head teacher and gained experience in dealing with all kinds of people: their
diversity, their individual differences, whether students or teachers. | have also gained
experience of dealing with supervisors, the Ministry, and of evaluating performance, especially
the assessment of teachers.

Me: Can you describe your role in this school for me?

Head teacher: Here, | am like a mother, with transparency... I prefer this description, although
many statements have been made about the role of the school principal, | see the school
principal as a mother, and she is always the head teacher and responsible for everything. In the
end, the mother is always afraid for her children and trying to affect them in positive ways for
their own good. The school head teacher must first and foremost consider herself to be a
mother.

Me: This does not nullify your role as the head teacher, surely?

Head teacher: Of course not, | see myself as very assertive, formal, and professional in my
work.

Me: Thank you, this has been very useful. Can we now talk about the organisation, your
experience of evaluation? And please tell me how you learn about the time of this evaluation.

Head teacher: I find out about it through various meetings and conventions.

Me: Can you specify who provides this knowledge?
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Head teacher: The supervisors of the Education Offices in the north of the city. They are in
charge of our school and they clarify it to us. They also tell us that we will be evaluated and
then we will take many courses and receive lots of details, as there will be a new evaluation
method implemented for us by the Ministry, which works on clarifying the standards and
mechanism, and a list of indicators to cover almost every aspect.

Me: In general, what do you think about this approach and its impact on improving the
education process?

Head teacher: Let me tell you frankly that our school has a plan for development and a new
curriculum for the advancement of education, regardless of the Ministry’s programmes in the
school. It is probably already included in the policy and guidelines for the advancement of
education. Moreover, classifying the teachers, students, achievement files, and everything else
that has been introduced by the organisation was already applied by us several years ago. Our
policy was based on the details that we can now find in the organisation. Thus, when the
organisation appeared, we originally met its standards, except for some differences that just
needed to be rearranged. Let me say that the organisation has helped us display our
achievements, which we used to do before through documentation, but even without it we were
walking in the same direction.

Me: Can you tell me if you know that other schools are practicing this, or is it just your school?

Head teacher: | do not know, but this way is my direction, insofar as my team keep up with
developments in education.

Me: Thank you for the explanation, and now we can talk about the first step in evaluation by
the organisation. Can you, as the head teacher of the school being evaluated, describe your
experience of the organisation visiting your school?

Head teacher: They sent us a schedule, which included details of the organisation’s team who
would come to prepare our work. They arranged a tour for them at the school during school
hours. By looking at the schedule, | knew that when they came, we would spend this day as
normal. They entered and attended some of the classes, which were randomly selected, and |
prepared all the files for them. Then, they read them carefully, reviewed the standards with me,
and asked me about what | had achieved. Oh, it was a long day.

Me: The day when they attended?

Head teacher: They came early, and | cannot forget this day, because one of the teachers was
pregnant and bleeding.

Me: Was it because of pressure due to the evaluation?
Head teacher: | do not think it was because of that, but she was sick.
Me: Are you sure?

Head teacher: It is difficult to prove that, but generally, I cannot forget this day.
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Me: Let me ask you, do you think there is any difference between the visits made by the
organisation and those made by the usual school supervisor?

Head teacher: The difference is that the usual supervisor does not make much effort, because
she comes to do specific work, which involves a subject, but the organisation team makes a
lot of effort, because they examine every detail. For example, | have a detailed plan that must
be reviewed by them, and then they review the teachers’ and students’ achievement files.

Me: Do you feel that it is the additional effort exerted in your work that tires you?

Head teacher: In fact, it is a great effort, but the goal is to change education and my students
are good. | want parents to feel and see in their children that the effort I make with them in the
school is very tiring. Education is a huge responsibility and | am willing to be the head teacher,
so | must exert all efforts and maintain my sense of purpose solely according to Almighty
Allah.

Me: Well, after reviewing the standards, do you feel that you still want to work in this capacity?

Head teacher: In fact, there are difficulties in some of the standards, such as ranking some of
the participants; for example, they ask active, responsible people about their ability to attend,
but what if they cannot attend, because of their business or work? How does this reduce my
ranking?

Me: According to your experiments, what do you want to avoid/remove from your evaluation
by the organisation?

Head teacher: There is a stressful point that I wish to avoid, which is to require the leaders to
come to school events. In fact, the leaders are very busy, so how can | be obligated to invite
them to raise my evaluation grade, if they are not available? | have already attempted this as an
experiment and invited these leaders, but they did not attend. Therefore, my ranking in the
evaluation will be reduced through no fault of my own. This obligation should be eliminated,
because if there is an indicator, it should be applicable.

Me: Thank you for your valuable advice, which prompts me to ask you what you would find
useful, and what should therefore be introduced into the evaluation and why?

Head teacher: There should be appropriate standards for each school, depending on the school
environment, location, and number of students. Using one treatment approach with every school
IS not right, because not all schools are suitable for the same procedure. There are schools with
no helpful environment. Therefore, how can | evaluate them for not using facilities that are
unavailable to them, where there is no library or laboratory? However, there are also many
schools that have exceeded these standards and need higher ones, with steeper challenges to
apply each year. This is my request, which includes specific indicators and standards for each
school by analysing their strengths and weaknesses. From this, we can extract the standards and
indicators that we anticipate by preserving the basics.

Me: In your experience, what challenges do you face while this evaluation is being

undertaken? Please tell me about the impact of the organisation’s evaluation on you,
personally.
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Head teacher: It is not difficult or challenging, but at this time, there is some tension in the
school. When they come, I try to be realistic, but their evaluation is not fair and requires ideal
manners. For example, during breaktimes, | consider the students’ shouting and playing to be
normal; it is the only way for them to enjoy some freedom. In contrast, when they (the
organisation) hear these shouts, they probably see them as abnormal, which impairs the school
evaluation. Moreover, when they go to a teacher’s classroom, where she has chosen on that
particular day to undertake the lesson without a worksheet or has not used a particular strategy,
they see it as abnormal. In fact, these things happen to us, because they see it as neglect by the
teacher, even if her file is full of evidence of using these strategies in class, but their way is too
ideal, embarrassing, leading to tension and exhaustion. In fact, whatever you do, it never leads
you to perfection.

Me: Well, can | ask you why their work fatigues you?

Head teacher: In fact, they were a good team in their treatment of us and to deal with, but their
prestige and our efforts to be careful in the work are exhausting.

Me: What do you mean?
Head teacher: | mean, they must be more realistic.

Me: Thank you for all this information. Now | want to talk about the key performance indicators
in the organisation’s evaluation. Do they reflect the best practices in school performance and
why/why not?

Head teacher: To some extent.
Me: What do you mean by 'to some extent', as opposed to ‘a great deal’?

Head teacher: Because some indicators do not measure reality. Each indicator is supposed to
be realistic, not to be evidence of whether a group has been successful or failed, because it does
not correspond, due to the richness of its environment.

Me: In your opinion, as the head teacher, does the organisation’s system of indicators help to
identify the main success factors and why do you think the organisation can help your school
achieve its goals and objectives?

Head teacher: | remember some indicators that measured feelings about very personal things;
for example, there was an indicator that mentioned the students’ prayer performance. In my
opinion, this involves the relationship between the worshiper and Allah, so how can | measure
this or consider it as an indicator? These things are regarded as religious affairs, and | do not
know about their relationship to the indicators or how they are measured. Accordingly, | am
meant to observe students on a matter that cannot be measured.

Me: If you had the opportunity to add some indicators to the ones that already exist, what would
you add and why?

Head teacher: | would like to see standards related to freedom of opinion and participation in
the school administration by students and teachers.
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Me: If you have anything to add, please don’t hesitate to do so.
Head teacher: No, thank you.

Me: Pardon me and thank you too.
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Appendix XI

Example of Coding the themes

The headteacher: It is not difficult or challenges, but at this time there _ inthe

AaRRErSIFOR EXampIe, UFRREREIBIEEK, | see the shootings of students and their playing are normal

and it is the only way to get their free opportunities. On the other side, when they hear their shouts,
they probably see these things are not normal way which decrease the school evaluates. _

In fact, these things happen to

us because they see that as neglect occurred by the teacher

- Like what?
Like community parénership, this supported me and helped me get finsncial support to help poor students 3:
well as benefit from the experiences of mothers to help us train students.

- In your opinion as a manager, does the method of the system indicators help identifying the key success
factors?

Yes, by a large percentage, it makes a good manager

- Why do you think that the system can help your school to achieve its goals and objectives?
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Appendix XII

Example of Coding the Qualitative Data

Examples of Quotes Used

Round Codes

Final Codes

e | know that through
various meetings with
my supervisor.

e | knew about it through
courses and from the
Organisational Guide.

The head teacher told us
about the system, its criteria,
and the indicators.

e The government's
dominance over
organisations.

e Poor knowledge of the
SPIS system.

e Lack of information.

e  SPIS monitoring
awareness.

e  Decentralisation.

e  The quality and stress of
the process.
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