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Abstract

This paper addresses if, and to what extent, the current working methods of the Dutch
Inspectorate of Education affect the governance of school boards in schools for primary edu-
cation. A key facet of the working method is the inspection meeting with the school board.
Drawing upon a large quantitative study (n = 244) we are able to identify some changes in school
board governance due to these inspection meetings. School boards that had an inspection
meeting indicate changes in their governance of quality assurance and data use, and in the amount
of data that they collect on the functioning of their schools. School boards indicate very small
amounts of activities with regard to the curriculum and instruction in their schools.
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Introduction

In many countries intensive debates are held on the best approach to improve schools (Martin,
2008; McNamara and O’Hara, 2005). External inspections are often looked upon as promising
instruments for controlling and promoting the quality of schools. The expectations that inspec-
torates set through inspection standards and procedures, the feedback provided to schools as a
result of assessments of the quality of education, and the consequences for failing schools, are
expected to promote school improvement (Ehren et al., 2013). Over the last decade inspection
arrangements have changed dramatically as many countries face challenges that stem from cur-
rent policy directions (Black and Baldwin, 2010). In the Netherlands for example, the working
methods of the Dutch Inspectorate of Education have changed significantly since 2003. Since
that date there has been a stronger emphasis on the effectiveness of inspections, a stronger focus
on outcomes of schools, and a government-wide drive to reduce the overall administrative burden
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2 Educational Management Administration & Leadership

of schools (Ehren and Honingh, 2011). The Inspectorate of Education was encouraged and expected
to apply methods that were both more cost-effective and aligned to the roles and responsibilities of
school boards.

As a result, the Inspectorate of Education now uses risk-based school inspections to evaluate
schools’ performance on the inspection framework. The Inspectorate carries out early warning
analyses, using information such as student achievement results on standardized tests and school
documents, to identify possible risks of low educational quality in schools. Schools with no risks
are not scheduled for inspection visits or monitoring, whereas schools that show risks receive addi-
tional inspection monitoring and interventions. Additional monitoring includes desk research upon
additional student achievement results and school documents (for example, test scores in intermedi-
ate grades or annual reports), interviews with the school board and, potentially, inspection visits to
the school to assess educational quality in the school as sufficient, failing or highly under-developed.

School boards in the Netherlands have a statutory responsibility for the quality and improve-
ment of their school and this is coupled with a broader societal expectation that they will attend
to these issues. As a result of this they have become the primary point of contact for the Dutch
Inspectorate of Education. The Inspectorate of Education requires school boards to provide a
range of information on the quality of their school(s) to inform the early warning analyses, which
must include student assessment data, and uses these to identify schools that are potentially at
risk of falling below what has been identified as being acceptable in terms of educational quality.
School boards are scheduled for inspection meetings when one or more of their schools shows
potentially failing quality, and they then have to formulate an improvement plan for their failing
school(s), which is monitored by the Inspectorate of Education. These meetings, information
requests and monitoring activities are expected to motivate school boards to improve the govern-
ance, and ultimately the quality, of their schools (Inspectorate of Education, 2010; Ehren and
Honingh, 2011).

This new approach represents a decisive break from the past, when the Dutch inspection
system primarily involved inspection visits of schools, and discussion of inspection assessments
and consequences of assessments with school principals. Underlying this new approach is the
assumption that school boards are responsible for, and best equipped to improve, failing schools.

Currently, it is unclear whether this change in focus from inspections of schools towards
inspections of school boards, and in particular the inspection meetings with school boards, are
effective in improving education. The underlying rationale is that this approach will improve the
boards’ governance in the area of educational quality, which will then lead to the improvement of
their schools. In particular, available research provides evidence about the impact of school
inspection visits of schools, where inspectors observe teaching, hold interviews with school staff,
analyse documents and feed back their assessment and suggestions for improvement to the prin-
cipal and/or school staff. A recent literature review by Klerks (2013) shows plausible connec-
tions between this inspection model and school improvement (e.g. behavioural change among
teachers, school improvement and student achievement results), while also leading to unintended
consequences, such as excessive bureaucracy and teaching to the test. There is no evidence about
the impact of school inspections (in particular, inspection meetings with school boards, and feed-
back to school boards) on how school boards govern their schools.

This paper contributes to this knowledge base by analysing if, and how, the change in inspection
methods (from inspection visits to schools, to visits to school boards) leads to a change in how
school boards govern their schools. We will, in particular, compare the changes that school boards
that have had an inspection meeting make in how they govern their schools (e.g. increasing their
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focus on the educational quality and improvement of their schools), compared to school boards
that have not had such a meeting yet:

What is the impact of school inspections on the governance of school boards?
Are school boards changing their governance of schools as a result of meeting with school
inspectors?

e  Which types of school boards (according to the number of schools they govern) change their
governance as a result of school inspection meetings or feedback?

The section below firstly outlines the functions and roles of Dutch school boards in the gov-
ernance of their schools and how their governance of schools is expected to change as a result of
changes in the methods of the Inspectorate of Education. We will draw on Ehren and Honingh’s
(2011) reconstruction of the programme theory of the re-enacted Supervision Act of 2011 to
describe the expectations about how school boards should be inspected, the effect that such
inspections are expected to have, and how these effects should be realized. The assumptions
in this programme theory guide our literature review, which will be used to describe the charac-
teristics of effective school boards in governing and improving the educational quality of their
schools. These characteristics are then used to present our results and provide answers to the
questions posed above.

Describing the Dutch context: School boards and inspections of school
boards

Primary education in the Netherlands consists of eight years of education, from the age of four
until the age of twelve (grade 1 to grade 8). Primary schools include public and private schools.
Public schools are open to all children regardless of religion or world view and are generally
subject to public law. They provide education on behalf of the state and are governed by the
municipal council (or a governing committee), a public legal entity or a foundation set up by the
council. Privately run schools can refuse admittance to pupils whose parents do not subscribe to
the belief or ideology of the school. They are subject to private law and can be government
funded, even though they have not been founded by the state. Private schools are governed by
the board of the founding association (e.g. a church or parents’ association). Teaching is based
on religious or ideological beliefs, and this category includes Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, Mus-
lim, Hindu and anthroposophic schools. Both public and private schools may subscribe to spe-
cific teaching ideologies, such as Steiner, Montessori, Dalton, Freinet or the Jena Plan method.
Both public and private schools are free to organize teaching, and can decide what they teach and
how. The Ministry of Education, Culture and Science sets quality standards that apply to both
public and private education. Publicly and privately run schools are also financed in the same
way by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, and evaluated in the same way by the
Inspectorate.

Both public and private schools have a high level of autonomy, working within the framework
set by central government (attainment targets, examination requirements, etc.) Schools are fully
responsible for the organization of teaching and learning, personnel and materials. Since 2006,
they receive an annual budget as block grant funding. Schools are free to decide how the budget
is spent and are responsible for the quality of education provided.
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School board members in the Netherlands function as trustees rather than as representatives.
The voluntary governors (laypersons receiving an honorarium) are appointed by co-optation, and
the professional governors (receiving a salary) are appointed by the supervisory board.

Almost half of the school boards in primary education (46%) govern just one school, one-third
(34%) govern 2—10 schools and one-fifth (20%) govern more than 10 schools. (Center on Interna-
tional Education Benchmarking, 2014).

School boards are responsible for the school’s strategic direction and educational quality, pro-
viding an accountability structure that addresses the needs of the school’s stakeholders and local
community. In addition, they monitor and evaluate the school’s progress, and support and challenge
improvement processes at all levels of the organization. They are expected to take on a range of
responsibilities that are distinct from the more managerial and leadership role of the school leader
and school management team in the school. The latter are expected to take on the operational lead-
ership of the school within the strategic agenda set by the school board. The school board hires the
school’s managerial staff and makes decisions about the school’s management alongside the princi-
pals (see Center on International Education Benchmarking, 2014).

Although Dutch school boards are still often seen as being prime exemplars of independent
institutions (see Honingh and Hooge, 2009), recent legislative changes may have decreased their
autonomy. The 2010 legislation entitled ‘Good Governance, Good Education’ not only requires
schools to arrange for internal supervision and to implement a code of conduct, but also to have
stronger internal control mechanisms, and meet requirements on minimum student achievement
levels and school governance. Moreover, these legislative changes reveal significant alterations
in the Dutch Department of Education’s philosophy and theory of action on governance of schools,
school boards; and the Inspectorate of Education in controlling, monitoring and improving schools
(see Ehren and Honingh, 2011: 242).

Such a change in the theory of action on governance in schools and the role of school boards
also implies a change in the role of the Inspectorate. External supervision by the Inspectorate of
Education should, according to Smeets and Verkroost (2011) and Janssens and De Wolf (2009),
act in conjunction with governance within schools in a complementary and non-repetitive manner.
School boards are expected to take on the main responsibility for assuring and overseeing the qual-
ity of schools, while school inspections act as a final check.

Smeets and Verkroost (2011) and Janssens and De Wolf (2009) describe the current working
methods of the Inspectorate of Education, which seeks to provide such a check. These include
annual early warning analyses in which information is collected on possible risks of low educa-
tional quality in all schools. The type of information gathered includes student achievement
results on standardized tests, self-evaluation reports and financial reports of schools, complaints
by parents and news items in the media. Despite the broad range of data collected, the results
achieved by students in grade 8 of primary education (corrected for the socio-economic back-
ground of students) on the national standardized Cito test' is the primary indicator used in these
early warning analyses. In the event of this process pointing to potential problems, an inspection
meeting with the school board is scheduled. Potential risks are discussed during this interview, as
well as the capacity of the school board to address and solve these risks. In the event of this inter-
view failing to provide the Inspectorate of Education with sufficient information, or if in their
judgement the school board is not capable of addressing the issues raised, an additional inspec-
tion visit is arranged. This subsequent visit makes use of an agreed inspection framework that
categorizes schools as being either sufficient, failing or highly under-developed. The latter two
categories have significant consequences and will be discussed below.
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Schools that are evaluated as failing or highly under-developed are scheduled for additional
inspection activities. The Inspectorate of Education instructs the school board to formulate a plan
of approach aimed at improving quality. The Inspectorate examines the plan of approach and
lays down performance agreements in an inspection plan. This plan specifies a timeframe within
which quality improvements must be made and outlines a series of (interim) results that the
school must attain. The process also involves a number of additional inspection visits and
the plan specifies the indicators that the Inspectorate of Education will assess in the course of
these (interim) visits. The school board must commit to the inspection plan. Failing schools that
do not improve within two years are put under a special regime designed specifically for schools
identified as being highly under-developed. School boards of highly under-developed schools
have to meet with the board of directors of the Inspectorate of Education and may receive an
official warning. If these activities do not yield the results agreed upon, the Inspectorate will
report the highly under-developed school to the Minister, along with a proposal for initiating
sanctions. On the basis of this report, the Minister may withdraw (part of) the school’s funding,
which will ultimately result in closure of the school.

The theoretical framework: School inspections and effective school
boards

Ehren and Honingh (2011) describe the programme theory of the revised Supervision Act in the
Netherlands. The programme theory includes assumptions of the Inspectorate of Education and the
Department of Education about how schools and school boards should be inspected, the effect that
such inspections are expected to have, and how these effects should be realized. The assumptions
on the working methods and intended effects on school boards will be summarized briefly here to
inform our theoretical framework; a literature review will be used to elaborate on the key variables
and mechanisms in this programme theory.

According to Ehren and Honingh (2011), one of the main goals of school inspections, after the
revision of the Supervision Act, is to change school boards’ governance of their schools, which
should ultimately lead to good education. Good education is described as ‘ensuring that all students
have the opportunity to achieve their academic potential’.

The Inspectorate of Education uses the method of risk-based school inspections to evaluate
schools’ performance on the inspection framework. The Inspectorate of Education requests
school boards to send in information about the quality of their school(s), such as student achieve-
ment results for standardized tests and school documents. This information is used in an early
warning analysis to identify high-risk schools. School boards of these schools are scheduled
for inspection meetings in which the functioning of their schools is discussed and feedback is
provided on how the school board can improve their governance of these schools. These meet-
ings may lead to additional monitoring activities, such as desk research upon additional student
achievement results and school documents (for example, test scores in intermediate grades or
annual reports), and, potentially, inspection visits where the inspection framework is used to
assess educational quality in the school as sufficient, failing or highly under-developed.

A failing or highly under-developed school is scheduled for an additional intervention where
the school board has to formulate a plan of approach aimed at improving quality. The inspecto-
rate monitors the implementation of this plan. In a case where the school does not improve, sanc-
tions may be enacted against the school board, such as official warnings or administrative and/or
financial sanctions.
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The Dutch Inspectorate of Education does not define or evaluate the quality and effectiveness
of school boards in itself, but expects these working methods to make school boards more effec-
tive in monitoring and improving the quality of their schools. As the Inspectorate of Education
requests the school boards to provide information about the quality of their schools, school
boards are expected to implement quality assurance systems in their schools that enable them
to provide such information. These quality assurance systems are expected to support the
improvement of educational quality in schools and to prevent schools from failing. The inspec-
tion meetings with school boards and the feedback provided to them should lead to a change in
paradigm, where school boards not only govern administrative and financial issues in their
schools, but also focus on improvement of educational quality.

Inspection assumptions such as those mentioned above, relating to the development of quality
in schools and improvement of quality standards as part of a process of ‘making a difference’, can
to an extent be linked to school effectiveness literature (see Thrupp, 1998). School effectiveness
literature describes the standards of educational quality that have an effect on student achievement
as well as how the input — e.g. students and their socio-economic backgrounds — and external con-
text of the school — such as educational policy or in this case the governance of school boards —
have an impact on achievement. These studies are relevant when considering the likelihood of
inspection meetings with school boards resulting in the improvement of school board governance
and ultimately facilitating quality improvement of schools.

Available school effectiveness studies indicate that school boards primarily have an indirect
influence on improvement of schools through their impact on, and provision of, leadership in
schools, and through changes in the structures and culture of the school that they institute (Claassen
et al., 2008; Hofman et al., 2002; Land, 2002; Saatcioglu et al., 2011). Saatcioglu et al. (2011)
describe how school boards’ policies, decisions and activities lead to changes in the school orga-
nization and, as such, ‘trickle down’ to the classroom level, ultimately impacting on the interaction
between teachers and students. In particular, school boards that focus on improvement of student
achievement and educational quality have been shown to have a (modest but significant) effect
(Land, 2002; Plough, 2011; Ranson et al., 2005).

Such a focus on student achievement and educational quality is, however, not particularly evi-
dent in the Netherlands (Hooge and Honingh, 2014). A study by Claassen et al. (2008) indicated
that school boards were often not aware of low student achievement levels in their schools and
were informed of such problems by the Inspectorate of Education. School boardstake care of
operational issues, in particular those related to human resources and financial management.

The introduction of inspection meetings with school boards (instead of school principals) in
2007 aimed to change this situation.

The available literature about the effectiveness of inspections provides remarkable little
evidence to either support or reject these claims about the effects of inspections on school board
governance. This is in strong contrast with the considerable literature base about the effects of
education inspections on teachers, pupils’ achievements and school improvement. The outcomes
of a recent literature review by Klerks (2013), see also Ehren and Visscher (2008), summarizes
these effects and indicates plausible connections between inspection and school improvement
and behavioural change among teachers. Inspection feedback to schools and teachers has led
to improved teaching, and schools have been known to use the inspection feedback and frame-
work for their school’s own self-evaluation and improvement.

In line with these results one would also expect school inspections in the Netherlands to have an
impact on school boards. Although these effects have not been studied, available studies on the
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characteristics of effective school boards provide us with useful indicators of effective school
board governance and school board behaviour that can be used to study such potential effects.
In addition to research from the Netherlands, we will in particular draw from research in the US
to describe such characteristics; this literature best reflects the context in which school boards
in the Netherlands function and the responsibilities and powers they have:

e A large focus on student achievement data in the external accountability of schools, require-
ments for minimum student achievement results from schools;

e The (autonomous) role of school boards in ensuring such student achievement levels in their
schools through the use of data to monitor and improve schools within a setting of national
testing and performance standards (see Ehren and Honingh, 2011).

Relevant studies on effective school boards are described below.

Effective school boards

Reviewing the American and Dutch literature of effective school boards, Land (2002) shows that
school boards have traditionally only focused on financial, legal and constituency issues, while
they left the responsibility for students’ academic achievement to their administrators and edu-
cators. Only recently have school boards run the risk of being judged ineffective when they fail to
develop policies and support programmes explicitly designed to improve students’ academic
achievement, oversee and evaluate the implementation and performance of these policies and
programmes, and demonstrate improved and/or high academic achievement.

According to Stringfield (2002), describing effective school boards (those that impact student
achievement) involves evaluating virtually all functions of a board, from internal governance and
policy formulation to communication with teachers, administrators and the public.

Available studies on effectiveness of school boards (e.g. Hofman, 1995; Land, 2002) compare
high-achieving to low-achieving boards and point to markedly different habits and characteristics
between the two, such as the extent to which school boards engage in goal setting and monitoring
progress, their ‘data savviness’ in identifying students’ needs and justifying decisions based on
data, their detailed knowledge of the district, including initiatives to jump-start success, and the
working relationships with superintendents, teachers and administrators based on mutual respect,
collegiality and a joint commitment to student success. School boards are advised to establish a
vision for educational excellence, to advocate the vision inside and outside of the school system,
to provide the resources and structures necessary to achieve this vision, and to hold programmes
and people accountable for academic achievement of students.

Descriptions of effective school boards can be found in a number of studies and generally
include the following characteristics (Hofman, 1995, Land, 2002, Stringfield, 2002):

e Commitment to a clear and shared vision and goals for student achievement and quality
instruction that trickle down to the classroom. The school board should ensure that goals
on student achievement include specific targets and benchmarks, and are the top priority
in all schools without the distraction of other goals and initiatives. Professional develop-
ment and other resources are aligned to meeting these goals, and the school board continu-
ously monitors progress towards these goals without micro-managing schools and only
spending a small amount of time on day-to-day operational issues. High priorities are
supported, even during times of fiscal uncertainty.
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e FEffective use of data. High-quality school boards are ‘data savvy’; they monitor data and use
it to drive continuous improvement, even when the information is negative. They analyse
and discuss trends on dropout rates, test scores and student needs, often on a monthly basis,
to identify specific student needs and justify decisions based on that data, without ascribing
blame or eliciting emotional responses.

e Strong accountability and transparent evaluation. School boards evaluate and hold their
principals accountable on shared goals, mutually agreed upon procedures and the progress
of students. They support decisions that enhance improvement of student achievement
rather than the daily management of the school.

o Collaborative relationships and mutual trust with staff and the community. Effective school
boards have a trusting and collaborative relationship with their principals and engage in a
collegial policy-making process that emphasizes the need to find solutions and develop con-
sensus among board members and other leaders on the identification and implementation of
improvement strategies. They establish a strong communications structure to inform and
engage both internal and external stakeholders in setting and achieving district goals, to
receive information from many sources (e.g. principal, teachers and outside sources), and
to share findings among all board members and to communicate actions and goals to staff.
According to Hofman et al (2002), coherence between school governors, school leaders,
teachers and the school community (parents) produces a sense of community that, in turn,
shapes conditions in schools that have a positive effect on pupil achievement.

e Political and organizational stability. Choices on goals and resources remain stable over
longer periods of time, and school boards and principals have long-term service records,
meeting goals and aligning resources to these goals, showing stability in the governance
of schools. There is a low turnover rate and school board members and principals have long
tenures, which is sustained by regular retreats for evaluation and goal-setting purposes.

School boards’ governance of successful or failing schools

The literature review above summarizes a set of common characteristics of effective school
boards. Carver and Carver (2001) and Mordaunt and Cornforth (2004), however, point out that
effective school boards align their expectations, their role and their choice of actions to the spe-
cific circumstances of their schools. These authors describe how school boards should fit their
theory of action to the performance of their schools. School boards with successful schools can,
for example, use routine operating policies to maintain stability and incremental improvement,
whereas school boards with failing schools need to turnaround organizational failure and imple-
ment reform policies to drive change.

School boards with successful schools can stick to incremental improvements in the status quo
of their schools; they do not need to implement fundamental changes and can primarily govern
their schools for oversight (McAdams, 2006). Their practice of effective management and govern-
ance of their schools (which is framed as performance management/empowerment) includes activ-
ities such as hiring and evaluating principals, setting goals, building collaborative relationships,
promoting a positive climate, approving policies and overseeing management.

School boards with failing schools, on the other hand, need to identify the types of failure
and their causes, and need to align their reform policy to each failing school’s specific stage
of turnaround (McAdams, 2006; Mordaunt and Cornforth, 2004). Mordaunt and Cornforth
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(2004) describe how school boards that have undertaken successful turnarounds, often take on a
very hands-on approach, for short periods of time, sometimes taking over aspects of the man-
agement in failing schools. Such a reform strategy is framed by McAdams (2006) as ‘managed
instruction’. In this case, school boards directly manage instruction, using the same comprehen-
sive and aligned curriculum in all failing schools, and making sure that all teachers know how to
teach it. Building on content and performance standards, school boards choose a tightly coupled
instructional-management system in which they construct a coherent and aligned curriculum
that covers every subject for every grade that is detailed down to individual lesson plans, teach-
ing materials and sample assessments, which are available to teachers. Teaching is continually
monitored and a comprehensive student information-management system, including frequent
formative assessments to track student performance, is implemented. This theory of action
requires significant resources for curriculum development, professional development, a student
information-management system, strong instructional leadership from administrators and great
sensitivity to the needs of teachers.

Since 2007, the Dutch Inspectorate of Education has prioritized the scheduling of meetings
with the school boards of (potentially) failing schools. These school boards are expected to
improve the quality of their schools as a result of these meetings. From the literature review
above we expect these school boards to use an approach of ‘managed instruction’ to reform fail-
ing schools and to meet inspection expectations and feedback. School boards that did not have an
inspection meeting receive no feedback about failing schools and are therefore not expected to
manage the instruction in their schools. In our study, managed instruction was measured through
a set of variables on the extent to which school boards (both the one that had an inspection meet-
ing and those that did not) changed their governance of instructional time, curriculum and
instruction, and professional development of school staff in their schools.

Summary

The conceptual model for our study firstly includes the inspection assumptions on how meetings
with, and feedback to, school boards are expected to lead to the implementation and improve-
ment of quality assurance of their schools and improvement of education quality in their schools.
The literature on effective school board governance outlined the type of activities that school
boards should undertake to meet these expectations. They should commit to a clear and shared
vision and orientation on student achievement, which should be supported by effective use of
student achievement data to monitor and drive improvement in their schools. School boards
should monitor quality and achievement of these goals and hold principals accountable for
achieving these goals. They should work collaboratively with staff and the school’s community
in improving student achievement and communicating about actions and goals in a stable setting.

The literature additionally outlines the strategies that school boards should put in place if they
have many failing schools. They should choose a more hands-on approach where they closely
manage the instruction in their schools. Such school boards are expected to use a turnaround
strategy where they develop and implement standards-based curricula, assessments and lesson
plans across their schools, and invest in professional development of school staff to improve
their teaching.

These indicators of effective school governance were used to detail the inspection assumptions
on expected changes and outcomes of inspection meetings and feedback. Inspection meetings with,
and feedback to school boards are expected to lead to more effective school board governance

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


http://ema.sagepub.com/

Educational Management Administration & Leadership

Inspection meetings
with, and feedback
to school boards

Acceptance and use of
inspection feedback

School boards change their
governance of schools in the
following areas:

School boards have improved their
governance of schools in the
following areas:

Collect and monitor data Governing data use and

Data use and achievement achievement orientation
orientation - Governing quality assurance
Quality assurance Governing instructional time in
Instructional time their schools

Curriculum and instruction Governing curriculum and
Professional development instruction

Governing professional
development of school staff

Figure |. Theoretical framework of school inspections changing school board governance.

Table 1. Selection of school boards in primary education according to size of portfolio.

School board governership Percentage of the sample (%) Percentage of the population (%)

| school 27 46
2—10 schools 35 33
I 1-20 schools 23 15
>20 schools 14 6

through the preparation of school boards for these meetings where they use (student achievement)
data to monitor and improve teaching in their schools, and implement quality assurance systems to
collect information about quality of their schools. The feedback to school boards with failing
schools should additionally lead to an increase in the governance of the curriculum and instruction
in the school and the professional development of school staff. Figure 1 provides a summary.

Method

We used an online survey of all school boards in primary education to explore how school boards
govern their schools, and if and how they change their governance of schools as a result of meet-
ings with school inspectors.

Selection of school boards

Our online survey was sent to all school boards in primary education in 2011; 244 school boards
(20%) participated in the survey. Table 1 provides an overview of the school boards participating
in our study compared to the entire population of school boards. The results indicate that a rela-
tively limited number of small school boards (governing only one school) responded to our survey,
while large school boards (11-20 schools) were over-represented.

The inspectorate started to have meetings with school boards from 2007 onwards. We sent our
survey to all school boards in primary education, regardless of whether they had had an inspec-
tion visit or not. According to the Inspectorate of Education (personal communication), the first
schedule of meetings included, in particular, school boards with relatively large numbers of
potentially failing schools. The second round of meetings included a wider range of school
boards. Large school boards are also prioritized in the inspection schedule to have annual meet-
ings with the Inspectorate of Education.

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


http://ema.sagepub.com/

Ehren et al.: Changing school board governance in primary education through school inspections I

Table 2. Percentage of school boards that had an inspection meeting between 2007 and 2010/201I.

Sample (%)

School boards with an inspection meeting since 2007 86.8
School boards governing | school with an inspection meeting since 2007 17.7
School boards governing 2—10 schools with an inspection meeting since 2007 30

School boards governing | 1-20 schools with an inspection meeting since 2007 23.9
School boards governing >20 schools with an inspection meeting since 2007 15.2
School boards with an inspection meeting in 2010-201 | 66.7
School boards governing | school with an inspection meeting in 2010201 | 8.6
School boards governing 2—10 schools with an inspection meeting in 2010-201 1 22.6
School boards governing | 1-20 schools with inspection meeting in 2010-201 | 20.6
School boards governing >20 schools with an inspection meeting in 2010201 | 14.8

Table 2 shows that (in 2011) almost all school boards (87%) in our sample have had a meeting
with the Inspectorate of Education since the implementation of inspection meetings with school
boards in 2007. Approximately 67% of the school boards in our survey had a meeting with a school
inspector in the year prior to our survey (2010-2011). This may have been their first meeting, but it
may also have been a second or third meeting.

Data collection

The survey included questions on how school boards govern their schools, including the variables
in our theoretical framework in Figure 1. We asked school boards how they currently govern their
schools, as well as to what extent the inspection meetings and feedback changed their governance
of schools. In addition, we questioned school boards about their acceptance and use of inspection
feedback. All items were answered on a five-point scale of disagree—agree.

Table 3 shows that all scales have medium to high reliability coefficients and inter-item corre-
lations. The scales of the variables ‘school inspections change governance of quality assurance’,
and ‘school inspections change schools’ data collection’ have high reliability coefficients, but
relatively low inter-item correlations. As the correlations round off to 0.3 we decided to keep these
scales in the analyses.

Data analysis

Data analyses included descriptive statistics, such as percentages, averages and standard devia-
tions of all the variables. Additionally we used #-tests to compare differences between school
boards that had received an inspection meeting since 2007 and school boards that had not yet
had such a meeting. An ANOVA was used to compare changes in governance of school boards
according to their size.

Results

This section firstly describes the actual changes in inspections of school boards and how school
boards currently govern their schools. Next, it addresses changes in the governance of schools due
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Table 3. Reliability of scales.

Cronbach’s Average inter-item

Scale alpha correlation
Acceptance and use of inspection feedback (5 items) 0.70 0.33
School inspections change schools’ data collection (7 items) 0.68 0.27
School inspections change governance of data use (6 items) 0.78 0.39
School inspections change governance of quality assurance (1| items) 0.79 0.27
School inspections change governance of instructional time (4 items) 0.65 0.30
School inspections change governance of curriculum and instruction 0.78 0.36
(6 items)
School inspections change governance of professional development of 0.82 0.54
teachers and principals (4 items)
Governing data use and achievement orientation in schools (2 items) 0.87 0.77
Governing quality assurance in schools (2 items) 0.66 0.50
Governing instructional time in schools (2 items) 0.64 0.49
Governing curriculum and instruction in schools (3 items) 0.79 0.56
Governing professional development of principals and teachers in schools 0.73 0.58
(2 items)

Table 4. Describing governance of school boards.

Mean SD
Common characteristics of effective school boards
Governing data use and achievement orientation in schools 3.14 1.07
Governing quality assurance in schools 3.59 0.90
‘Managed instruction’ of failing schools
Governing instructional time in schools 2.68 0.97
Governing curriculum and instruction in schools 2.36 0.8l
Governing professional development of principals and teachers in schools 3.84 0.81
Note: five-point scale where disagree = |; agree = 5.

to school inspections and whether principals perceive these changes to be related to the timing of
the inspection meeting and/or the size of the school board.

Governance of school boards

Table 4 provides an overview of how school boards (2011) govern their schools. We tested whether
differences between variables with high and low means are significant by using paired samples
t-tests. The results of these #-tests (not included in the table) indicate that school boards govern the
professional development of teachers and principals significantly more than the curriculum and
instruction in their schools (¢ = 23, 10; df = 223; p < 0.001). They also report significantly higher
levels of governing the quality assurance of their schools, compared to the instructional time in
their schools (¢ = 13, 34; df = 229; p < 0.001).

We also compared governance styles of school boards according to the number of schools they
govern. A distinction was made between small school boards (governing one school), medium-
sized school boards (2—10 schools), large (11-20 schools) and super-large school boards (>20
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Table 5. Comparing governance of small/large school boards.

Significant differences
between all four groups Linear trend

Common characteristics of effective school boards

Governing data use and achievement orientation in schools  F (3, 229) = 1.04 F (1, 229) = 0.002

Governing quality assurance in schools F (3, 230) = 0.90 F (I, 230) = 0.05

‘Managed instruction’ of failing schools

Governing instructional time in schools F (3, 230) = 4.31** F (I, 230) = 8.72%*
(mean differences:
0.59)

Governing curriculum and instruction in schools F (3,226) = 12.15%  F (I, 226) = 24.89**
(mean differences:
0.77)

Governing professional development of principals and F (3, 227) = 4.83*%* F (1,227) = 10,57%*

teachers in schools (mean differences:

—0.39)

Entries are given in the form where F(dfM, dfR) = F; *p < .05, ¥**p <.01. A negative value for ‘differences in means’ indicates a
smaller value for governing in small school boards and a higher value for governing in large school boards.

Table 6. School boards’ perceptions of changes due to school inspections.

Perceptions of changes Mean SD
Acceptance and use of inspection feedback 3.33 049
School inspections change governance of data use and achievement orientation 272 0.69
School inspections change governance of quality assurance 3.13 052
‘Managed instruction’ of failing schools

School inspections change governance of instructional time 1.99 051
School inspections change governance of curriculum and instruction 2.02 0.50

School inspections change governance of professional development of teachers and principals 2.50 0.79
Other
School inspections change schools’ data collection 335 0.58

Note: five-point scale where disagree = |; agree = 5.

schools). The second column in Table 5 shows whether these four groups differ in their governance
of schools and changes in their governance as a result of school inspections; the third column indi-
cates whether these differences are linear and increase according to the size of the school board.

The results in Table 5 indicate that small school boards govern the instruction time and the
curriculum and instruction in schools in their schools to a greater extent than large school boards,
while large school boards particularly govern the professional development of principals and
teachers.

Changes in governance after school inspections

Table 6 shows the average scores of school boards on questions about their changes in govern-
ance, resulting from school inspections. According to school boards, changes in inspection
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Table 7. Comparing school boards that had/did not have an inspection meeting since 2007, and since
2010-2011.

School boards that School boards that
had/did not have an had/did not have an
Characteristics inspection meeting since 2007 inspection meeting in 2010-201 |

Common characteristics of effective school boards

School inspections change collection —4.42*% (235) —4.33*%* (235)
and monitoring of data in schools (Mean differences: —0.48) (Mean differences: —0.34)
Governing data use and achievement 0.40 (231) 0.15 (231)
orientation in schools
Governing quality assurance in schools —0.15 (232) —0.38 (232)
School inspections change governance —3.61% (231) —3.23% (231)
of data use and achievement (Mean differences: —0.48) (Mean differences: —0.30)
orientation in schools
School inspections change governance —4.01* (232) —3.67*F (232)
of quality assurance (Mean differences: —0.40) (Mean differences: —0.26)
‘Managed instruction’ of failing schools
Governing instructional time in schools 1.95 (232) 1.06 (232)
Governing curriculum and instruction in 2.48 (228) 2.88*%* (228)
schools (Mean differences: 0.32)
Governing professional development of —2.26* (229) —3.58%F (229)
principals and teachers in schools (Mean differences: —0.35) (Mean differences: —0.40)
School inspections change governance —0.94 (235) —0.94 (235)
of instructional time
School inspections change governance —1.11 (234) —0.57 (234)
of curriculum and instruction
School inspections change governance —1.81 (235) —2.36* (235)
of professional development of (Mean differences: —0.26)

teachers and principals

Note: t-value, df between brackets, *p < .05, **p < .01, mean differences reported for significant differences (a negative value
implies a higher score and stronger changes) for having an inspection meeting since 2007 or in 2010-2011).

methods particularly affect their governance of data use and achievement orientation in schools,
the development of quality assurance and self-evaluations in schools and the information they
collect. School inspections do not seem to affect their governance of teaching time, curriculum
and instruction in schools. A paired sample ¢-test indicates that these differences are significant
(“school inspections change schools’ data collection’ versus ‘school inspections change govern-
ance of instructional time’: t = 30.24; df = 232; p < 0.001; ‘school inspections change governance
of quality assurance in schools’ versus ‘school inspections change governance of curriculum and
instruction’: ¢ = 29.37; df = 229; p < 0.001). School boards indicate that they accept and use
inspection feedback relatively often.

In additional we compared school boards that had an inspection meeting since 2007 to school
boards that had not yet had such a meeting (see Table 7, column 2). We also compared school
boards that had a meeting in 2010-2011 to school boards that had not had a meeting that year
(Table 7, column 3). Such a comparison provides insight into whether the timing of the inspection
meeting affects the amount of change, and whether the type of changes that school boards
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Table 8. Comparing changes in governance of small/large school boards due to school inspections.

Significant differences
between all four groups Linear trend

Common characteristics of effective school boards

School inspections change governance of data F (3, 229) = 3.98** F(l,229) = 11.32%
use and achievement orientation in schools (Mean differences: —0.41)

School inspections change governance of F (3, 230) = 3.10% F (1, 230) = 7.44%*
quality assurance (Mean differences: —0.24)

‘Managed instruction’ of failing schools

School inspections change governance of F (3, 233) =220 F(I,233) =325
instructional time

School inspections change governance of F (3,232) = 0.50 F(l,232) =133
curriculum and instruction

School inspections change governance of F (3, 233) = 0.69 F (I, 233) = 0.37
professional development of teachers and
principals

Other

School inspections change collection and F (3, 233) = 8.50** F(I,233) =21.42%
monitoring of data in schools (1.111) (Mean

differences: —0.43)

Note: t-value, df between brackets, *p < .05, **p < .01, mean differences reported for significant differences. A negative
value for mean differences indicates that larger school boards have changed their school governance to a larger degree than
small school boards.

implement change over time as the Inspectorate of Education refines their inspection meetings
of school boards.

The results in the second column of Table 7 indicate that school boards that had an inspection
meeting since 2007 scored higher in the extent to which they collect and monitor data on the func-
tioning of their schools; they also scored higher in their governance of data use and achievement
orientation in schools, and in their changes of how they govern the quality assurance in their
schools. The third column, comparing school boards that had and did not have an inspection meet-
ing in 2010/2011, confirms these results and additionally indicates a decline in the governance of
curriculum and instruction in school boards that had a meeting.

Comparing changes in smallllarge school boards

Finally we compared small and larger school boards to analyse if they vary in the changes they
have made in the governance of their schools. The results in Table 8 indicate significant differ-
ences between small and large school boards only in the extent to which they change their gov-
ernance of data use and achievement orientation, quality assurance and the data they collect in
their schools due to school inspections. Large school boards report more changes in their gov-
ernance of schools compared to small school boards as a result of school inspections.

Discussion and conclusions

Against the background of new expectations of external inspectorates and school boards, this paper
deals with the issue of whether (and if so, to what extent) the current working methods of the Dutch

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


http://ema.sagepub.com/

16 Educational Management Administration & Leadership

Inspectorate of Education affects the governance of school boards in primary education. Holding
school boards accountable for the quality of their schools, requesting information about the quality
of their schools, and communicating to school boards the inspectorate’s inspection activities, out-
comes of inspections and interventions is expected to improve their governance of schools. The
inspection meetings with school boards and the feedback provided to them should also lead to a
change in paradigm, where school boards not only govern administrative and financial issues in
their schools, but also focus on improvement of educational quality.

Changes in school boards’ governance due to school inspections

The results of our survey indicate that school boards to a large extent accept the inspection feed-
back and say they use it for the improvement of their governance of schools. School inspections
have, according to school boards, particularly increased their governance of professional develop-
ment of principals and teachers, their governance of data use and quality assurance in schools, and
the amount of data they collect on the functioning of their schools. However, school inspections do
not seem to change their governance of teaching time, the curriculum and instruction in their
schools. School boards that had an inspection meeting during the previous academic year even
indicate a decrease in their governance of the curriculum and instruction in their schools, compared
to school boards that did not have such a meeting.

An important caveat on these results is the fact that school boards with many failing schools
were targeted for inspection meetings in 2007. An increase in changes in school boards with an
inspection meeting can therefore also be a function of a greater need to implement changes in
governance of schools in these school boards, instead of resulting from having had an inspection
meeting. A comparison of inspected and non-inspected school boards in 2010-2011, however,
supports these results, which implies that these changes are the result of inspection meetings with
school boards. The changes are, however, reported by school boards on one occasion, and there-
fore only reflect their perceptions on how they changed their governance of schools.

Changes in governance in large and small school boards

In addition we compared the differences in changes in large and small school boards as a result of
school inspections. Our results indicate that particularly large school boards implement changes
due to school inspections. Large school boards to a larger extent change their governance of quality
assurance and data use and the data they collect in their schools due to school inspections than was
the case for small school boards.

Large school boards were, however, prioritized in the scheduling of inspection meetings,
which implies that they have received more inspection visits compared to small school boards.
These differences can therefore also result from a difference in the number of inspection meet-
ings with small and large school boards instead of being a function of the number of schools in
the school boards’ portfolio. Unfortunately we could not test this hypothesis as we have no infor-
mation available on the total number of visits to small and large school boards.

Effectiveness of changes in governance of school boards

These findings seem to show that school boards prefer indirect ways of fostering change in the
educational quality of schools, through an improved use of data and improved quality assurance
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in schools, instead of intervening directly in curriculum and teaching matters. Prior research
indicates that such an indirect way of steering ultimately affects the interaction between pupils
and teachers via changes in leadership, and structural and cultural factors (e.g. Saatcioglu et al.,
2011). These results support a cautious positive conclusion on the potential of school inspections
to enhance the effectiveness of school boards’ governance.

Prior studies, however, also emphasize a need to adapt the governance of school boards to the
level of educational quality in their schools; outlining a continuum of ‘managed instruction’ of
failing schools, to ‘performance/empowerment’ of high-performing schools. The results of our
study do not provide insight into the extent to which school boards vary their governance of
schools, but the results indicate little change in the governance of instructional aspects of their
schools, such as the curriculum and teaching time. Given the fact that the inspectorate prioritized
visits to school boards with many failing schools, such a change was to be expected; school
boards with failing schools should take on a governance style of ‘managed instruction’ and focus
on the improvement of the curriculum and teaching in their schools. As the results indicate little
changes in these instructional aspects, it seems that school boards still particularly focus on
more conditional aspects of good education in their schools and leave the quality of education
to the principals and teachers in their schools. Additional improvements in the effectiveness
of these school boards could be gained if school inspections motivate these school boards to
focus on the governance of teaching and instruction in their schools.

Funding
This study was funded by a grant from the Dutch National Council for Primary Education.

Note

1. Cito is the name of the testing company that develops these tests.

References

Act on Good Governance, Good Education. Staatsblad 2010, nrs. 80 en 282. https://abonneren.rijksoverheid.
nl/nieuwsbrieven/archief/artikel/33/11a9ef13-80ef-4c6a-99d1-e78a5d554e7¢/07a0c6ee-d6ad-42aa-8612-
70c3216297¢e (retrieved January 2012).

Black J and Baldwin R. (2010). Really Responsive Risk-Based Regulation. Law & Policy, 32(2):
181-213.

Carver J and Carver M (2001) Le Modele Policy Governance e les organismes sans but lucratif. Gouvernance-
revue international 2(1): 30—48.

Center on International Education Benchmarking [CIEB] (2014) System and School Organization. Washington, DC:
CIEB. Available at: http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-education-benchmarking/
top-performing-countries/netherlands-overview/netherlands-system-and-school-organization/ (accessed January
2014).

Claassen A, Hulshof M, van Kuijk J, et al. (2008) De Beleidscontext van zwakpresterende basisscholen.
Nijmegen: ITS, Radboud Universiteit.

Department of Education, Culture, and Science. (2009). Memorandum of understanding of the reenacted
Supervision Act. Nr.32193, 3. [Memorie van toelichting - Wijziging van de Wet op het onderwijstoezicht
en enige andere wetten in verband met de invoering van getitegreerd toezicht en de gewijzigde rol van de
Inspectie van het onderwijs bij het toezichtproces - Hoofdinhoud]. Den Haag: Ministerie van Onderwijs,
Cultuur en Wetenschap.

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


https://abonneren.rijksoverheid.nl/nieuwsbrieven/archief/artikel/33/11a9ef13-80ef-4c6a-99d1-e78a5d554e7c/07a0c6ce-d6a4-42aa-86f2-70c3216297ee
https://abonneren.rijksoverheid.nl/nieuwsbrieven/archief/artikel/33/11a9ef13-80ef-4c6a-99d1-e78a5d554e7c/07a0c6ce-d6a4-42aa-86f2-70c3216297ee
https://abonneren.rijksoverheid.nl/nieuwsbrieven/archief/artikel/33/11a9ef13-80ef-4c6a-99d1-e78a5d554e7c/07a0c6ce-d6a4-42aa-86f2-70c3216297ee
http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-performing-countries/netherlands-overview/netherlands-system-and-school-organization/
http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-performing-countries/netherlands-overview/netherlands-system-and-school-organization/
http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-performing-countries/netherlands-overview/netherlands-system-and-school-organization/
http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-education-benchmarking/top-performing-countries/netherlands-overview/netherlands-system-and-school-organization/
http://ema.sagepub.com/

18 Educational Management Administration & Leadership

Ehren MCM and Honingh M (2011) Risk-based school inspections in the Netherlands: A critical
reflection on intended effects and causal mechanisms. Studies in Educational Evaluation 37(4):
239-248.

Ehren MCM and Visscher AJ (2008) The relationship between school inspections, school characteristics and
school improvement. British Journal of Educational Studies 56(2): 205-227.

Ehren MCM, Altrichter H, McNamara G, et al. (2013) Impact of school inspections on teaching and learning;
Describing assumptions on causal mechanisms in seven European countries. Educational Assessment,
Evaluation and Accountability 25(1): 3-43.

Hofman RH (1995) Contextual influences on school effectiveness: The role of school boards. School Effec-
tiveness and School Improvement 6(4): 308-331.

Hofman RH, Hofman WH and Guldemond H (2002) School governance, culture and student achievement.
International Journal of Leadership in Education: Theory and Practice 5(3): 249-272.

Honingh ME and Hooge EH (2009) Reconsidering the tension between bureaucracy and professionalism in
publicly and privately funded schools. School Leadership & Management 29(4): 405-420.

Hooge EH and Honingh ME (2014) Are school boards aware of the educational quality of their schools?
Educational Management Administration and Leadership.Vol. 42(4S): 139—-154.

Inspectorate of Education. (2010) Evaluatie risicogestuurd toezicht. [Evaluation riskbased school inspec-
tions]. Utrecht: Inspectie van het Onderwijs.

Janssens FJG and de Wolf I (2009) Analyzing the assumptions of a policy program: An ex-ante evalua-
tion of ‘Educational Governance’ in the Netherlands. American Journal of Evaluation 30(3):
411-425.

Klerks M (2013) The effect of school inspections: a systematic review. Available at: http://schoolinspections.
ew/literature-review-effective-school-inspections/ (accessed January 2014)

Land J (2002) Local school boards under review: Their role and effectiveness in relation to students’ aca-
demic achievement. Review of Educational Research 72(2): 229-278.

Martin J (2008) Inspection of education and skills: From improvement to accountability. In: Davis H and
Martin S (eds) Public Services Inspection in the UK. London: Jessica Kingsley, pp. 55-70.

McAdams DR (2006) What School Boards Can Do: Reform Governance for Urban Schools. New York:
Teachers College Press.

McNamara G and O’Hara J (2005) Internal review and self-evaluation — the chosen route to school improve-
ment in Ireland? Studies in Educational Evaluation 31: 267-282.

Mordaunt J and Cornforth C (2004) The role of boards in the failure and turnaround of non-profit organiza-
tions. Public Money and Management 24(4): 227-234.

Plough BL (2011) School board governance and student achievement: School board members’ perceptions of
their behaviors and beliefs. Dissertation. San Diego State University, US.

Ranson C, Farrell C, Penn N, et al. (2005) Does governance matter for school improvement? School Effec-
tiveness and School Improvement 16(3): 305-325.

Saatcioglu A, Moores S, Sargut C, et al. (2011) The role of school board social capital in district gov-
ernance: Effects on financial and academic outcomes Leadership and Policy in Schools 10(1):
1-42.

Smeets G and Verkroost J (2011) Selectief en slagvaardig;, werken met de WOT (2000-2010). Utrecht:
Inspectie van het Onderwijs.

Stringfield S (2002) Big change questions: Is large-scale educational reform possible? Journal of Educational
Change 3: 63-73.

Thrupp M (1998) Exploring the politics of blame: School inspection and its contestation in New Zealand and
England. Comparative Education 34(2): 195-209.

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


http://schoolinspections.eu/literature-review-effective-school-inspections/
http://schoolinspections.eu/literature-review-effective-school-inspections/
http://ema.sagepub.com/

Ehren et al.: Changing school board governance in primary education through school inspections 19

Author biographies

Melanie Ehren is a senior lecturer, working on research into effects and unintended conse-
quences of standards-based school reform, accountability systems and school inspections on
school improvement and teaching and learning in schools. She is currently coordinating a
three-year research project on the impact of school inspections on school improvement in six
European countries (financed by the European Committee on LifeLong Learning) and also
coordinates the Special Interest Group on Educational Evaluation, Accountability and School
Improvement of the European Association for Research on Learning and Instruction (EARLI)
with Professor Maag Merki. As a programme leader of the MA on Inspection and Regulation,
she teaches school inspectors in England and overseas.

ME Honingh is as assistant professor in public administration at Radboud University Nijmegen.
Her research in recent years has focused on systems-based regulation, professionals, governance
and supervision in schools for primary education and organizational behaviour. Currently she is
working with Marieke van Genugten on an Expertise Centre for Vocational Education (ECBO)
project on hard and soft control in the Dutch vocational education sector.

Edith H Hooge holds an endowed chair at TiasNimbas Business School, Tilburg University. Her
research is driven by the question what goes on in the policy and administrative context of large,
complex and layered educational organizations and the influence this has on the organization of
education and, ultimately, on educational quality. Her research interests are multi-level govern-
ance, internal supervision, accountability mechanisms and social entrepreneurship in education.
She is a senior consultant at BMC Consultancy advising on engaging in the renewal and improve-
ment of the structuring of educational governance and of the action and behavioural repertoire of
educational managers.

Joe O’Hara is Professor of Education and Head of the School of Education Studies at Dublin City
University. He is a member of The Teaching Council, on the steering committee of the Irish Eva-
luation Network and Irish representative on the Network of European Societies of Evaluation
working group (NESE). Joe O’Hara is also an adjunct faculty member of the Centre for Culturally
Responsive Evaluation and Assessment at the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign and
Research Director at the Centre for Educational Evaluation, DCU.

Downloaded from ema.sagepub.com at Universiteit Twente on January 12, 2015


http://ema.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


