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Abstract

In the discoNES 2y K2g (G2 AYLINROGS . NAROGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAl Q
epistemological tensions exist between two competing rationalities: (1) an instruahent
rationality that privileges sensmaking born out of dat@athering, and (2) a values
rationalty that is discernibly more contextependent. The seeds for public discord are
sown when a particular kind of logic for capturing the complexity of any problematic is
privileged over a competing (counter) logic attempting to do the same thing. The Fraser
Institute proposes tathe public a particular vision on how to improve secondary schools by
manufacturing annual school report cards that are published in newspapers and online.
Proponents of school report cards believe that school improvement is predican
measurement, competition, marketriven reform initiatives, and choice. They support the
strategies and techniques used by the Fraser Institute to demarcate the limits and
boundaries of exemplary educational practice. Critics of school report cémdstdo the

way ranking rubrics highlight and amplifiifferencesthat exist between schools. They
believe that the rankings devised by the Fraser Institute rewards certain kinds of schools
while statistically sanctioning others. Drawing principally oblighed media accounts and
GKS CNJ}ASN) LyadAddziSQa 2¢y R20dzySyida GKAa LN
mounted an effective public critique on the state of public secondary schools. It describes
how statistical revisions made to the ranking mafriam 19982010 resulted in a marked
redistribution of topranked schools in British Columbia that privileged certain kinds of
private schools over public schools. School rankings designed to locate and fix their
respective subjects in this way call on atgeto compete for, acquire, and leverage different
kinds ofsymboliccapital on the field of power, which they use to promote their respective
political agendas. When the kinds of stories that can be told about schools become narrated
through a statisticarégime of truth theymay negate capital disparities that exist between
schools and the population of students they serve. At stake is the emancipatory belief that
different kinds of schooleperateto serve the diverse educational needs of different kind

of students in different kinds of ways.
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CHAPTER $chool Rankings Contextualized

In the spring of 2006, Peter Cowtethe Director of School Performance Studies
at the Fraser Institute addressed a room full of teachers and administrators at
+| yO2 dz@S N A . As Nitedafi tdm principatiziuthors of th¢# wS L2 NI / | NR 2
Secondary Schools in British Columbia and the Yoikok S RS&aONA 6 SR G KS LJzo
holding schools accountabl€owley & Easton, 2006Ffowley explaed the genesis of
the controversial Fraser Institute ranking @ublic and privateschools that he
coauthored withDr. Stephen Easton by relating a personal story.

In the mid90s Mr. Cowley wanted to get information about how students in his
R dz3 K (i $idNdyh schablzbad performed on standardized provincial examinations.
| S RSAONAROGSR K2g (GKS LINRYOALJ € 2F KAa RId
information, and the frustration he felt as a concernedgra being denied access to it.
(Theprincipal expained that school exam results were confidential and not for public
consumption) Cowley talked about how a sympathetic teacher secretly provided him
with the information he wanted, and how he felt empowered as a ras@leter could
finally make a persondl 8 4 SaavYSyd | o62dzi GKS 2@SNYff | dz f
high school. He talked about how he was approached by the Fraser Institute to develop
a school report card that helped British Columbia parents do precisely what Cowley had
difficulty doing forhimselft assess the educational experience of students attending

NAGAAK /2fdzYoAll QF KAIK a0Kz22fad t SGSNI G

concerned parent suddenly had access to the intellectual, financial, and human capital
of an advocacy thk tank with political clout. He talked about the firdtw S L322 NIi  / | NRQ
being published itV ¢ K St heRvpapgt D §@spring of 1998, and the maelstrom of
controversy that accompaniedrtiteveryone, it seemed, had an opini¢@owley, Easton,
& Walker, 1998; Proctor, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d, 19%8=jalked about how five
a &y Performancelndicatorg (hereafter:KPIs) that informed the first published ranking
in 1998 had grown to eight in 2006 and why vocaiagiof the report should perceive
G2RIFeQa NYylAy3I |a oSAy3a | Y2NBE ydzt yOSRZ



incarnation. He talked about th## DF NF¥ A St R 2 Sadz2y ! g NRa F2NJ 9
luncheon hosted by the Fraser Institute every springvaich deserving principals were
K2Yy2NBR F2NJ KI @Ay3 | OKASOSR aA3IyATFTAOLyGte Yl
ranking from the previous year, and the pride each of them felt for being recognized in
this way.

Peter Cowley talked passionately aboetlucation and | was left with the
impression that he was committed to improving the educational experience of students
in British Columbia. My observation, however, was that in talking about education that
SPGSYyAy3Is aNW® /[/2¢ftSeQa paRicularikine ¢f ingirtniental y OK 2 NB
rationality that troubled his critics because it reduced schools to measurable
outcomeg exclusively. Critics of the ranking challenged Cowley to consider the
obstacles educators faced in meeting the diverse needs of a éiwtuslent population
and they objected to the complexity of school systems being reduced to KPIs. Schools
were not homogenous places and they reasoned that it made no sense for the Fraser
Institute to compare different kinds of schools that served diffédends of students.

Apparently sympathetic to the concerndeing expressed by hardworking
teachers that evening, Cowley defended the logic of the rankimdyexplained why it
was useful it helped parents make informed choices about where to send their
children to school. He described how each of the KPIs included in the report had been
taken from data the Ministry had collected on students and schools and the role
teachers played in setting the provincial exams. The eveningluaea with Peter
challenginghis critics assembled in the audience to provide an alternative to the
ranking, or to suggest ways that it could be improved. His closing remark, however,
YIRS Al OfSINI gKeé GKS NIQylAy3a g2dxZ R O2yiAydz
wehaveandMB g F20dza> 3AIAN'PR 6z VANBD2RNYVSY He aGNA] Sa
the ranking debate because it is predicated on the presumption that school ranking
instruments (like the one developed by the Fraser Institute) is key to improving schools.

It also inwtes school ranking critics to engage the Fraser Institute on its own

! Personal notes made by Michael Simmonds while attending a-RIBIC Chapter, dinner meeting at the
Arbutus Club, Vancouver, April 19, 2006.



epistemological terram a terrain defined by standardization, performativity, and the
use of measurement.

LG 200dzZNNBR G2 YS (KSy GKIFIG AF GKS @2A
het NR G FffX GKS NBFOGA2ya (G2 tSGSND& | RRNB3
articulated within a polemical discourse. It seemed that two giant, tectonic plates of
truth collided that evening and the controversy surrounding the ranking was tite e
result. And while Cowley was open to the possibility of expanding the focus of his
ranking by including more data, his critics discounted the stories the Fraser Institute told
about schools as they were narrated by statistical discourses that did chtdm a
4 YA &S NEKoZoly RES Fph51They arguedhe voices of students shoulse heard
outside the boundaries imposed by the Fraser Institute and their position had been well
documented in published media accourtdNRA y 4 SR 2y GKS LI 3Sa 27
regional and provincial newspapefBeyer, 2000Editorial, 1999; Hughes, 2005; Johal,
2001a, 2001b; Knox, 2005; Masleck, 2000; McDonnell, 2005; Proctor, 1998a;
Steffenhagen, 2002b, 2003c, 2004a)

As the evening unfolded | was struck by an interesting paradox that | believed
was taking place in the roonit occurred to me that were it not for the publication of
the Fraser Institute ranking in a proviacnewspaper every spring, thieinner (and the
heated conversations that informed the evening) would not be happening in this very
public way. If nothingSt 4S> / 2¢f SeéQa ¢2N] aLIl NJSR | RA
education about the purpose and nature of schooling and the fitedapacityroom
was evidence that it was a conversation worth having. It was within this space that
student voices were articulatl through a story told by high school rankings. And it was
within the same space that student voices were articulated through the stories told by
teachers working in low mediunt, and highranked schools. | wondered if these stories
were ever told beforeand if they were, from whose perspective? Whose voices were
included; silenced; marginalized; discountéagden; and amplified? | wondered what
kinds of stories ranking discourses told about students, teachers, and sch&uls?

mostly,| wondered whai{or whose) purpose they served.



When 1 left the dinner | began to reflect on an important question that framed
the conversations about the school accountability movemémdt emergedat the
Arbutus Cluldinnert by what techniques are truths about student aehement told in
British Columbia and why do prevailing truths seem to be anchored in a particular kind
of rationality that Peter Cowley represented that evening? My questanthe time
were triggered by my fourteegear professional practice working dbrk House School
(YHS), an independentl® school for albirls that was founded in 1932 in Shaugneassy
one of Vancouver's wealthiesheighbourhood. YHS belongs to a number of
organizations that includes: the Independent School Association of BritishmGia
(ISABC); the Federation of Independent Schools (FISA); Canadian Accredited
Independent Schools (CAIS); the National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS);
FYR GKS blraAaz2ylt /2FfA0A2Yy 2F DANI&aQ {OKz22f 2

school in the Independent School Act of British Columbia.

GDNRdzL) H aOKz22fa NBOSAOS op: 2F (GKSANI 2
operating grant on a per futime equivalent (FTE) student basis. They

employ BC certified teachers, have educationalgpams consistent with

ministerial orders, provide a program that meets the learning outcomes

of the British Columbia curriculum, meet various administrative

requirements, maintain adequate educational facilities, and comply with

municipal and regional disth O  (B2tRIS Gotbinbia Ministry of

Education of Independent Schools, 2010)

York Housé&chool (YHS3 a collegepreparatory, day school that has a selective
admissions policy for all prospective students.hlis a population of sihundred
students and every one of its (approximately fiffiwe) graduating students gets
accepted to highly competitive, pesecondary institutions throughout the world. On
average parents spend about $14,000 (after tax) dollars on annual tuition aschat
uncommon for students tchave spent twelve or thirteeryears at the schoolYHS
employs a team of fulime fundraising development professionals whose sole task is to
raise money for the school to assist in meeting (and exceeding) the operating and

capital costs of running a misstaniven, independent school. Annual giving campaigns



from parents bring in approximately $500,000 per year. #snual budget is
approximately7.5 million dollars.YHSis one of three alBA NI 4 QX LINA Gl S & OK
families living in Vancouver might consider as being a-beschool for their daughter
There are also a number of other independentl@, ceed schools in the city from
which some families may choose. What is relevant to note at this juncture, howisver,
that YHS is endowed with high levels of financial, human, social, and cultural capital
thatt taken together make it a relatively resource rich school in comparison to most
other British Columbian schools. As well it is important to note that YHS is aethes
within a network of power relations that span provincial, national, and international
boundaries. The ISABC, FISA, CAIS, NAIS, and NCGS are different kinds of organizations
that have in common the belief that missiaiven independent (and private) Iscols
best serve the diverse educational needs of students.
When the Fraser Institute published its second school rankm 1999, York
House School scored eigpoint-six out of a possible tepoint-zero (Cowley, Eston, &
Walker, 1999, p. 43)or the past eight years, however, the school has been identified
with other independent andprivate’ schools in Vancouver as beingvdi 2ahk@d (ten
out-of-ten) school. By that singular measure, York House lays claim status as being
2yS 2F GKS ao0Sadé aqQuuang, 2606)tudents donpickedak / 2 f dzY
NBIljdZANBYSyGa 2F (GKS aAyAailiNERQa-1NB@mMmaySR 3INI R
seltselect from a number challenging, collelgeel, Advanced Placement (AP) courses
that are offered in science, humanities, languagé&nglish, and the fine arts. The
teachers of York House School belong to the British Columbia Government and Service
Union (BCGEU) and pay annuaion dues. A fultime teaching load in the senior school
(Grades 712) is six courses and the maximum slaige is 20 students. (Some AP classes
are taught with as few six students, but whether small classes run at all are left to the

A M L AL X

RAAONBGAZ2Y 2F (GKS |1 SFRd0O !y SflefghingRhe. 21 NR 2

% Theimportant distinction between grivate and anindependentschool has to do with governance. An
independentschool is governed by an elected board of trustees and operates outside the boundaries
imposed by public school boardé private schoolcan be part of another entity such as a -fmofit
corporation or a noffor-profit organization such as a church or sgogue. All religious schootzre
private schools. Most secular schools are independent schools.



Head of School to assist in directingSth a OK2 2t Q& | OGAQBAGASad | 2N
periodically by the Independent School Branch of the Ministry of Education to ensure

that it complies with all aspects of the Independent School Act of British Columbia.
Collectively these factors created aghly structured web of support for students

aspiring to continue their educational pursuits at highly selective gesbndary

institutions throughout the world. As importantly, they helped contribute to gwhool

moving up the ranking onpoint-four points to achieve a perfect tepoint-zeroon the

Fraser Institut® & & r@nkigg&chle of performativitfCowley & Easton, 20Q1in that

incremental step York House made an enormous leap by joining the extremely sma

Of dZAaGSN) 2F WSt AGSQ AYRSLISYRSYyd FyR LINAGEGS
perfect scores. Tdt was twelveyears ago, and with the most recent published ranking

of the Fraser Institute report card on secondary schools in May of 2010, only two

+ yO2dzOSNI LJzof AO &aSO2yRINE aOKpdntzroo KI @S S O¢
Prince of Wales Secondaf@owley, et al., 1999nd University Hil([Cowley & Easton,

2003) How was this possible? What information about school culture was missing from

GKS CNI}ASNI LyadAddziSQa NBLIZ2NI OF NRacé?y R gKe
Are private schools realy 6 S dhanSdldic schools, and if so why?

That is when | began to seriously consider the possibility that school rankings
measured organizational capadtyjoremostt YR KI R @SNE fAGGES G2 3
32 2 Ry S &mis€dhatltopranied schools like York House had the human, financial,
and cultural capital necessary to achieve ‘apked scores in ways that most other
public and private schools throughout the provinoay havelacked. These refl¢ions
have led med explore threek a LJISOGa 2F GKS WCNI aSNJ Lyadaddzi
{OK22fta Ay . NAGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAl FyR GKS | dzl 2y QY
construct the realm of schooling, performancand accountability; (2) whatleological
assumptims underpinthe statistical formulae used to construttte rankings in the first
place; and (3) why the Fraser Institute has garnered so much traction on the field of

education in promoting its school ranking reports. Thesfdections have informed the



way in which | have come to problematize the school ranking accountability

phenomenon within he context of British Columbia in the broadest sense.

The Problem and its Significance

The Fraser Institute is a nalected, libertarian think tank that promotean

agenda of improving schools througbmpetition, choice, andnarket forces. Declaring

~ A A

2y AlGa 6S0aAiGS G2 -lASNIGA&T yA VANGE BRSGRISHar2 yye2 v
2010a) The Fraser Institute is comprised of academics, business executives, and former
politiciansthat espouse and promote righéaning, conservative political agendasd

ideologies Every spring the Fraser Institute publishes a ranking of public and private

schools inW¢ KS  t°NRPIBAGYLASAS NI 6 aSR 2y REGE AG 3t St
website. Etitted WwS L2 NI / FNR 2y {SO2yRINB {QHe22fa AY
rankings represent the collected efforts of statisticians, computer technicians,
S§O2y2YArAaitas LRt{tAGAOALIY&aSE | YR o6dzarySaa SESOdz
measure, g1dy, and communicate the impact of competitive markets and government
AYGSNBSyGAz2y 2y K@GheFadeFihstittde, 2DMa)yHayaRshgler R dzl £ & ¢
LISNB2Y NBLINBaSyida (GKS NBLR2NIQa FAYRAYyIA al @z
ideologies from special intest groups can be both promoted and humanized at the

same time. This is an important consideration because in assigning scores to schools,

the Fraser Institute effectively namashools by numberingchools. The public,

however, responds best to messagesnununicated by human beings, and not
organizations (and institutes per se). In this way, Peter Cowley has become the
spokesperson associated with scheatle accountability issues in British Columbiad

elsewhere This igelevanta A @Sy t A S Na&Eertion 2zhdrNaRguayelzdd power

STLINAE 2F HAanT YIENJ SR GKS FANBRG GAYS aAayOS wmody GKI
{OK22taQ ¢l & WitdkdSt i i SRS 0K § 82y RRPIpsTOERS 1 vy O2 dz@SNJ { dz
has a weekly readership of 848,30B¢ K S t ,N d@ripArl3d Chas a readership of 865,000 (Source:

Anne Crassweller, President Newspaper Audience Databank (NAD) Inc., (Personal email correspondence,

May 2, 2007).



have profound political implications when authorized someonspeaks on behalf of

an entire group. At stake is the deployment of power through language.

G¢KS &aL}R1SaLISNB2YS Ay aLlsSrliAy3a 2F |
3 NP dztiMtaésy'the group, through the magical operation that is

inherent in any act of naming. That is why one must perform a critique of

political reason, which is intrinsically inclined to abuses of language that

are also abuses of power, if one wants to pdise question with which

all sociology ought to begin, that of existence and the mode of existence

of collectives'(Bourdieu, 1985, p. 741)

The existenceand the mode of the existencecollectiveto be questioned hee is the
constellation of power forces that underpin and shape the Fraser Institute, and more
specifically, its annual ranking of secondary schools.

I O0O2NRAY3I (2 G KGE07 AnNlaldRepodNtitlgda W/AKIds6BAmI G KS
2 2 NJ 5¥® of its 12.7 ittion dollar operating budget came from unnamed
organizations, corporations, and foundatiofihe Fraser Institute, 2007)he remaining
Mo2 OFYS FTNRBY LISNER2YIFf R2ylFGA2yae 2KAES (KS
from the corporate sector, the 200&nnual Report indicates that the majority of Fraser
Institute supporters are individuals, accounting for 85% of its support base. This is an
important consideration because it suggests that there exists strong grassroots support
for an advocacy think tank K2 4SS ¢2NJ] Aa LINAYINRf& TFdzy RSR
WOK Iy 3A Y I(Thé R&ser mgitie, RAD7yhemodeof the collectivebroadens to
include dlist of researchers who are currently associated with the Frhssitute. There
are now more than three hundred and fifty researchers in twemiyg countries
associated with the Fraser Institute; four of whom have been awarded Nobel Pirizes
EconomicqThe Fraser Institute, 2007\Vith offices in VancouverCalgary, Montreal,
and Toronto, d 4 KS CNJ aSNJ LyadAildziS siiilarindepetderk S NI a
2NBFYAT I GA2ya Ay Y2NB (K I(The Fraser Ditdey; 300 Sa | NP «

* Freidrich A. von Hayek$74); Milton Freidman976); George J. Stiglet4&); and James M. Buchanan
Jr. (L986).



Again, this is an important considerati because it speaks to the epistemic sources of
power from which the Fraser Institute gains its legitimaeylegitimacy it uses to speak
with authority on issues such as education, health care, taxation, and immigration
within the public domain. The Fraskstitute occupies an important place, therefore, in
a broader constellation of power brokebecause it is well fundedell connected and
well placed
Today, the Fraser Institute is associated with: The Hudson Institute, C.D. Howe
Institute, Free Té World, Atlantic Institute for Market Studies, Montreal Economic
Institute, State Policy Network, Institute of Public Affairs (Australia), ERCEMEety for
Social and Economic Studies), and Frontier Centre for Public Policy, among(®tteers
Fraser Institute, 2010cWhat these instittes from around the world have in common is
the development and promotiort of policy platforms that are closely aligned with the
CN} aSNJ LyaidAaddziSQa 2@SNItf YAaaArz2yod . SO2YAY!
tanks, therefore, substantially empowsrthe Fraser Institute because it allows for
discourses to be cast, and recast, in ways that can be universally packaged and
disseminated. If league tables could be used to improve the educational condition in the
United Kingdom, for example, something apgmating thent like school rankings
Ydzad oS FoftS G2 R2 (GKS alyYS Ay . NAROGAaAaK [ 2f
however, is the considerable power the Fraser Institute wields in its ownTtright
independent of a worldwide coalition of likminded thinktanks. If numbers tell the
gK2tS aiu2NRs: a (0KS LyadAddziSQa | yydz f NBLR
statistics that were published at the end of their 2007 Annual Refdhie Fraser
Institute, 2007)

® EKOME is headquartered in Greece.



Numbers Tell the Whole Story

214,000,000 combined circulation & listenership of Canadian media coverage
3,807,728 files, including podcasts & videos, downloaded from all Fraser Institute web sites
3,000,000 students attend 6,300 schools rated in Fraser Itst@aohool Report Cards
1,331,549 visits to Fraser Institute web sites
59,000 copies of monthly magazine Fraser Forum mailed to subscribers
24,884 inquiries from around the world handled by Fraser Institute staff
6,243 news stories in print, on line, andhdcast around the world
4,012 subscribers to Fraser Instituterail updates
3,656 Fraser Institute supporters from 12 countries
1,058 mentions on external web sites and blogs
350 authors from 22 countries have contributed to Institute research
282 commetaries published in newspapers across North America
225 news releases & media advisories issued
188 presentations given around the world by Fraser Institute staff
117 Fraser Forum articles on wide variety of public policy issues
98 requests from around thevorld to reprint Fraser Institute material
24 languages in which Fraser Institute books have been published
5 Fraser Institute office locations to best influence the North America policy debate

1 of the most influential think tanks in the world

What is most striking about these statistics is the extent to which the Fraser
Institute occupies entirely different fields that reach entirely different populations
physicians respond to its surveys; principals are honored at its award luncheons; Fraser
Institute publications are translated into different languages; and offices have been
AONI GSIAOLTEE LRAAGAZ2ZYSR AY D2NIK ! YSNROI
R S 6 I(Th8 Eraser Institute, 2007, p. 52)

10



2 Kl G0Qa a4 {dGF1SK
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practice that endeavors to hold educational professionals accountable for what goes on
within them. In one sense, the invisible work of educational professionals is rendered
visible in that paents W & % Sneall part of what goes on inside classrooms every time
the ranking is published. The assumption is that good teaching occurs in the classrooms
of top-ranked schools and that problems exist in the classrooms ofrémked ones.
The ranking, erefore, provides parents with an instrument by which they can choose
good schools for their children and avolthd2 Yy S&® LYy GKA& ¢l &3 (GKS
annual report card is perceived by some to serve a public se(@m¥man, 2007;
Cowley, 2005b, 2007; Editorial, 2001, 2002c, 2003; McMartin, 2010b; Raham, B899)
in reducing the pedagogical, social, cultural, and economic complexities of public and
private secondary schools to KPIs, the Fraser Institotee§ a consciousness on the
public about what they think matters in schools by effectively promoting a culture of
LISNF2NXYIFGAGAGRET O2YLISGAGA2YZET |yR 02y adzyLIiA?z2
message about education is well articulated in medisoants that include print, radio,
the internet, and televisionAbelson, 2002; The Fraser Institute, 2006, 2007, 2008a,
2009, 2010h) By this measure, the Fraser Institute commands significant attention on
the publicmedia stage being cited six times more than its-leétning policy institute
counterpartt the Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives (CGRA9Ison, R02, pp. 98
99). As such it is important to critically examine the assumptions made by the Fraser
Institute in publishing its annual school ranking for five principal reasons: (1) the Fraser
Institute ranking is fast becoming a national fixture in Canaslat begins to publish
school rankings in Alberta, Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, and the Yukon Territory.
That the Fraser Institute has established seboardlike-schootrankings in provinces
and territories that are culturally, politically, and ecaonwally disparate speaks to the
inroads it has gained in the minds of Canadians everywhere. This is important because,
like published school rankings in other parts of the world, they are used by British

Columbians, Albertans, Quebecers, and Maritimergealio make inferences about
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may not always be in the best interest of stude(i¢est & Pennell, 2000, p. 434®) as

a noneleded entity the Fraser Institute influences public educational policy and, has as

its prevailing goal, the promotion of neoliberal market forces to improve both public

and independent/private schools. This speaks to the imposition of a particular ideology

that has both political and pedagogical implications that need to be problematized; (3)

the datadriven educational reforms supported by the Fraser Institute are steeped in
neoconservative standardization movements and accountability systems thatkare

their very natura limiting, reductive, and potentially harmful to schools and students

(Rowe, 2000)This belief is reflected by published media accounts that have framed the

ranking debate within a polemical discourdbat juxtapose two competing core

rationalities and will be explored in this project; (4) the Fraser Institute ranking of

schools impacts leadership practices within schools. Increasingly school leaders seem to

be developing strategies for playing the kimg game that make betweeschool

comparisons highlyproblematic (Wilson, 2004) This kind of complicit school
accountability gameplaying can have deleterious consequences. In their book,

Collateral Damage: How Highii I 1 S& ¢ SaGAy 3 / 2 NNitoliand ! YSNA Ol
Berliner (2007explainK 2 g I W LJ0 St €a® #apd hunm@behavior When single

measures (or indicators) of success and failure in a profession take on too much value,

/ | Y LJo Bavfaskarts that # exaggerated reliance on theneasure can create

conditions that promote corruption and distortigrand (5) a final reason for critically

examining the Fraser Institute report card on secondary schedlsat rankings derived

from a statistical languaggrivilege a particular kind of instrumental rationality that has

profound sociological and pedagogical implicatio(8pple, 2000; Goldstein &
Spiegelhalter, 1996; Norrig011; Whitty & Edwards, 1998The end result may be the
RAGAAAZ2Y 2F &a0OKz22fa FyR a0K22f RAAUGNAOGA AY
consideration because in ranking schools the Fraser Institute effectively rewards and
punishes schools, flewards and punishments are reflected by choices parents make

about where to send their children to school. Winning schools attract the brightest

12
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public continues to ew the published school ranking as a legitimate authoritative

document. This is highly problematic because authoritative documents are constructed

G2 3AAGS GKS AYLINBaaAzy GKS FdziK2Nbao | NB NB
achieved through thelza S 2 F &ALISOATFTAO aeyial OGAOFEX 3ANIYY
GKS FdziK2NAR YR RAASYLRSSNI GKS NBFRSNE ohil 3l

GOeBKS NBIFIRSNI Aa y20 2dzad LINBaASYiGSR 6A0K

make up their mind about its merits and demerits, but is iposed

within a discourse a way of understanding relations within the world

which, if successful, restricts and constrains the reader from

understanding the world in any other way. This discourse is characterized

as common sense, whereas in fact it is atgrone way of viewing the

G2NI R YR Aa (KEWESZPOMBINA RS2t 23A0If ¢

Problematic
The emergence of school rankings and their impact on shaping educational

discourse spans at least three continents (Noktherica, Europe, and Australia) and has
been ongoing for at least three decadé€owley & Easton, 2006; Dwyer, 2006;
Goldstein & Spiegelhalter, 1996; Rowe, 2000; Tight, 2000f Wé¢xnnell, 2000)The
''YAGSR YAY3IR2YQA [SF3dS ¢rofSa OGKFG adzyyl N
universities have been well established since the-t880s(West & Pennell, 2000)
League tables in the UK consist of ranking2sghf & G O2 YLJdzi SR FNRY 4&adidzR
achievement scores (raw and unadjusted) on national curriculum test results at ages 7,
11 and 14 years, together with similar scores for the General Certificate of School
Education (16 yeanlds) and Aevels (18 yea f R(Raweé, 2000, p. 75)n the United
{GFrGSas GRSOFAETSR Lzt AO | OO02dzydloAtAGE 27F
olara 2F addzRSydaqQ GdSaid aoO2NBa Aa ¢Sftf Sadl
consequences of basing performance indicator and accountability arrangements solely
on the outcomes of systerwide, standardized testing/assessment progranjRowe,
2000, p. 74) Closer to home Canadian colleges amilversities have been ranked by

al Ot SYIlymal AyS aAyOS wmoppvw sAGK GKS 3I2HE 27
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secondary institutiongFillion, 2006; Hunter, 1999; Kong & Me&005; Stevenson &
Kopvillem, 2006) Despite the geographic expanse over which ranking debates occur
nationally andinternationally, they have at their core the expression of common
concerns about the impact school rankings have on teaching and leaonimgany

levels that include: teacher morale, teacher effectiveness, socioeconomic disparity,
selective admission procedures, and the erosion of professionalism in an educational
system that values standardized testing and market driven refdiadl, 1997; Gaskell

& Vogel, 2000; Lucey & Reay, 2002; Masleck, 2000; Rist, 2000; Shaker, 2007; Webb,
2005, 2006, 2007)

Although the literature is replete with studies that examine thgact school and
university rankings have on the lfeorld of students,teachers parents,professors and
administratorsthe focus of this project is to examine the effect a local ranking has on
shaping how the public perceives secondary schools inisBriColumbia.Since
publishing its first secondary school ranking the Frassgtitie continues topresentits
understanding on the public about what constitutes a quality educational experience for
students in British ColumbigCowley, 2005aCowley,Easton, &Walker, 1999; Rocky,

2003; Schmidt, 2005)t does this by first selecting some data that is collected by the
Ministry about students and schools, and then interpreting that infation in a

a0 GAadAOrt Fylfeara GKFG YSEadaNBa WaoKz2f
sown when a particular kind of logic for capturing the complexity of any problematic is
privileged over a competing (counter) logic attempting to do the sdhieg. In this

debate, some quantitative data counts Wé all qualitative data does nowhen the

Fraser Institute compiles its published ranking of bestvorst performing schoolsThis

is extremely problematic on many levels that will be addressedisgroject, but some

scholars have argued that it may be considered a form of epistemic assault on teachers

and schools alikApple, 2000; Webb, 2007; Whitty & Power, 2002b)

Despite the datecentric focus on schoatide accountability, the Fraser Institute
promotes itself in a way McHoul anB NI} OS o6 mddo U

R a a
OF LWidzZNBR AGa w202S0O0GU o0& | &aSNrARSa 2F GSOKyaA
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NB LINB & Sy i | ((McHoul &2GFace? 1P83SENE3)am interested in unstitching
the techniques adopted by the Fraser Institute in promoting a particular logic; a logic
that followst what Foucault called a régime of truth(Foucault, 1977)This logi@aims
to reducethe socially complex world of schools into an overall mark out of ten, and for
the purpose of this study is considered as being a statisticamee@f truth. This is
especially important given the influence the Fraser Institute has managed to exact on
public opinion about school accountability and the school choice movement, not only in
British Columbia, but throughout Canada as well. A centgliraent | will make is the
capitalist rhetoric used by the Fraser Institute to promote its fnearket agenda for
school reform overshadows the constellation of deeper (hidden) forces that operate at
the nexus of discourse, representation, and power teeeffeducational policynaking.
Additionally, | am interested in examining how statistical discourses used by the Fraser
Institute to construct secondary school rankings have changed over time, and how those
changes haveeconfigured the school ranking larstape.| am also interested in
understanding how information is packaged and disseminated by the Fraser Institute for
public consumption hat results in school rankingand the KPIs that comprise them)
becoming the accountability litmus test for schoologoess in British Columbia. This is
an important consideration because secondary schools, and the people working within
GKSYZ IINB STFSOGA@GSte NBgFINRSR FyR LlzyAaKSR
relative position on the ranking: Tapnked schod are perceived as being better than
mid-ranked schools, and michnked schools are perceived as being better than-low
ranked schools.

Herein lies my entry point into a research project, that has agritecipalfocus,
a discursive analysis of the Fradesstitute ranking of secondary schools: That a
statistical language is used to promote and legitimize how schools have come to be
represented in the educational fieldlargue thismode of representations made more
palatable to the public because it iggsented as being objective, faminded, and
steeped in a particular kind of instrumeaitrationality that allows for it to be universally

applied to all schools. My study will explore how discourse is contained within language
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FYR K2g af |y Juzw gofetd, Bhd goBeisipécdliar to it alon@oucault,
2006, p. 53) 1 am interested in problematizing the legitimacy of school rankings in
general by unpacking some of the underlying assumptions the Fraser Institute makes
about <hools in partcular.

The Abutus Club dinner was evidence the accountability isa@es not only
controversial but also polarizing. Both sides seemed trapped by their own perspective;
dzy g Aff Ay3d G2 KSIFENI 6KS W20KSNH &ARSQa LRAyY
middle ground in the debate? Is it possible to delineate a new discursive terrain that
transcends polemical discourse when talking about educational reform in the context of
school rankings? Or, as was the case in advancing civil iiglite 1960s are there
some issues for which polemical debateniarrantedr indeed necessary? That is, are
there some ®cial justice related issues within education for which no middle ground
should ever be established, and should the debate on school ranking be considered on
of them?These kinds of questions not only inform the school ranking debate but they

aret at their cora political in nature.

Polemical Models

aAOKSt C2dz0F dzf & NBO23yAT SR a@OSNE &OKSYI
three models: the religious model, $n 2dzRA OAF NB Y2RSf > FyR (K¢
(Foucault, 1997, p. 112 religion, polemical debates are dogmatic in nature and deal
principally with human moral failing. The judiciary model examines, prosecutes, and
sentences the case. But it was the political model that Foucault believednvweas
LI2 6 SNFdzf 06SOldzaS AdG O2dA R SaidlofAiAakK W23KSNH

Gt 2f SYAOa& RSTAySa FfftAlFlyOSasx NBE ONXzA § & L
opinions, represents a party; it establishes the other as enemy, an

upholder of opposed interests against which one must fightil the

moment this enemy is defeated and either surrenders or disappears. Has

anyone ever seen a new idea come out of a polem{E®ucault,1997,

pp. 112113)
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This was an interesting insight and one | felt had tremendous implication on my
G2N] @ ¢KS Y2NB L NBFESOGSR 2y (KS SY20A2yIf
the dinner to the position he took as an advocate for educatioeédrm, the more |
0S3ly G2 dzyRSNEGFYR (GKS LRftSYAOFItET RSo6FGS 41
And how could it be otherwise? The Fraser Institute is, by definition, a political entity.

Born out of the policy institute movement of the mi®70s ad 1980s advocacy think
tanks, like the Fraser Institute, marketed their ideas to target audiences. They sought to
accomplish specific political agendas and worked hard to see their sociopolitical visions

realized above all others.

GC2dzy RSNE 2 Tk tarRgJan@ersO@ thé Amportance of
immersing themselves in the political arena. Ideas in hand, they began to
think strategically about how to most effectively influence policy makers,
the public, and the media. It also stressed the importance of marget
AdGa ARSI & (Ab&lsorij 2082, oy R A I £

It was during this era that the Vancouveased Fraser Institute was founded to
counter the leftleaning politic ofthen Prime Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau. Increasingly
O2yOSNYySR o0& (UKS FSRSNIf 3I20SNYyYSyiQa SO2z2yz2
NDP government in BC in 1972) Patrick Boyle, a senior industrial executive for
MacMillian Bloedelbegan considering how best to inform Canadians about the crucial
role markets play in economic development (Abelson, 2002). His dream became a
reality on October 21, 1974, when the federal governmgrdnted the Fraser Institute a
charter. Named for thanighty Fraser River, it was deemed politically prudent to give
the new institute a geographical, rather than ideological, reference point. And if Boyle
and his supporters had any doubt about why the institute needed to be established in
the first place, tiey were assuaged of their uncertainty in December of 1974 when
¢ NUzRSI dz G642t R (KS ylIFdA2y Ay KAa |yydzZt / KNKaA
reliable economic institution and would increasingly have to be replaced by government
action in order to susin the economicweld SA y 3 2 T (Abelsén, PORZ; p/ 44%

The seeds for a new hegemonic alliance were planted and the ywelgied a potent
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hybiR 2 F LR EAGAOFE FOGA2Yy GKIF{d LWz2aKSR &aSRdzO!
RA NB O@ppR,y2804b, p174) In this way alliances were formed between right

f SIYAy3a YR aSSYAy3afte RA&ALI NI OGS 3INRdAzLIA dzy Al
debate onto their own terrain the terrain of traditionalism, standardization,

productivity, marketization and irata (G NA& | (Applé, IR p.5)

ToutCourt 6 ¢ KS hyfe 22NIRE

Apple (2004) identifies four distinct groups that have emerge®H5 century
forces that he feels profaudly shape the educationgbolicy landscape. They are:
neoliberals, ne®2 Y A SN G A @Sas> FdzK2NAGEF NRF Y LJ2 Lddzf A &
T 2 NJ (Rppl,R2604b, p. 176)Each group exerts power on the educational field to
varying degrees, but according to Apple (1998), two dominant groups have emerged in
this period of modern conservative restoratiannediberals and neoonservatives.
While both groups promote educational reform agendas that are geared at improving
the overall educational condition for students in British Columbia they approach the
issue from different ideological perspectives.

Nedibera | NB OKI N} OGSNAT SR Ia o0S8SAy3a aSO2y?2
educational policy to be centered around the economy [and] around performance
202S 0@, 2604b, p. 179 902y 2YA O Y2RSNYAT SNA aasSS ac
need of being transformed and made more competitive by placing them into
marketplaces through voucher plans, tax credits, and other aimiharketizing
& G NI G @\ApleS2064b, p. 175)By comparison, néd2 y a SNl G0 A ¥Sa | NB
committed 2 SAGlI 6f AAKAY3I GAIKGSNI YSOKIyAavYa 27
national or state curricula and national or statel y R (i S R XAppl& a004h,Js
1750 . 20K 3INRdzLJA LINPY23GS az20Alfte O2yaSNBI G
consciousness, so that the educational, economic and social world we see and interact
with, and the commonsense interpretationge put on it, becomes the tout court, the
2yt e gAppt BO4b, p. 4)Herein lies the potential powegand | argue the

potential danger) of the new dgemonic alliance. Although neonservatives and
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neoliberals make different assumptions about schools and how best to improve them,
they are similar in that both ideologies promotbeir respectiveagendas though
discursive techniques that intersect at the nexus of educational reform. Theoetc
deregulation agenda of ndiberals like, for example, the Fraser Institute shapes every
policy reform initiative proposed by that particular advocacy think tank (@l in

education) but in health care, taxation, immigration, and global warming as well.

GhdzNJ GA&aA2Y A& F FNBS YR LINPALISNRdAzA ¢ 2 NI
greater choice, competitive markets, and personal responsibility. Our

mission is to measer study, and communicate the impact of

competitive markets and government interventions on the welfare of

A Y RA O M Redziagedlrstitute, 2010a)

Thesocial regulation agenda of neonservatives like, for example, the British Columbia
Ministry of Educationshapes edud#onal reform initiatives in a myriad of ways some of
which include: prescribing curriculumsetting standardizedexams for high school
students, and establishing compulsory skilased assessments for elementary
students. In fact the parameters that hetpe Ministry of Education establish the social
regulation agenda for the entire province is entrenched in law. One oedd consider

the preamble to Tie School Act. It reads:

G219w9l{ AdG Aa GKS 32+t 2F I RSY2ONI GAO
membersreceive an education that enables them to become literate,

personally fulfilled and publicly useful, thereby increasing the strength

and contributions to the health and stability of that society; AND

WHEREAS the purpose of the British Columbia scho@nsystto enable

all learners to become literate, to develop their individual potential and

to acquire the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to contribute to a

healthy, democratic and pluralistic society and a prosperous and

sustainable economy; THEREHE HER MAJESTY, by and with the advice

and consent of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of British

/] 2t dzYoAl =S Syl OGa +Fta F2tft2axXhédyaSNLI ¢KS
Legislative Assembly of British Columbia, 1996)

19



Thereclearlyexists an ideological tension embedded within the School Act itself
I 62dzi & SRdzOI G A 2yNKRS Byl 3 Keheye R 2002 KpS 66)h the
one hand schoolgnablestudents to become engaged members of a democratic and
pluralistic society, while on the other hand schools help students acquireskitle and
attitudes they need to contribute toa prosperous and suahable economy This
ideological tension exists regardless of what political party holds officeerals,
Conservatives, NDP, or the Green Paitgcause the tension resides in the inter
textuality between The School Act and the political agendas set myepavielding
brokers whose interests are affected by the legislation. And while an uncontestable
outcome of education is that students become literate in ways that enable them to
actively participate in a democracy, what is highly contestable is how thome is
best achieved.

In their book,School Choice Tradeoffs: Liberty, Equity, and Divefsagwin and
YSYSNBN) 6HnnuHo RSAONAROGS FTADS | LILINRI OKSa

the political spectrum is classical liberalisran approach hat limits the role of
I32OSNYYSyYylG (G2 LINRPGSOUGAY3I tAFSS tAOSNIex

02

by R

l'

0dzZNRSYy 2y GKS adGrdaS G2 2dzaiATFe(Gawini& Ay SN

Kermerer, 2002, p. 67)in this paradigm the state funds education, but it does not
provide it. Classical liberalists view the state as something to fear and forbid the state to
GO2Yy NRE (KS a2 OEodin & Keiinfer2ry 2062, Fp. 70K thef ofhdt B y ¢

end of the political spectrum is communitarianisran approach that advocates for the

A0 0SQAf ¥ 2P LBRAzOF A2y ® [/ 2YYdzy Al NRAFYAAY alLIX

NI G KSNJ (0 KI y(GadNih &KeimSrer 2002, fp.28%)ere the goal of education
is to develop participatory citizens who share common values. Communitarianists do
not support private schools in angrim.

Positioned between the poles of the political spectrum are political liberalism,
comprehensive liberalism, and progressive liberalism. At their core these approaches
are differentiated by the degree to which parental and state rights drive educational

outcomes. Political liberatslike, for example, the Fraser Instituteexpect the state to
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protect constitutional and charter rights that promote pluralism and autonomy. When
GKFG aidl 65048 SELSOGIGA2Yya 2F KdzYl gheddrS K|l @A 2 dz
the law, political liberals would advocate for the rights of the individual to supersede the

rights of the state. As such, political liberals expect the state to fund and regulate

schools, but not as a monopoly. Political liberals support the ttodé private schools

can play in educating students and advocate for minimal state regulation of them.
Comprehensive liberalism is an approach to education that supports highly- state

regulated private schools to eexist with their public school counterpat

Comprehensive liberals expect the state to protect constitutional and charter rights that
LINEY20GS | dzizy2Y@ YR RS@St2L) LI NIGAOALIN G2NE
G2XStEAYAYF(GS RAAONAYAYLFGA2Y FyR G2 3dzZ NI yi:
unOK I f f $36dM RéKemerer, 2002, p. 90)This approach elevates reason over

faith and perceives the role of publically funded schools to socialize students to that

ARSI ® tNRINBaaAw®S tAOSNItAAY AGRSYlFYyRa akl NI
elimination of all illiberal ds)S Ot a 2F 02 YYdzy A {iGodwin & Kefirered dzo O dzf (i «
2002, p. 93 t NPAINBaaA@S tA0SNrfa a3a3AQ@S GKS adl S
GKS® 3IAGS Al FftyYz2al (Gawih& Ked2rgri20,fp. 9OAHES NJ & OK 2 ;
approach to education is aimed at creating a deliberative and egalit democracy

GAGK Ydzf GALE S aKIFINBR gFfdzSao ¢KS adl dSQa Net
provide experiences for students in ways that promote emancipatory outcomes. These
approaches to educatio(political liberalism, comprehensive litadism, and progressive

liberalisn) are different because they balance the rights of the individual and the rights

of the state in different ways, but they are similar insomuch as they challenge society to

Fal 2F Ad0asStT agKIG | 0¥6RG2 KISR(@EiBRYEAIZRSE DS
Kermerer, 2002, p. 65 his is an important consideration and one thesat the heart

2F (GUKS CNIY&aSNJI LyadgaddziS aokKz2z2f NIylAy3

puj
w
O

agenda is concomitantly aligned, and at odds, with the School Acligitsawith the
parts of the legislation that promote fremarket approaches to building a prosperous

and sustainable economy through, for example, consumer@mpetition,and choice.
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But it resists those parts of the School Act that make room for ptyraliversity, and
egalitarianismwhen students are required by law to attend local public schools situated
within designated catchment areas until the School Act itself was amended in 2003.
With the amendment came the possibility thator the first time n British Columbia
students could apply for admission to public schools beyond the limits imposed by state
designated catchment areaslled school districtsWhen this occurred the contours of
the educational landscape shifted away from a terrain defirt®d the politic of
comprehensive liberalism towards a terrain defined by the politic of political
liberalisnt a politic more in keeping with the missiaitiven agendaof the Fraser
Institute itself. The effect of the amendment amplified the relevance of esthankings
F2NJ 4a2YS LI NBydGa ad YdzOK a Ad NBYSHESR ONRIiG
card. | will show how voices expressing dissent about school rankings (and the choice
basedreforms that underpin them) promote counter agendas that areclared in
social justice issues and the emancipatory hope the educational encounter can provide.
Such position taking is not new. Nor is it born out of the school accountabildy an
choice movements exclusively.

¢t2 RSAONROGS (GKS CNJI thes dducdtighal fild] izdughQa STFS
discourses that have accountability as its most dominant discursive feature, therefore, is
to discount the influence of overlapping social justice discourses that are positioned in

relation to critical theory and political &on.

GvdzSadAz2ya 2F 2dzaiGAOS FyYyR SRdzOFdA2Yy KI @
educational thinking as long as there has been a formal schooling system.

The introduction of mass schooling itself arose in the broader context of

a struggle for social improvement dntransformation, to provide

2L NIl dzy AUASE T2 NJayok RizvivlliogadNBE NanrQf | 44 S & Q¢
1997, p. 126)

Education brings witht potential opportunities that can lead to an overall improved
quality of life in the struggle for upward social mobility. But opening doors of

opportunity for students comes at a substantial cost. Education is an expensive
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undertaking. In 2007 e Ministy of Education spent $5.07 billioan the (k12)
educational system alon@ritish Columbia Ministry of Education, 2010)

Given the grat expenditure of public funden one ofcdthe best educational
aeadSya A yBoniR®DiHIRMEsRETiSING that some stakeholders endeavor
to hold schools accountable in ways that can be objectively measured. So when Ministry
R20dzySyida RSOfIFINB (GKS 3I20SNYyYSyuQa YIFyRIGS
educated,Y2a il f AGSNI GS 2 dzNR XBOAIOZDA7Rqyiestidng abdukK S O 2 y (i .
performance outcomes and student achievement are concomitantly raised. Questions
like: How does a government measure grageecific educational success? What
standards should be used to measure student (and tegcherformance? What cost
effective initiatives can be implemented in schools without compromising educational
quality? What does it mean to be an educated person living irttiecentury? Should
all schools look and feel the same? For many, these questace best answered when
decisions about spending are informed by quantitative assessments about the
educational systemit isno longer sufficient to say that literacy rates have significantly
improved in Grade 4 students, for example. A discerningptging electorate, and the
politicians beholden to voters everywhere, want to know by how much literacy rates
have improved, and at what cost? These questions beg-diatan responses through
which entire régimes of truth are manufactured about the edumaéil system. For how
else can Shirley Bond make the followidgh Y R A & tlddniiih ber ®e®published

educational report?

dGhyS AYLRNIFIYyd FYR AYRAALMzOF6fS FIFOG2N O
students rank among the best in the world is the dedati 2 ¥ . ®/ ®Qa
YIye ailAif f{(Erd Ocdbedr, 8008 ¢

In ranking students, therefore, against an interna@bnstandard the Ministry of

Education implements a discursive practice that is not unlike the one adopted by the

SLKANI S® . 2yR 613 . NAGAAK / 2uhed20080Aun@200% A YA 4G SNJ 2F 9 RdzO
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Fraser Institute. They are similar because they are both anchored in measurament
performativity.

Notwithstanding the increasg hold the Ministry of Education and the Fraser
LyadAaddziS NI ylAy3aa KI @S Yligisng@bout the@schddt I OlG 2y
accountability movement, a study that challenges prevailing statistical régimes of truth
telling contributes to tle accountability dialogue by providing alternative rationalities by
which schools are measured and compared. Herein lies the emancipatory potential of
my study: Not only doproblematized KS CNJ &SNJ Ly adAiddziSQa F NIAO
discourses irways that account for the statistical and contextual assumptions it makes
about secondary schools in British Columbia, but | will also illustrate how debates and
controversies over accountability and policy making are not confined to the formal seat
of power; as power is defined in a legislative (democratic) sense. More specifically, | will
show how discursive practices are used to demarcate the limits and boundaries of
SESYLX I NB SRdzOF GA2y Lt LINY QGAOS Ay || 61 & HKAC
32 SNy SEOf dza A ZRgucauly 2097 A5 L1$Mbeh Aa2pyiriEcélar kind of
school is consistently held up by the Fraser Institute as bamngxemplar for all schools
G2 SydzZ S |y Q¢ has bagi deplayed ihét Geshgidered?by Ball

(2003) as being integral to the new mode of state regulation.

GLY @FNRAR2dza 3IdzaasSa GKS (1Seée StsSySydaa 27 0
and it is aplied with equal vigor to schools, colleges, and univerdities

are embedded on three interrelated policy technologies; the market,
YFEYlF3ISNREFEAAY HBaR200BENFIZNNY | G A GA G & ¢

It is interesting (and | believe relevant) in a study that hasts principal focus
the critical examination of school rankings to consider performativity in the way Ball
suggests & | (1 AYR 2F aGSOKy2ft23eT |  OdzZ G§dzNB | v
judgments, comparisons and displays as means of incentive, corttoition and
changg 0 aSR 2y NBglI NRa FyR alyOdArAzyae o. | ffzx
performances begin to serve as measures of productivity, output, andikplays of

quality they do sawithin a field of judgmentdThe issue of who controls ¢hfield of
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2dzRIYSY G A& ONMzOAlLtEé¢ o.lftfX HAnnoX LI HMCU®
agents with different visions for school reform compete for capital to dominatdigie

of judgment When schools become complicit in their own subjugatiocause they

subscribe to policy technologies that promote régimes of performativity it leaves open

the possibility that individuals and organizations fabricate the educational experience

for students in ways that align with the metrics of accountabi(Ball, 2003; Webb,

2006) This dynamic creates tremendous institutional tension; a tension that manifests

in media accountbetween competing agents.

Dissertation Roadmap

The Frasr Institute rankig of schools is regarded by sorteebe an objective
measure of the overall quality of high schools in British Colurgiditorial, 2003; Foot
& Benzie, 2001; Raham, 199%) has sparked tremendaupublic controversy since it
was first published inmThe Provincenewspaper in the spring of 199@ierman, 2007,
Cowley &Easton, 2000,Cowley, et al., 1999; Derworiz, 2002; Fine, 2001; Foot & Benzie,
2001; Johal, 2001a; McMartin, 2010a; O'Connell, 2002; Proctor, 1998a; Royce, 2010;
Sokoloff, 2005; Steffenhagen, 2000, 2002b, 2008)s study questions, problematizes,
and wnpacks many of the assumptions made by the Fraser Institute abecdandary
schools and what it takes to improve them.
Chapter 1 has contextualized for the reader the impact the Fraser Institute
ranking of secondary schools had on my professional praaticgking in one of
+| yO2dzOSNDa WwoSaldQ aoOKz22fad LG SadlofAakKSR
debate that emerged in British Columbia as a result of the Fraser Institute publishing its
annual secondary school ranking. At issue is the collisiomwofcompeting epistemic
F LILINR F OKS& Fo2dzi K2¢ o6Sad G2 oneé&nchemdyvihayS 'y 2
particular kind of instrumental rationality, whereby schools (and the students attending
them) are redued to a set of measurable KPIs; tbther anchaed in a belief that
schools are complex organizations that provide opportunities that servediherse

educational needs of all studertsan understanding that transcends measurement on
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YtLad 2KFGQa d adl 1S Aa (§KS dSeNedifdreny 2F &Of
kinds ofstudents in differenkinds ofways.

Chapter 2 establishes the theoretical grounding for my project. My intent is to
show how modern disciplinary power operates on thelds of accountability and
judgment through the Frser Insh ( dzécBoBH&anking rubric A principal argument |
YF1S Aa |y OK 2 WS RunderstanirgddhbwdpbvieCisioperationalized in
prisong that statistical rankings cast their omnipresent gaze on secondary schools from
published tables in the saenway prison guards cast their omnipresent gaze on
incarcerated prisoners from Panoptic prison towers. | deay . 2 dzZNRA SdzQa & 2 NJ
how capital imbalances between agents playing the school accountability game result in
power imbalances between agentsnt what Brighenti (2007) cafisthe field of
visibility. Here | am interested in exploring the possibility that political formations
compete across fields in ways that seek to forceaatipular vision on schools. Five
research questions are posed at thedewnf Chapter 2 as they relate to discourse,
political praxis, capital acquisition, and governmentality.

Chapter 3 outlines the methodological approadiat | bring to bear on this
project Specifically, | will be analyzing the Fraser Institute rankingeobrglary
schools the case under investigatianthrough a critical discourse analysis (COZ)A
focuses on the role of discursive activity in constituting and sustaining unequal power
relations (Phillips & Hardy, 2002)t4 Bl YAy Sa K2¢ f I y3dz- 35S O2yaiN
(Phillips & Hardy, 2002, p..6CDAalso focuses on how particular kinds of discourse
privilege some agents at the expense of others. More spedy#jc@DA examines how
GRA&AO2dzNAR S a0 NHzOGdzNBa RSGSNXYAYS ALISOATAO YSy
ALISOATAO a2 OA fvan DiKBIOBSpa B (i lyDR2 yoaRéN] 2y K2g G2
OFasS aildzRé NBXASINOK gKSYy Ay@SadAaaraiay3a + ao
f ATS Qany2008,piil8s something | draw on to help frame my study.

Chapter 4 unpacks and problematizes the development and use of the Fraser
Institute ranking rubric with a particular emphasis placed on demonstrating how

semiotic ranking discourses have shifted and mutédtedn 19982010 My interest and
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focus here is not in critiquing the myriad of complex statistical equations the Fraser
Institute has developed to measure the overall quality of secondary schools in British
Columbiaas a mathematician, statistician, or actuary mighat rather to explore how

the language of statistical rankings have been used by the Fraser Institute as gidescur
strategy totell particular kinds of storieabout schools. Here | argue that embedded in
0KS LRtSYAOFIf RSolF0S FNRdzyR a0K22f NYylAy3a
NJ NB T I (Eoilichudt,y 1084, p. 116)The principle of rafaction describes the
relationship between epistemologies and discursive practices whereby one position
supplants another. | am interested in analyzing how a particuigpenetrabla
statistical gaze has been manufactured by fRraser Institute to highlig and amplify

the differences between schools with the goal of promoting its privatization agenda
through choiceand marketbased reform initiativesn this province and elsewhere. As
importantly, | will be arguing how the principle of rarefaction opestgithin school
ranking discourses to supplant counter discourses made by teachers and the political
organizations to which they belongdere | will demonstrate how the market,
managerialism, and performativitywhat Ball (2003) calls interrelated policy
technologies are strategically deployed by the Fraser Institute on the field of visibility
to shape how the public perceives (and ges) schools and school systems.

Chapter 5 explores the polemical nature of the school ranking debate.
Specifically the chapt focuses on how particular régimes of truth are manufactured by
political agents about secondary schools and how they are presented in the media to
O2yaidNHzOG | NBIFIftAGEe STFSOG Ay GKS Lzt AOQa
education in British @umbia. Here | will be analyzing the mechanics underpinning the
discursive strategies deployed by agents invested in the school ranking debate. | argue
that discourse is a form afymboliccapital that is used in strategic ways by the Fraser
Institute to manufacture public support for an educational reform movement that is
principally rooted in privatization and choice. | also focus on how different political
agents that include (but are not limited to) the Fraser Institute acqamd the BCTF

consolidae, and leveragsymboliccapital on the field of power to promote divergent
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visions about the role school rankings should play in holding teachers accountable for
their work. Finally, describehow the Fraser Institute expands its presence on the
educaticnal field by devisingschootranking rubris for elementary schools and
Aboriginal students both within, and outside of, British Columbia.

Chapter 6 begins with a synopsis of the study. It has been written with the goal of
repositioning the reader withinhte confines defined by the original problematic. This is
followed by a description of the major findings that emerged in response to the
research questions posed. Very generally these findingisich are presented as
empirical assertionsrelate to: (1) how disciplinary power is exercised through
published school report cards; (2) how technologies of representation inform, shape,
and manage the field of visibility through surveillance; (3) how competing agents use
language to mediate relationships of powenda(4) how symbolic capital is acquired,
mobilized, and leveraged through storytelling, coalition building, and policy borrowing.
My goal here is to reviewow each findingresonates with the literature ondiscourse,
surveillance, accountabilifghe acqusition of symbolic capital, angblicytheory. These
points are contextualized not only in relation to British Columkiabut in relation to
England, New Zealand, and the United States. This is relevant because those countries
have also emphasized the berisfigained when markebased reform initiatives are
paired with standardization movements that promote the development (and
publication) of school ranking tables. The chapter continues with a critical analysis of the
single case study approach that was usedatonduct this investigation. Here a focus is
placed on the extent to which this particular methodological approach could be deemed
successful in this case. The chapter concludes with my personal reflections on how the
Fraser Institute ranking of schodiss shaped my thinking about teaching, leadership,

and accountability.
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CHAPTER Zheoretical Framework

Introduction

Chapter 2 establishes the theoretical framework for my project. It focuses on
how asymmetries of power are established and promoted an@ring the relationship
between knowledge, discourse, and truth as that relationship is informed by a particular
kind of representation the statistical ranking of schools. A central argent | make is
that in usingstatistical rubrics to describe the expences of students in secondary
schools, the Fraser Institute employs a particular kind of logic that not only limits the
kinds of stories that can be told about schools, but as importantly shapes how they are
W& Sb$ ti€public. This is especially ned@t because the Fraser Institute has become a
significant force in determining how educational issues are discussed in the public realm
since their school rankings were first published in 1988study that questions how
language is used by one group tesdribe the experiences of another must also have as
its focus questions that relate to agency. This is an important consideration because
language, knowledge, and truth are enmeshed in discourse, power, and agency. Where
there is knowledge there is langge. Where there is language there is discourse. Where
there is discourse there are truth claims. Where there are truth claims there is
difference. Where there is difference there is power. And where there is power there is
the potential foragency that camake the form of a political struggle.

Without exception political struggles are situated within a seqmiditical context
and to some the Fraser Institute acts as a proxy for conflict within the British Columbian
context because its missiedriven agendal 2 aYSF adzNB>X addzRéx FyR O
impact of competitive markets and government interventions on the welfare of
AYRAQDGARdzZIt a¢ A& &0GSSLISR Ay (GKS O2¢TheNP OSNHA |
Fraser Institute, 2010a) argue this reform initiative is communicatéd the public
through a ranking discourse that highlights visibiigymmetriesbetween schools and
school systems. How different schools are represented on the report card, therefore, is

at the core of the Fraser Institute ranking because published utsoof Y& OK 2 2 f
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goodnes® NBEFf SO0 RAAOdAzZNEA OGS LINI OGAOSa GKIFG | NB
are familiar because teachers, and schools, have traditionally communicated student
achievement through reporting documents that cast student perfang® against a
backdrop of achievement possibilifyfReport cards take on a strategic role because they
FNBE GASR (2 GUKS CNIaSN LyadAaiddziSoa OK2AO0S
newspapers and online. In sorting schools according to how weleats perform on
compulsory standardized provincial examinations the Fraser Institute has devised an
I O02dzyiAy3 G22f GKIFIG KIFL& Iy G@SEGNI 2NRAYI NE
establishing what is normal and what is not [and] what is necesaady what is
peNR LIK S NI £ ¢ Ay schoks3PigaatalS, 12008, .2Ly2)n #hik regard | agree
GKFG GKS CNIaSNI LyailAilddziSQa Lldzof AaKSR aOKz22f
Ol ffa Acaiirsy 2 6 RJ3A & (Brighenti, 203, Hy BIE)According to Brighenti
(2007) the epistemology of seeing defines fields of visibility on which human activity is
perceived and judged contextually. For may people it is through school rankings that
S 02YS (2 1y26z S@Ifdza S IyR NBO23aYAT S 4
particular epistemology of seeimgan epistemologypresentedby the Fraser Institute
through its school ranking discoursee B A YL AOF A2y GKS NI y{Ay3a
schools while, at the same time, rendanvisible alternative ways that schools can be
presented in the public realm. A central focus of my study will investigate and clarify
how this representation takes @te in the public domain through published school
report cards.

In understanding how the field of visibility is constructed, Ball (2003), focuses on
how technologies of governance can identify certain performances as being exemplar
0KSNB o6& A yewhddé aizstateyfegulation which makes it possible to govern in
'y Wl R@I y OS RBal, RF KNI 2f5)By thi® Qgic, the ranking of school

" In British Columbia students receive letter grades and/or percentages in compulsory and elective
ddzoe2eSOia GKFG O2YLINRAS (GKS aAyAaidNR 2F 9RdOlIGA2YyQa
Foundation Skill Assessment (FSA) results for students inggdaded 7 are reported to parents in three

categories numeracy, reading comprehension, and writings: not yet meeting (NWM), meeting (M),

or exceeding (E) expectations. In many respects student report cards are perceived by the general public

as being theraditional and normative way for educators to documehident progress at every grade.
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performance is associated with a culture that defines relative quality, net worth, and the
value ofindividuals and organizations. When viewed in this context, rankings can be
thought of as a governing technology through which schools can be regulBadt
2003; Rowe, 2000; West & Pennell, 20Bpverning techologies (like school rankings)
exercise disciplinary power when they are introduced across the social space and insert
themselves into an everthanging web of power relations under theuige of
accountability régimes.
| argue that within the British Coluri@n context the school report card serves as
a kind of governing technology that is used by the Fraser Institute, the Ministry of
Education, political organizations that represent teachers, and other professional and
parental groups to play th&’ & O K 222dzy” il @G f ok dhe fied lof WiSilfdity. The
debates about the local report card are reflected in the discursive practices through
which each agent (or player) constructs their respective vision of schools. Here it would
be important to understand how  OK O2y G SadlyiQa adNI GS3e Ay
game unfolds relative to other agents playing the same game and, moreover, in the
broader debates and controversies that stem from the Fraser Institute publishing its
annual school report card. Ciing this problematic would help explain why the
discourse that surrounds the Fraser Institute ranking of schools is polemical in nature.
This is why | believe there is something essential at stake that underpins the ranking
phenomenon and that warrantfurther investigation: To be successful in the school
ranking game and to be a successful school by making a positive difference in the
diverse lives of studentsh & y 20 (GKS alYS GKAy3 06SOlIdzaSs 3S
do not see students as objectbut as a potentiality that triggers the oppressed,
At SYOSRZ YR YIFENBAYItATSR® G2 02YS F2NIK | YyF
Herein lies my point of entry into an analysis of the Fraser Institute ranking of
secondary schools as a case study. So far the polemicatedélas focused on the
impact school rankings have on teacher and student mofd@&&€TF responds,” 2006;

McDonnell, 2005; O'Connell, 2002; Proctor, 1998&wever, very little scholarship has

55N ! yRNB allTlgAd t SNE2YIE y23(84 YIRS RdzZNAYy3I 5N® all
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been devoted toward unerstanding how rankings operate discursively to create- self
disciplining dynamics that eopt professionals working within schools into playing by
rules imposed by the Fraser Institute. This shortcoming reflects a major gap in the
literature and brings tdight an important element that is not discussed in the public
realnt the relationship between power and discourse in the production of knowledge
and truth claims about schools and school systems.

| also argue that ranking discourses promote the Frasdi fgl dzi SQa F ISy RI
market forces will lead to an overall improvement in the educational experience of
students when two criteria are met: (Whenan interested public perceives the ranking
instrument to be a legitimate way to measure the overall quatifyschools,and (2)
when the public perceives te@anked private schools as being model schools to be
emulatedby their public school counterpart8y this logic, the Fraser Institute becomes
influential in driving an educational reform initiative that psincipally anchored in
visibility, school performativitymarket forces,and school choice. This is relevant
because it implies that private organizatiankke the Fraser Institute acquire and
mobilizesymboliccapital in ways that can influence publiduzational policy within the
broader field of political power. It also implies that the Fraser Institute promotes its
privatization agenda by using discursive practices in strategic ways to shape and manage
the public field of visibility and by extension the publicfield of judgment.

Michel Foucault(19261984) and Pierre Bourdieu19302002) have written
extensively about how the state, individuals, and groups procure and leverage different
forms of capital that | believe are relevant to the schoaking phenomenon. | draw on
their work to support my argument that different agents use different strategies on the
field of power to shape and manage how the general public perceives secondary
a0K22fad L dzasS az2yS 27F C2 dzOandzhoiv @strunieitsS 2 NB (0 A O
of disciplinary power operate within a ranking discourse to prodd¢g A y yarldy 3 Q
Wt 2 2sthoelsd Iargue that discourse can be thought oaésrm of capital that is
used by the Fraser Institute to promote its political agentaNJ ¢ 2y . 2 dzZNRA S dz

understanding of how cladsased struggles are steeped in the acquisition and
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mobilization of different kinds of capital by competing agents playingithe O O 2 dzy' G I 6 A £ A
3 Y& ahe field ofeducation Classased distinctions, thereforere at the heart of

. 2dzZNRASdzQa 62N] YR AU Aa (GKS RAQGAaAAZ2Y 27F a
and lowranked institutions in a journalistic meded space that is of principal interest

to me. What follows is a description of how | &ppome of their work to my analysis of

the school ranking phenomenon.

Foucault and School Rankings

C2dzOl dzft 61 Qa LINB20OdzZLI GA2Y 61 & G2 RSO2yaidNI
GNHziK® 1S 6StASOSR GKFG (NYzi K ¢ | (Boucaut,Ny 2 dzi
1980, p. 131) He also believed thataeh society had its general politics of truth.

Foucault understood that politics made possible,

GOKS GeLlSa 2F RAaAO0O2d:INES waz20ASdee I OOSLI:
mechanisms and instances that enable one to distinguish true and false

statements; tle means by which each is sanctioned; the techniques and

procedures accorded value in the acquisition of truth; the status of those

gK2 NS OKFNASR gAG0K HFodcAuf, 3994 K. 0 O2dzy i a
131)

Foucaultunderstood that the deployment of discourse was an area where truth is
manifested, expressed, sanctioned, and seized. As such, it becomes important to
problematize the epistemic and semiotic foundations of the statistical language
operating in school ratky 3 RA & O2 dzNA S a ( iNK#idzabiut seHodlsO K (1 K S
[A1S Fye WF2NBAIYQ f | y3dzod&ransidad if he\sfofies OF f RA 2
told about schools are to be critically interpreted. Part of my study will focus on this
enterprise.

Like Foucault, | am also interested in problematizing telhims made about a
mattert in this instance the ones made by the Fraser Institute about schools. And like
Foucault, | am less interested in understanding what powepes se as | am in

exphining how power operates within a published ranking system that identifies the
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WoSaldQ YR Wg2NRGQ LISNF2NXAYy3I a0OK22fta Ay . NI
rankings function as a particular kind of knowledge discourse that exercisesidagipl
LI26SN) 2y GKS LJzfAO FASEtR 2F | OO02dzyidl oAt Al
relevant in this regard because he concerned himself with the relationship between
speech, language, and texO2 NB | 4LJSOGa 2F (GKStinNhey {1 Ay34Q
production of régimes of truth. He was instrumental in awakening scholars to the
limitations imposed by discourse analyses relating to the structural, linguistic, and
hermeneutical dimensions associated with langudgeucault, 2006)Before Foucault
intellectuals tlought about taxonomic discourses that named, classified, and organized
1y26ft SRAS Ay GUOKS {F&ead: 2005 Tp. By dMdviigSon i | G A 2 v &
C2dzOl dzft 61 Qa 62N] L AYydSyR (G2 LINRofSYFGATS K2
to name, classify, and organize schools in pingctice of representatioto legitimize its
position that report cards, tables, and numbers speak for themsebagegorically.
C2dzOl dzf 6§ Qa ¢2N)] Aa NBfSOryid Ay GKAa NB3IFNR
embedded in the production of knowledge, language, and discourse. He understood,
GOKIG S akKz2dZ R y2id aLlSIri] 2F GKS | dzi K2 NJ 0 dzi
(Rabinow, 1984, p. 113h constructing an instrument like, for example, the Fraser
Institute school rankingFurthermore, Bucault believed that when authors write,
GYdzOK 2F ¢KIFIG (GKS& alreée Aa | LINPRdzOG>E y20 27
NBadzZ G 2F GKS f Iy 3(@ittAd 2005KES BBy tNsBogi& powdr B8 & A y 3 €
operationalized through discourse as opposed to the kind of sagerpower that a
single group or institute wields over another.

In his essayThe Order of Discourse C2 dzOl dzf &G oémdpyn0 I NBdzSR {F
the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected, organized and redistributed
by a certain numér of procedures whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers, to
LAY YIFIAGSNE 20SN) Ada OKIFyOS S@gSyidaz G2 Sgt
(Foucault, 1984, p. 109)iIn many respects Foucault is describing the mechanics
underpinning polemical debates because he recognizes that opposing sides develop

discursive strategies to gain mastesgy the field of power. In the same essay Foucault
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if he does not satisfy certain requirements or if he is not, from the outset, qualified to

R2 @@&uéault, 1984, p. 120This underscores the epistemic and ontological divide

0SU6SSY GKS CNI ASNI LyaidAaidziBa®éhardctedlzidBhe OK | Y R

school ranking debate because both sides feel uniquely qualified to speak from positions
of authority about what goes on within secondary schools.

| argue that the polemical debate that plays itself out in the media over the
FraserLy a0 AGdzi SQa NIylAy3d 2F a0OKz22fta NBadzZ Ga
Foucault in his preface to the English editiorTbg Order of Thins ¢ 2 K+ 4G A& GKS
on which we are able to establish the validity of [considered] classifications with
coY LI SiGS O &olbablth 3006¢p< xXxiYhis is an important consideration and it
underscores why | am drawn to Foucault as one of two principal theoretical anchors for
this project: He exposed the historical specificity of discourse byesiog that
discourses always functioned in relation to power relations; that power was

everywhere; and that power was inextricably connected to trtgting? Herein lies

=N

C2dzOl dzft 6 Qa Ay iStfSOGdzZ f O2y i NRXOdzi dlgigale 1 S OKI

and social conditions necessary for the production of truth claims and related that
production to knowledge itselfFoucault, 1980)In this way Foucault argued that power
and knowledge directly implied one another anthat unlike universal laws of
gravitatiort there were no absolute truths in the social domain. This is an impbrtan
insight, and one that is especially relevant in a study that problematizes school rankings
devised by normgovernment organizatiortslike the Fraser Institute because it

underscores the ambiguity associated with the construction of knowledge in the

° Foucault recognized that truth, power, and knowledge were relagedit that in the absence of
absolute trutht knowledge and power colluded to promote prevailing truth claims that he termed
régimes. Absolute truth transcended the influence of religion and politic when absolute truth was
expressed through the physical sodes because truth had a predictive element. Humans could predict,
for example, the rise and fall of tides; the time of the next solar eclipse, etc. These absolute and
irrefutable truths that were steeped in rational epistemologies allowed, for exampléleG&b challenge

the church. Consequently, predictive epistemologies became privileged epistemologies because they
were premised on irrefutable truths that were steeped in the collection and interpretation of data. The
data spoke for itself and, in GaBleQa Ol aST G(KS RIGF SyFroftSR KAY G2
century pope. Foucault, on the other hand, concerned himself with the social world and perceived this
other world as being distinct from the physical world and the universal laws thadrged it.

35

li dz8



production of truth. It also points to how socially constructed régimes of truth gain their
legitimacy when they take the form of privileged epistemologies; ones that are steeped
in datacentric notions of reality like, for example, school rankings. To focushen t
NFY1Ay3 FTNBY C2dzOl dzf 4§ Q& LISNE LIS @overghter (G KSNBT
organizations construct régimes of truth about what schools should, and should not, be.
In part this project will focus on this insight and question the relations embeedtun
networks of powerrelations that are established by the Fraser Institute to promote
school rankings in British Columbia and elsewhere.

C2dzOl dzft Gwa dzy RSNBRGIFIYRAY3I GKFEG NBIAYSA 27
realm to promote political agendasand that not every citizen was equally served in
the process is an insight that still resonates today. He believed the key to political
agency was in problematizing the relationship between knowledge, power, and
discourse(Foucault, 1994, 1997, 2006; Rabinow & Rose, 20®8)cault located power
at the extremities the place where official discourses owasserted their authority.
Furthermore, Foucault understood that power extended well beyond state imposed
imtswK Sy KS alFARZ aF2NI Fff wAdase 2YYALRISYyOS
lofS G2 200dzLle GKS ¢gK2tS FASEtR 2F | ObGdzZ t Lx
operate on the basis of other, alrea®E A a G A y 3 LI2(BoGchidlt, 4904, p. 7N 2 Yy & &
Foucault is saying here that n@tate agents can and da operate within the broader
FASER 2F LI226SNI (2 SESNI AyTtdzSyOSo 1S A& &l ¢
- NBf A2y aKAL oi¥diuad & Soffectiel it iNImgEySINENEE somie YadR
2y 2 ((R&DINEVE& Rose, 2003, p. 13This implies that power is not a matter of
consent, and that power is exercised in relation to existing power dynamamck
enmeshed networks of connectivity between multiple agerttigrein lies a principal
interest | have in studying how a nestate agent (like the Fraser Institute) positions
itself in relation to alreadyexisting, statesanctioned, power relations between the
Ministry of Education, schools, teachers, and unions.

| am especially interested in exploy 3 C2 dzOI dzf 6§ Q&4 dzy RSNREGI YR

power (power that disciplines) and its relationship to knowledge and discourse because
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| think it operates throughout emerging power relationships that have developed since
0§KS CNI aSNJ Ly ai ksisdeonSayischdoh rddrii card JdrdunishaektigeR
L2 Lddzf F GA2ya 2F &aoKz22fad !a AYLRNIFIy(Gtes
power and its relationship to surveillance theory is something | believe warrants further
consideration in thinking abduschools, in general, and published school rankings, in
particular. This is especially true given how the Fraser Institute uses standardized
examination results to compile its annual ranking. To that endfenth to draw on

C 2 dzO| dzt )iséndinal dverld@isdipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prismnshow

how ranking discourses reward and punish different kinds of schools. A principal
argument | will make is that school rankings operationalize disciplinary power through
similar techniques Foucault deribed were at play in relation to surveillance in prisons.
While schools and prisons are designed with decidedly different purposes in mifid |
showhow school rankings can elicit institutional compliance in the same way panoptic
prisons were designetb elicit prisoner compliance.

At this point it is worth noting that for disciplinary power to operate within any
human field techniques for observing subjects within the field have to be established
and ritualized by an authority figure. Foucault (197dgntified three distinctively
modern techniques for observing subjects within a field: (1) hierarchical observations,
(2) normalizing judgment, and (3) the examination. The art of discipline presupposes the
exercise of discipline and Foucault was cleattmmeans in which he felt disciplinary

power operated.

c2

G6¢KS SESNOAAS 2F RAAOALI AYS LINBadzllRasSa

means of observation; an apparatus in which the technigues that make it
possible to see induce effects of power and in which,veosely, the

YSFya 2F O2SNDA2Y YI 1S GK2asS 2y gK2Y
(Foucault, 1977, pp. 17071)

This is an important point that Foucault raises which | draw on to argue that, in British
[ 2T dzYo Al = G KS sehbdl raning reprgsanis Aalindadesh Gechnique for

observing subjects because it incorporates hierarchical observations that are made
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about student performance. As such, it becomes possible for the Fraser Institute to
manage how the publi#’ & Sséhaof® because the Fraser Institute manages how student
achievement data is made visible to the general public

A second feature of modern digtinary power is concerned with normalizing
2dzZRAYSYy G ®d C2dz0F dzf & RSEAONAROGSR FAQPS gl e&a Ay o
within the régime of disciplinary power: (1) it referred individual actions to a whole that
is at once a field of comparisor2)(it differentiated individuals in terms of following an
optimum toward which one must move, (3) it was measured in quantitative terms, (4) it
introduced the constraint of a conformity that must be achieved, and (5) it traced the
limit that would define d T FSNBY OS Ay NBf I (0 A(Bodcadlt,21977,f £ 2 (0 K S
pp. 182183) | arguethat this normalization procesis at play every time the Fraser
Institute publishes its annual school ranking because school improvement is always
measured in relation to an arbitrarily defined optimum score of tten normalizing
judgment rendered by a nealected institute that exersies disciplinary power.

As for the examination, it combines hierarchical observations with normative
judgment. If the examination is to work as a technique of disciplinary power, there has
to be associated with it an artifact of the exam process; a docup@epaper; a product
that is held up for scrutiny by someone in a position to judge based on some criteria.
The exam, therefore, not only situates students in relation to a Ministry prescribed
curriculum but it situatesstudentsin relation to other studats and agents in the
broader field of power. Foucault made specific claims about the examination and its
mediation to knowledge and power. Discipline and PunisiThe Birth of the Prisohe
I NBdzSR GKFG SEFYAYlIGA2YAY 4&intdlthe ex@rdshdsf G KS S
LI26SNIT AYGNRBRdzOS AYRAQGARdzZrt AGE Ayd2 GKS FA
GSEFYAYlIGA2y&a 60adz2NNRBdzyRSR o0& Fff A& R2
Ol &F»écault, 1977, pp. 18791)

If disciplinary power has a functional dimension, Foucault recognized that it also
has a structural one. In writing about the Panopticon, Foudaad this to say about the

STFSOG 2F RAAOALIA AYLFNE LIR2ggSNY daLYyaLISOGAZ2Y F
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(Foucault 1977, p. 195) | believe this conceptualization of power is especially relevant

to a study that hass its focughe institutional practiceof school rankingbecause the

effect of school surveillance is made permanent by students writing compulsory,
Ministry-set, standardized exams, the results of which, are published in newspapeérs

onlined a¢KS NI 2F LddzyAakKAy3dr (KSys Ydzad NBad
(Foucault, 1977, p. 104)The technology associated with exam setting and exam
marking, therefore, transforms theheory of representationinto the practice of

representatiom a concern that stands at the ore of my project.

The Panopticon

It is a bleak comparisonbut a principal argument inake in my analysis of the
CNY aSNJ LyadaAaiddziSwa aoOK22YdzOW yiiMmlyS WSNRiKe . St
17" century proposal for a model prison. The-sgking Panopticon was designed to
surveil inmates 24ours a dayn a costefficient way An essential architectural function
2F . SY(dKFYQa LINRaz2y ¢l a GKIFIG  FSg a20SNBSS!
the behaviour of prisoner§~oucault, 1980, p. 155This omnipresent functionality was
achieved through structural means because alirseeingtower was positioned in the
central courtyard of the Panoptic prison. Consequently, inmates would never know
when guards stationed within the tower were observing them. This speaks to the
powerful relatiorship between structure and agency because, as Foucault noted in
Discipline_and PunistiThe Birth of the Prisdh & @A aA o0 At AG& Aa NI L
Fdzi2YFGAO Fdzy OlA2yAy3a 2F LIRGSNE 0C2dzO dzf G

panoptic architeture had on human behaviour.

Gl SYyO0S GKS YI22N) STFFSOUO 2F GKS tly2LIAO02
state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic

functioning of power. That this architectural apparatus should be a

machine for creatig and sustaining a power relation independent of the

person who exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up in

I LI2GSNI aAldzr GA2Yy 2F @ KAOKFouc&ug e I NBE (GKSY
1977, p. 201)
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In its21* century extension of the Panoptic prison Thomas Mathiesen (2006) writes
about the need forpanoptic surveillance mechanisms to be augmented by the
recogrition of synopticid dzNIJS At f I yOS YSOKFIyAavYad a{eyz2LIAC
f I NBS 3ANRdzLI 2F LIS2LX S (2 &O0NHagdeyyRiE&ksod, KS | O 7
2006, p. 28) 1t is the opposite of panopticism whereby a few prison guards scrutinize
the actionsof many prisoners. Synopticism, therefore, is a function of contemporary
mass media because the detailed actions of groups are made public through
YySealld LISNES (StS@Aairzys YR LYUGSNYySaG | 002 dzyi
central argumentthat panopticism was an essential component of disciplinary power
because it contributed significantly to its production as a mechanism (or instrument) of
power, is something that | feel may be operating within published school rarkings
synoptically.
Earl(1999) describes the economic relationship between -teking, surveillance,
and scarce resources.
GOEGSNY It (Saita yR SEFYAYyLGA2ya Kl @S | f
clear and singular purpose: making decisions about the educational
status of indivilual students. They have been seen as a fair way to
identify the best candidates for scarce resources, and they have been the

vehicle for directing students into various programs or into the world of
¢ 2 N@gaxl, 1999, p. 4)

| maintain that compulsory prancial exams and school ranking systems that are
advocated by neoconservatives as being essential ways to improve scsvots the
same principal function as prison towers because both instrumepeyaie as cost
effective technologies of governancef scarce resourceshat make possible the
surveillance of prisoners and teachers alikethe same way, therefore, the state is able

to reduce the operating costs associated with prison reform by ennpdps few guards

to view many inmates, so too does the ranking of schools have the potential to reduce

the costs of, and resistance to, educational reform by employing technologies of

40



I32PSNY+FyOS (KFdG aylNNRgte O f Odavorkii[gd]l y R |
a0K22ft ST¥@ignatall 20RypS153

Qx
Qx

Systems of Accountability

Pignatelli (2002) suggests that educators are increasingly subject to educational
NET2NY AYAOAL GAMDE avermokel céntrallyNdgsigried” anbljménitored
aeadsSvya 27 (POGRINZ0Z @ A57pndijéstias the Panopticon created
I LI2BSNI NBfliA2y 0SG6SSy (KS UYshde@bStBdli Q | YR
Wadzo 2S00Q Ay | LISNXYIFIyYySyd adarisS 2F GAAAOAT AGE
analogous power relationshipa relationship in which the subjects become complicit in
their own subjugation. For example, Webb (2006) identified hovot&aS N& Ol y &3Sy SN
LISNF2NXYIFyOSa 2F GKSANI g2N] Ay 2NRSNI G2 &l 0A3
G OK 2 NB 2 3 NI LIK S RWehlf RIBE phly20202) 3 argue that it is not just
educators that aretargeted by accountability systemsbut other agents that also
participate in the educational projettstudents, parents, school trustees, politicians,
and political organizations like, for example, the British Columbia College of Teachers
(BCTR) that are also targeted in ways that underscore and highlight a network of
power relationships | am interested in problematizing.

In an unpublished doctoral study, Kuchapski (2001) identifies three key principles
that accountability systems seem to have in commdr):disclosure, (2) transparency,
and (3) redresgKuchapski, 2001 My intent is to link these accountability markers with
C2dzOl dzf 1 Qa4 RSAONALIGAZ2Y 2F K2g RAAOALI Ayl NE
0§SOKyAljdzSa (2 aY2yAG2N) | yR atiod MbtieAsgchai S Ay RA
hierarchy in the new politic of surveillance and gows vy ( | (Hakygeyd®& Ericson,
2006, p. 6) In large measure this politic is made possible because of the ubiquitous
presence of the media that has the capacity, not only to shape public opibudnas

AYLRZNIGFyGte G2 ONBIFIGS F NBIFItAGe STFSOUOU Ay (K
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Disclosure

Although fundamental to the idea of accountability, disclosure is a problematic
O2yOSLJi 0SOFdzaS Al Ydzad o0S obFflyOSR gAUGK |
(Kuchapgki, 2001). For the purposes of this analysis disclosure pertains to the sharing of
information about student achievement by the Ministry of Education. The Ministry uses
two largescale assessments to gather information about student achievement at five
different grades: (1) Foundation Skill Assessments (FSAs) in Grades 4 and 7, and (2)
Standardized Provincial Exams in Grades 10, 11, ahdiTh2, collection and analysis of
information about peopldan this wayin order to govern their activities is fundamext
to the new politic of visibility. Consider what Haggerty and Ericson (2006) have to say

about datagathering as an important dimension of surveillance technology.

G{ dZNBSAff I yOS G(SOKy2f23ASAX2LISNI S (KNP dz
and reassembling. @dple are broken down into a series of discrete

informational flows, which are stabilized and captured according to a pre

established d@ssification criteria. They are then transported to

centralized locations to be reassembled and combined in ways thmaé se

Ay aGAGdzi A ZHAdgérty & BiSynRA0EE (p. 4)

| argue that this understanding of surveillance theory is fundamentally no different from
how data is gathered about students in British Columbia. The Ministry discloses
individual student results to parents dnschool administrators with one hand
(disassembling data) while it reassembles (repackages) the collective experience of
entire groups of students for publication provincial newspapers and onlineithin the

broader field of power.

Transparency
If coruption is symbolized by darkness and secrecy, transparency serves as its

polar opposite accountability marker. Visibility seems to be synonymous with

transparency as evidenced by multiple dictionary definitions that reference light, clarity,

®The compulsory standardized provincial exams that all British Columbian students write since 2005 are:
English 10, Math 10, Science 10, humanities 11, and English 12.
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and opennes$n defining the term. When school rankings are made transparent to the
public agents understand how information is used by the Fraser Institute to compile its
annual report card. Transparency limits the possibility that people, organizations, and
corporations can misrepresent their respective positions on the field of power. Enron is
an example of what camo wrong when corporate accounting practices are fnon
transparent. Enron collapsed because its senior accounting team consistently overstated
revenues andunderreported liabilities in a cloak of secrecy. Transparent due process
reduces the possibility that these kinds of willful misdeeds occur within organizations.

It is important that | contextualize transparency within a business discourse
because it speks to a particular accounting phenomenon called the audit that | believe
has become entrenched within school culture. Auditing is made possible to the extent
complex human behaviour within organizations is reduced to objective measures that,
in turn, becone entries on a spreadsheet. Auditing, therefore, may be thought of as a
particular kind of surveillance tool (technology) that promotes a particular régime of
truth. In the realm of business, spreadsheets can be thought of as a kind of numerical
text that, like any hermeneutic, is subject to interpretation. As importantly, however,

the audit as a surveillance tool has found a home in schools.

GhNAIAYlIfte& F20dzaASR 2y TFAYFIYOALf O NX
various efforts to render institutions more tngparent and more

accountable. This quest for visibility through surveillance has come at a

cost. Auditing disproportionately values criteria that are amenable to

being audited, often to the detriment of other outcomes that are less

easy to measure. For ample, standardized test scores in education are

prominent auditing criteria that are only loosely connected to the diverse

goals and accomplishments of schadldaggerty & Ericson, 2006, p. 7)

In this context, transparency can be considered a powerful condensation symbol within
educational policy because it serves an amtiruptive (or countefcorruptive) function

Ay G KS Lldearthérmiofeathe Yeryfarldimitations embedded within auditing as
a surveillance tool are effectively diminishé@&cause auditing criteria may serve to

adistort organizational mandates, as the phenomena being measured is maximized at
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the expense of othe$ y R(Bamgerty& Ericson, 2006, p. 7} is precisely for this reason

that critics object toschool ranking instruments thategate, devalue, and/or ignore

important aspects of school culture thatatter in the lives of students, teachers, and

parents thingslike: how approachable do students find their teachers?; to what extent

are parents engaged in their respective school communities®] what kinds of

curricular and extracurricular opportunities do students hawa their schoolswhich

help connect students te@ach other and their teachers beyond the classrodrhese

FalLlSoia 2F aoOKz22f fATFTS | NBIHYWRAaa0K02XYQ¥ { 62 WV
but they are equally importantbecausethey contribute to the overall ethos of any

W3I22RQ a0K22f @

Redress

Redess operates where disclosure and transparency intersect. It represents that
accountability marker that functions to remedy, or set right, an undesirable or unfair
situation. Redress may be thought of within the greater context of emancipatory
discourses Hat percolate within the public space. Redress begs the question: What
aK2dzf R ¢S R2 YR K2g &aKz2dZ R ¢S R2 AUGK Ly
underscores a fundamental belief that underpins critical social theory at itst cooé
only that societycan be engineered and arrangedbut that society should be
engineered and rearranged. But engineered and arranged for whom, and with what
purpose in mind?

The civil rights movement of the 1960s, in which the United States Supreme
Court ruled that it was unconititional for public schools to provide separate but equal
educational opportunities for black students, speaks to the power of redress in
NESY3IAYSSNAY3I |y FaLlSoad 2F ' YSNAOlIY &az20AaSde
possible, in part, because the ethtional experience of black students was
demonstrated to be significantly compromised compared to their white peers. In
disclosing the inequities of a twitered public educational system made transparent in

a court of law, redress was made possibbg least in principle. Herein lies the potential
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W3I22RQ GKIFG OlFy NBadzZ G FNRBY adz2NBSAttlyOoS (K:
visible the diminished educational opportunities that black students experienced
systemically decades ago, the politickimate and will of a nation was altered in a way
that opened doors of opportunity for students of colour where they might otherwise
remain closed. In this example disclosure, transparency, and redress changed the way
black students came to think aboutdmselves. It also changed the way white students
came to think about black students. This warrants serious consideration in the context
of school rankings because, | argue, there exists within themogortunity for
different kinds of stories tde told about different kinds of schools.
2 KAt S C2dz0F dzf 1 Qa F20dzda KSt LA SELXIAY K2¢
relations, it is important to note that he is concerned much less with the materat
material,and symbolic distribution of capital that makéaging the accountability and
ranking game easier for some schools than oth@&surdieu, 1985; Callewaert, 2006;
Foucault, 1977) Herein lies the limitation of applying Foucaul & I LILINE | OK
exclusively to an analysis of the Fraser Institute ranking of schools: The social field of
schooling is not just defined by discourse but also to the matandl symboliaspects
of politics. Moreover, discourse does not cause or explain huagency in isolation
from the material context of political action. Discourse holds meaning in relation to the
cultural and social fields that discourse encount¢r®2 g KA f S C2 dzOIl dzf G4 Q& LINJ
was in understanding the relationship of individsidab society as forms of discourse,
. 2dzZNRASdzQad F20dzA ¢l & Ay dzyRSNARGIYRAY3I GKA& N

Bourdieu and School Rankings

Bourdieu was also interested in deconstructing social realities but he approached
the problematic diférently. He believed that the nexus of power resided not so much in
discursive practices per se, but in the amount of social, political, cultural, and symbolic
capital that agents had either inherited, accumulated, and/or mobilized in playing a
game on thefield of power(Bourdieu, 1985p L Y RN} gAy 3 2y . 2dz2NRAS

he brings to bear on this project an epistemological bridge between discourse and
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power; structure and agency; in proposing the conceptbaijitusand field This is an

essential theoretical component to my study because | argue thabitus gets

expressed through discursive practices that are employed by the various agents active in

the field of power. | also argue that the Fraser Institussmking reflects classased

distinctions between schools that have always existed. Classes, understood from the

objectivist point, are categories of people who occupy similar positions within a field

0SOlFdzaS (GKS& I NB &AYACf | pobitibrs ar§ th©rdoredikelt 8§ NY & ¢ K

the participation of their occupants in a sharduhbitug the possibility of their

constitution as a social group through political struggle, and their collective recognition

of their identity as distinct from other grougsNJ Of  aaS&a¢ OWSYlAyasz wunn
Habitusis the product of individual and collective history; a history steeped in

GNF RAGA2Yya | yR Ayl SNy thabitu§eRcoutdrOasbdal wOorkly RA A 2y

2T GKAOK AG Aa GKS LIINBKIzANT oA G SINEYTR 3 (A (RR25(aT

GKS g1 GSNIFYR (F1Sa (KS (BooE SRemarNZ0@ypR14A 0 a St F

Habitusd OK I NI OGSNRAT S& GKS NB2 0@ dadbddhiefsIvalue, G G S NI/ a

conduct, speech, dress, and mannemshich are mculcated by everyday experiences

within the family, the peer group and the school. Implying habit, or unthirkiess in

actions, the habitus operates below the level of calculation and consciousness,

underlying and conditioning and orienting practices fpviding individuals with a

asSyasS 2F Kz2g G2 I O0 FyR NBaNMBs/BRGalk YOO KS O2 dzNE

436) Habituso NAy 34 Ayi(i2 F20dza GKS adzwa2SOGALBS RAYS

0S50l dzaS A4 (GNI'yaoOSyRa GRSGSNNAYyAEAY |FyR TN

consciousness and unconscious, or the individual and sédiBturdieu, 1990, p. 54)

Habitusshapes understandings, behaviour, and outlooks butogs not define them.

Habitus6 SO2YSa | OUAPS Ay NBftlFGA2y G2 TFAStRaA

0SU6SSY I 3Sy i@awoly R Lirgind, ZDGSAPRLS & £

Fields are socially constructed areas defined by human activity. They are a

Qi

configuration of [objective] relations that include political organizations, public schools,

private schools, boarding schools, day schools, single sex schools, prostaititds,
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and think tanks to name a few. Bourdieu theorized that different fields had their own
A0NHzOGdzNBas AyiSNBadGazr YR LINBFSNByOSa Ay ¢
this way, fields can be thought of as a kind of social arena withinhwgtrtiggles take
place between agents steeped in differembitus. And just as there are winners and
losers on the soccer field, so too are there winners and losers in the ranking field of
schootlwide accountability.

In many respects fields are define®b gKIF GQa G adl 1S 6A0KAY
example, in the field of education, Bourdieu would say that intellectual distinction
economic prosperity selfesteem and the emancipatorypotential for redress areat
stake. In the field of politics, powas at stake; in the acting (theatre) field it might be
fame, and so on. Social spaces consist of a number of overlapping, autonomous, and
interconnected fields that operate interdependently but with their own logic of practice.
Bourdieu recognized thatetational power between agents competing for limited
resources on various fields resulted in strategies being adopted by the agents
themselves. These strategies help tip the balance of power in ways that promote the
interests of some agents while simultanesly disadvantage the interest of others.
. 2dzZNRASdzQd RSAONRLIIAZ2Y 2F NBtFGA2YyFE L2 gSNI |
especially relevant in a study about school rankings that are published in provincial

newspapers.

G/ 2yaidl yis eldhships of SngqualittNdperate inside this

[journalistic] space, which at the same time becomes a space in which the

various actors struggle for the transformation and preservation of the

field. All the individuals in the universe bring to the competitall the

(relative) power at their disposal. It is this power that defines their
L2aAdA2y Ay GKS FASEtR FyRXI |a | NBadz G=
40).

This is an important point for my study because in emphasizing the relationship
between power and powefoperationalized, Bourdieu clarifies how agents adopt
strategies to win the game being played on any given field. Bourdieu realized what was

at stake in the struggle of the disempowered when the media was involved in telling
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their stories.y SNAGAY 3 ALISOAFAOLEt & | o02dzi GSt SOAASF

today in local as well as global political struggles is the capacity to impose a way of

AaSSAYy3a GKS ¢2NIRX 2F YIF{l{Ay3 LIS2LXS 6SI N a3f

dividedupAy OSNIiFAY 6 &adad 6. 2dz2NRASdzZ My S Lo
and one that | intend to explore in depth throughout my analysis of school rankings in
British Columbia. A central argument | make is that by impogmgvay of seeing

schools hrough the media the Fraser Institute effectively makes ebsssed distinctions

between schools that are disconnected from what really goes on inside them and that
primarily reflect the ways symbolicapital is unequally distributed throughout the
educatbnal system. Class 8 SR RAAGAYOlA2yasr GKSNBF2NB:
work and it is the division of schools by the Fraser Institute into high, mid, and low
ranked institutions in a journalistic mediatised space that is of principal interastetol

argue that media (principally newspapers) play an important role in this regard because
they shape, not only how we understaiself in relation to the plurality of other, but

how we experienceself in relation to the plurality of other. | refract tee theoretical

insights throughBourdiel Ens to examine how different agents like, for example the
Fraser Institute, the BCTF, the Mimy of Education, teacherparents and journalists

mobilize various resources to advance their relative posgiover the field of education

within the context of an evechanging field of power. The strategic positioning and
repositioning of agents in this way shapes how school communities are viewed because
the struggle takes placein partt as a public spectacia the media.

Bourdieu (1998) also talked about the relationship between journalism and the

OF LI OAle Al KFIa G2 ONBIGS I NBIFIfAaAGe STFSOi

H

I.

GOUKS aAYLX S NBLE2NIZI 0KS @SNE atdpddér, atvdyd NS LI2 NI

implies a social construction of reality that can mobilize (or demobilize) individuals and
3 NP d¢Badrdieu, 1998, p. 22) argue that different groups compete for different
media representations that promote different reality effects. In my analysis of the
schootranking rubricl explore how different agents engage the media about it

characterization of schools in thpractice of representatianWhile divisions make
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LI2adAofS GKS Y20AtATIFGARZY 2F 3ANRAzZIEA GGKIFGZ ac
T 2 NIBéudieu, 1998, p. 22divisions also make possible the impositionsotially
constructed dominant views by one powetielding group over another like, for
example, the Fraser Institute imposing its view on how secondary schools should be
W398y (GKAA f23A0 GKS YSRAIFIQAa NBIFftAde STFFSOI
engaged in the school accountability debate mobilize to promote their political agendas.
How groups mobilize the media to leverage reality effects on the field of judgment
become an importanteterminant in their location o the field of power.

Another way to think about fields is as a social space that is comprised of-multi
faceted, interdependent, contextdependent fields of human activity in which political
struggles play themselves out between teams. For Bourdieu, it iS necessary to
understand the r&ationship of the field in question to the field of power because it
spoke to the issue of legitimizing the game being played and the efforts exerted to that
end. Furthermore, Bourdieu argued that it was not only essential to analyze the field
play of varmus teams involved in the game itself, but as importantly his methodological
F LILINREF OK YIRS Ll2aairotsS GKS Fylrfeara 2F K2g
outcome.In other words Bourdieu was interested not only in who played the game, but
also how theyplayed it: Was every team equally adept at playing?; Did everybody
understand the rules?; Were all teams equally prepared to play?; Who was benched for
the duration d the game and why?; i were the officials refereeing unbiased in calling
the game? TearhJt @ SNE O2dzZ R 6S O2yaARSNBR W 3SyiaQ
specific strategies concerned with preserving (or improving) their relative positions
within the field of power according to logics of practice. For Bourdieu there were two
principal logts under which agents negotiated fields and engaged in practice. Bourdieu
GSNYSR GKS&a$s ¢ 23xa 04 (ScHitarelaWebh, Q002) Praclicyl RgicWNB ¥t SE
refers to afeelfor how the game is played. Agents engaged on the field must know how
GKS 3IFYS A& LXI&SR G4AGK NBaLSOG G2 GKS JI N
unwritten rules, values and imperatives that infor YR RSGSNXYAYS | 3Syda:
(Schirato & Webb, 2002, p. 258y comparison reflexive kncdR3S aAa |y SEGS
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and development of this practical sense away from habituated practice to a more aware
YR S@FftdzZ G6§ADS NBf I GA 2 y(Sdhigato & Wb 2004 | £55) | Y R
Embedded within reflexive knowledge is the concept of strategy; that agents can learn
from the game in ways that allow for them to develop and implement regrategies
that affect the outcome of the game. Simply put, agents play the game to the extent
they understand and abide by the rules of the ga(peactical logic of practicegnd to
the extent they can change the rules by which the game itself is playethe
deployment of strategyreflexive logic of practice).

As importantly, however, Bourdieu was interested in knowing what makes the
3FrYS 32 2y YR ¢gKeé LIXIF&SNm GF1S G4KS 3AFYS
the game of the field on its owrBtNY' & dzy' lj dzS&a A2y Ay 3f &8¢ & A YLIX &

up in, and by, the game itself then agents are enmeshed in a condition he called

2y

a :

0

WAtEIdzad @M@y GKFG RSAONROSA F GFOAG | OOSLIII yOSf

g2 NI K (0 KSchir&td & Weébh, 2002, p. 256) L t fisdide fa datological spell
that is cast on agents engaged amy game onany field. WL { {gides &agehds the
motivation to play the game an®’ A t fdrdzss Ah2iQactions. Consider what Bourdieu
said about how competing agents acquire social, cultural, and political power when cast

under the spellofPA £ t dza A 2 QY

"It becomes clear why one of the elementary forms of political
LJ2 6 SNX O2 y & A & tnsagical pgeriokndme lprtzitodnfaesist

by virtue of naming. Theapacity to make entities exist in the explicit
state, to publish, make public (i.e., render otijeed, visible,and even
official) what had not previously attained ljective and collective
existence and had therefore remained in the state of individual or serial
SEA&GSY OSXNBLINEG adsisl (péwer,I the p@AvidYid Raked £ S &
groups by making the commosense, the explicit consensus, of the
whole group. In fact, this cagorization, i.e., of makingxplicit and of
classification, is p#ormed incessantly, at every ament of ordinary
existence, in the struggles in which agents clash over thenmgaof the
social world and their position within it, the meaning of their social
identity, through all the forms of benediction or malediction, eulogy,
praise, congratulations, compliments, or insults, reproachesicisibs,
accusations, slanders, etc. It is naident that the verb kategoresthai,
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which gives us our "categories" and "categoremes"”, means to accuse
publicly” (Bourdieu, 1985, p. 729)

What is at stake in the struggle for competing agents, therefore, isstabdish a

prevailing logic of practice through which the school accountability game is played. |

argue that the Fraser Institute accumulates capital in the field of power because it has

changed the rules of the accountability game by importing and cafegolg its own

reflexive logic of practice. To change the rules of the game, therefore, agents
accumulate, mobilize, and leverage capital in ways that promote their respective
(reflexive)logic of practice, which in the habitusof the Fraser Institute is anchored in

the discourse bounded by school rankings, privatization, and maitetn reform
AYAGALFGA@Sad | yRSNEAGEFYRAY3I . 2dz2NRASdzQa GKS2)
schools by showing how both social and political forces get imported into the
educational system is an important aspect of my project. Additionally, | show how the

Fraser Institute engages in building networks and coalitions over the field of power by
FfAIYAYyI AGaStF sAGK 20KSNI Ay ababiibsdmiithi? ya o KI G
regard | am interested in unpacking the strategies different agents use on the field of

power to build networks of influence with the goal of mobilizing capital and shaping the
educationalfield.

Bourdieu recognized that capital imbalances betwegroups resulted in power
AYolLtflyOSa o60SG¢6SSy 3IAINRdzLJA® IS FSEG GKFEGX &R
explained by understanding differences in social provenarespecially when the
culture of pupils and their backgrounds meshed or clashed thighdominant culture of
SRdzOI G A2y f (Grenfed, (i2D04,dzi B i & atherefore, important that
. 2 dzZNR A S dzQ & powérJbéNiRolgbtiko béa? on this project because it strikes a
balance between an analysis that focuses on discoursaslusively and an analysis
that focuses on resourcesexclusively;as those forces play themselves out over the
larger field of power. Sinfpé LJdzi > |y |yl feaAra GKIFaG LINRofSY
ranking solely from a discursive perspective sees schools (and the communities that

AYKEOAI GKSY a &a20Alf Ayailabdziazyao Fa

51



contributes to my analysis bydusing on thecontextual ynamics relating to capital
imbalances that clearly exist between individual students and ordered groups of schools
as they move over the field of power politics.
. 2dzNRASdzQad LINR 2SO0 ethaddl&yivaldipgroach 2hat ks MidleA O dzf | { ¢
to capture the ability of agents to mobilize diverse forms of capital to furtherrthei
positono/ GUKS FASER 2F LR2ogSNP Ly GKS OF&aS dzy RS
work to understand how school rankings operatéhin the wider realm of power and
the dynamics associated with the mobilization of capital among contending groups. | am
interested in exploring the possibility that political formatiankke advocacy think
tanks, research centres, professional organ@ati etct compete across the field of
power in ways that seek to force a particular vision on schools. Their vision is imposed
on the public by mobilizing various forms of cultural, symbolic, and political capital,
which are leveraged to either promote andgitimizeor discount and undermin¢he
introduction (and continuancgof school rankings into the educational system.
In sum, the ongoing and successful reproduction of relationships of domination
and subjugation lies at the heart of Bourdieu's socih@dry. Thesaelationships are
informed byhow the Wl OO 2 dzy G | énABtitishiGolunibia ¥ $I&ed out between
competing agents involved in political struggles over the institutioscbiboling | argue
GKFG GKS RSol G4Sa 2 @ Sngara gas of @ Mihei Sriyghld oyer theh § dzi S Q 2
role and function of schools, in particular, and rankings in general. In that sense, how
different social and political groups in British Columbia (and beyond) coalesce in the
current struggle over education ancch®oling is conceived as part of the broader
reconfiguration of the field of politics currently taking place in British Columbia and
other jurisdictions. An examination of the school ranking phenomenon through Foucault
and Bourdieu makes possible, not ordayn analysis of power that focuses on the
intersection of shifting discourses within a shifting accountability field, but also the
unpacking of strategies through which various actagentsmobilize different forms of

capital on the fieldf educationto enhance theirespectivepositiors.
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Limitations of Foucault and Bourdieu in Explaining School Rankings

While Foucault investigated the discursive techniques through which power
operai Sa G2 yI YSI ofilKSNDII Yy R JARABSzZQ@NtHE 2 Odza 4 |
sociocultural mechanisms by which power produces (and reproduces)-bzass
struggles. Clearly both scholars have something relevant to contribute in problematizing
prevailing truth claims that surround the secondary school ranking debate, however,
their respective epistemological approaches also invite critiqdany scholars have
GFr1Sy AaadzS sAGK . 2d2NRASdzQad GKS2NES® hy GKS
possibility for agents to acquire new skills and apply different (winning) stretea
could result in different (emancipatory) outcomes. On the other hand, he is saying that,
6habitusSE Of dzZRS& ARSIFa fA1S wasStfQsr WOK2AO0SQ: |
LINF OGAOS&a FINRAAAY3I FTNRY GKS 3INBwelLiepaatinhBt | GA2Y
KAaG2NRBE O.NRgy 9 {1SYFLYyS wHnan LI Hnod W
OKI N} OGSNART Sa . 2d2NRASdzQa Sty @GAldlf |a LISNER
a2 OAl f (JedkiBs(PBEHAIT5)

| argue thatthere exists within 2 dzZNRA SdzQa d O2y OSLJidzr £ GNAIF R
Iy R T A $rhaRdpatoiyfoSsibility of redresgRawolle & Linga, 2008, p. )|
0StASOS GKIFG . 2dZNRASdzQ& | LILWINBF OK £ SI@Sa 2L3S
understood that it made no sense to speak of a highly structured, deterministic, social
space in absolute and definitive terms. His theoretical accounfexgsr prominently in
understanding how individuals play themciopolitical game of anything ari8ourdieu
did not accept that social practice could be understood solely in terms of individual
decisionY} 1Ay 3ad |I'S | f&a2 RARY Qieuddsrstdodasd Seingtkd G 3 NP d
aggregate of individual behaviour. For Bourdieu, marginalized agents could enhance
their position when they acquired enough capital to implement winning strategies on
political fields. My intent is to show how competing agentsoimed in the school wide
accountability struggledebate accumulate and leverage capital over the course of
time. By analyzing these strategies my aim is to show that g&dlimg and coalition

building through capital mobilization stand at the core bétschool ranking debate,
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thus helping me bring together the works of both Foucault and Bourdieu to bear on
framing this study. What is different between agents is how they mobdifferent
forms of capital across the field of power in ways that leverdger respective
discursive practices to pmote their respective agendas.

Finally, it is nosurprising that publishedNJ y{ Ay 3a GKI G OFad &aoK2?2
Wg 2 NBGQ I O02 NRdigkide ldpi2 of prattichvitelsiagénisRvolved in the
ranking game to respond criticallylThe epistemology of seeing schools through a
statistical lens that is manufactured in this way engages agents on the broader field of
power because they are made visible. Here then is opportunity for voices of
marginalized students to be heard in relation to discursive practid@mbedded,
0KSNBEF2NBX ¢ sodidogigatheory drWiatMilldzeénd Gale (2007) describe
Fa GKS GaNB@2ft dzii A 2 YMillBl& Galel22003,5.(437Fhe redlditionard Sy G 4 €
potential of agents is made possible in the new politic of visibility because it highlights
the uneven playing field, on which different kinds of schools compete for, and leverage,
capital. This is something | feel warrants serious consideration because an uneven
playing field defines what strategies agents employ on the field of power to promote
their respective agendas.

C2dzOl dzf 1 Qa SLIAAGSYAO INRdzyRAY3I GKFG RAAaO:

recognize that discursive practices become active in relation to #aykired, complex,
intersecting social fields. Callewaert (2006) described the esdatifference between

Foucault (the philosopher) and Bourdigbd sociologist) when he noted:

G! f 0 K2dZAAK @C2dzO0l dzAf 66 @oNRGS GK2dzalyRa 2F @
never wrote about power as a social activity in action. He wrote only very
marginallyabout forms of exercise of power, or about power as an aspect of

R A & O 2(daNekasre 2006, pp. 9®1).

A ¥ 4 A X

[ FEfSglSNIQa LRAAGAZ2Y sl a Sttt NBFftSOGSR Ay

GOC2dzOl dzf 18 SELX AOAGE® NBFdzaSa G2 a
the principle, which would elucidate discourses within it M& 2 SO G a X i K



SI@2dzNJ 62 FAYR Ay (GKS WFASER 27F
SNBada 2NJ YSyil -0 A
gKIFG KIFLIWISya Ay 0

| argue that an analytical approach that weaves together Bourdieu and Foucault
would salvage some of the limitations expressed above. The approach explains how
shifting discourses may be leveraged as forms of capital mobilization on a shifting field
of power that promotes political agendas through contsgiecific action strategies. The
next section outlines the guiding principles of an integrative approtet | have
proposed, whichbuilds on the theoretical insights provided by Foucault and Bourdieu. |
use this approach to explain how the Fraser Institute has effectively managed to
promote its school ranking agenda, not only within British Columbia, but throughou

Canada as well.

An Integrative Approach of Foucault and Bourdieu

To illustrate the shifting configurations of complex alliances, political forces, and
strategies that are at play between the Fraser Institute and other competing agents in
the broader §5f R 2F L2 6SNJ L LINRLI2A&S |y | LILINEZLI
testimony that régimes of truth are manufactured to promote political agendas through
discursive practicemiith . 2 dZNRA SdzQa O 2 yhébBukJfiettt) ahd dagital. An2 y
the approat, different agents compete for (and/or inherit) cultural, social, symbolic,
and political capital that is used to promote different agendas. This integrative approach
is depicted in Figure 4 as schematlout it has been conceived in three intpendent
parts.

Figure 1 illustrates how Foucault thinks about knowledge, language, truth, and
discourse. In this representation three overlapping circles (knowledge, language, and
truth) intersect at the nexus of discursive practicé KS LJ | OS & 6 KSNB
YIEYyAFTSadSR | FeucadEA0D6S B #DTRe Fraser Institute uses the

semioticlanguageof statistical rubrics, for example, to promote a particular régime of
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trutht a régime that is principally anchored standardization,measirement, and
LISNF2NXYIGAGAGED® {2 HKSYy tSGSNI /26fSe aleas
IADBS dza Y, peNiSrealylethphasizing the value the Fraser Institute places on

how the ‘dbjectivellanguageof data can be used tkhnowsomethingin particular about
a0K22fad® 9YOSRRSR Ay [ 2gft Sdddiag byOtBeYFraSey & A & |
Institutet for the Fraser Institute which, in turn, informs its discursive practicEhe
discursive practices used lmpmpetingagents oppsed to this kind of stace like(for
example)the BCTF aranchored irdifferent truth claims because thadtuth is born out

of a different experience an experience that is discernibly more contextual by
comparison. What the BCT#] Yy 2abo@it(schools is different from what thEraser
Institute W y 2aldoét@chools becaudeachersoperate from different epistemic and

ontological vantage points.

Figurel: Discursive practices (DP) emerge from the conflation of knowledge (K), truth

(T), and language (L)

' personal notes made by Michael Simmonds while attending agRIBC Chaetr, dinner meeting at
the Arbutus Club, Vancouver, April 19, 2006.
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Figure 2 represents how knowledge (K), language (L), truth (T), and discursive practices
(DP) are shaped hyabitus,which is represented in this approach as a box containing
three overlapping circledHabitusexplains why different agents experienttee same
accountabilitygame in different ways. The Fraser Institute perceives school rankings as
a way to promote educational reform initiatives that are principally rooted in
privatization and choicéCowley, 2003b, 2005bThe BCTF perceives school rankings as
undermining the work of teachergClarke, 2004; Kuehn, 2002These disparate

perspectives are shaped by disparagbitus

Figure2: Discursive practices (DP) are shapedhapitus

@Y

Habitus
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Figure 3 depicts thenet-capital acquisition of different kinds fosymbolic capital by

agents. Capital acquisition takes place in strategic ways over Titree acquisition and

mobilization of capital by competing agents on the field of power is essential to winning

the school wide accountabilitgame The discursive padices used by agents on the

field of judgment can be seen as a form of capital that is leveraged by competing sides

to win the school accountability gamat stakeist KS LJdzo f A OQa LINIDOSLIIA 2y
schools in British Columbia. The more Hapital hat is acquired by agents is reflected

in this figure by an increase in the height and base of the triangle.

Figure3: Agents acquire capital (C) on the field of power

Capital
Acquisition

(€)

Habitus

LN
G
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Figure 4 illustrates how the school accountability gamelésyed. Competing agents
develop strategies they believe will result in the acquisition and mobilization of capital.
Ly GKS FAIdzNBE GKS CNIF &aSNJ Lyadadiddzidgenth & NS LINS 2
the BCTF is represented aggent B. The sizes ofdlarrowspointing towards the lever

are intended to reflect the relative effectiveness of the agents in developing game
winning strategies. What is key to understanding this integrative approach is that the
acquisition and mobilization afymboliccapitalis a complexon-going exercisehat
occurs over time Here, capital reflectall the political, symbolic, social, and cultural
capital that agents acquire (and mobilize) while playing the accountability game. | argue
that discourse can be thought of asf@m of capital that is leveraged by competing
agents to sway public opinion about the value of school rankings. When the discursive
practices used by the Fraser Institute (Agent A) prevail in promoting their agenda the
capital fulcrum shifts to the rightwhen the BCTF and the constellation of other-like
minded political forces (Agent B) prevail in promoting their competing agenda the
capital fulcrum shifts to the left. The net effect of a shifting fulcrum (which represents
the mobilization ofcapital in this approach) is that one agent gains ground on the field

of power at the expense of the competing agefithis tips the balance of power.
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Figure4: Analyzing the school accountability game through an approach that gneéges Foucault and Bourdieu

Agent A = Fraser Institute

Agent B = BCTF

Social space where accountability game is played (and made visible) in the field of power V

Capital advantage Agent B Capital advantage Agent A
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Research Questions

It is possible to formulate the following research questions in relation to the
theoretical testimony presentedhroughout this chapter These questions emerge as
well from the debates, struggles, drcontroversies underpinning the introductiand
dzaS 2F (KS Gétbndad/dhaokparticard idArist Eolumbia and will be

addressed in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively.

Chapter 4

1. How have the statistical components of the Fraser Instufe & SO2 Yy Rl NEB
school ranking in British Columbia changed over time in terms of their
modes of statistical representation?

2. What implications do these statistical changes have for the way
secondary schools come to be known by the public, and how do they
shape the field of visibility through which secondary schools are viewed?

Chapter 5

1. How can agents use language to mediate relationships of power and
privilege in social interactions, institutions, and bodies of knowledge?
How does the naturalization of édlogies come about?

2. What particular régimes of truth are manufactured by the media about
aSO2yRIFNE aoOKz22fa (2 O02yaidNdHzOdG | NBIFfAGE
the state of secondary school education in British Columbia?

3. How do different agents inveed in the ranking debate mobilize different

forms of capital on the field of power to promote their respective
agendas with respect to schools?

These questions will be examined through a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the
CNJ & SNJ L y alipaldidizl Brigmarily with thé disurse dimensions of power
abuse in ways which make maniféstk S Ay 2dza G A OS | yR AyWanj dz £ A G &
Dijk, 1993, p. 252CDAG (i NA S& (G2 SELIX 2NB K2g a20Al ffe& LN

populate the world were created in the first place and how they are maintained and
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KSt R Ay LX I(Rbifips 2 @1&dyJ 2008, Yp.S6lt describes and explains how
power abuse is enacted, reproduced or legitimized by the talk of the dominant groups
and institutions(van Dijk, 1993)

NAGAOFE GKS2NEB aAd OKIFNIOGSNAT SR o6&XIl LN
F OQldzr f &20AFf NBIFIEftAGASaAaD® LGa 3FdZARAY I LINARYOA
(Alvesson & Skoldberg, 2003, p. 118)critical theory approach to the Fraser Institute
NI ylAy3 2F aSO2yRINE aO0OK22fa daLINBadzallRasSa
historically created and heavily influenced by the asymmetries of power and special
inteNBadaz FyR (GKIGd (GdKS& OFy 0S5 (Xvess& &I KS &dzo
Skoldberg, 2003, p. 110)

| useCDAand critical theoryas the epistemological lenses through which to view
0KS CNJ aSNJ L oRisécoridaiz(isshaadls folihngd printipal reasons: (1) it
makes possible the unpacking of discursive practices and technologies of governance
GKFGO dzy RSNLIAY GKS NIYylAy3 LIKSYy2YSy2y gA0KAY?
(2) it brings to light the pltics of power associated with agents promoting different
visions for secondary schooling within the fields of visibility, judgment, and power; and
(3) it provides an epistemic framework on which to build an integrativeotétical
approach that explains how shifting discourses can be used as instruments of
disciplinary power to acquire and mobilize capital within a shifting accountability field of
judgment to create a reality effect that private and independent school system is
Wo SG G SND  kboysysiew.S Lldzof AO a0
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CHAPTER B4ethodology

Research DesignCase Study

In the broadest sense, a central question that underpins the methodological
approach used in this study Mrhat is the school ranking phenomenon a caseGif2n
the thirteen-year monopoly te Fraser Institute has on ranking schools in British
Columbia a more nuanced and relevant central question becoémt is the Fraser
Institute ranking of schools phenomenon a caseldii® is an important distinction that |
believe warrants consideratiobecause it shifts the focus of my research away from a
study about the Fraser Institute per s@n institutional case studytowards an
investigation that has as its focus the case of school rankings as they are conceived,
published, and promoted by the &ser Institute. In essence, the case study at issue here
is secondary school rankings (the phenomenon under investigation)hahthe Fraser
Institutet an advocacy think tank. This important distinction has clear methodological
implications because it reges thatl problematize the school ranking issue through a
case study approach that accounts for thiBscursive, contextual, and statistical
elements that frame the ranking phemenon being studiedt also informs the kinds of
research questions that wiestablish the methodological trajectory of this study.

Yin (2003) suggests th#t K 2aad¥ ¢ KgaeQtions are most appropriate for case
d0dzRé NBaSINOK ¢gKSYy GKSe& IINB aoSAy3a | aisSR
which the investigator has litS 2 NJ Yy &in,Q@0¥, p. [9)his &ind of investigation
demands that multiple sources of data be used because the phenomenon under

investigationis highly contextual.

G/ +rasS aiddzRé NBASFNOK Aa LI NIAOdz I NI &
the examination and understanding of context is important. Multiple

sources of evidence are used and the data collections techniquesienc

document and text malysig (Darke & Shanks, 2002, p. 113)

Like other research strategies the case study is a way of investigating an empirical
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topic that not only relies on multiple sources of evidence (see Table 1), but also
GAYSSaidAaLiSa || 02y (SYLR NIANEES LEESVOBRERIYE2 Y 6 A
13). The phenomenon of interest in this case study is secondary school rankhegs

primary unit of analysisYin (2003) indicates that four tests are commonly used to

establish the overall quality of any empirical social research design. A geedtudy is

strong in construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. These

guality control research markers will be demonstrated in this investigation through

what Yin (2003) describes as baingType 1, singlease, holisticase study desigrmnThis

particular design matrix is appropriate when a single case represents the critical case in

testing a welformulated theoryand when the singlecase is studied at two or more

different points in time(Yin, 2003, pp. 382). DA @Sy (KA A& &0dzRe Q& LINA
FyFtel Ay3d G4KS CNI&aSN LyadAaddziSQa Lzt AaKSR 3
Of SINJ GKI G§QF A #ONXGaROIE t@y&aASGdzRAY I OFasS 06SO0

more different points in time

Triangulation

Yin (2003) describebe important need for case study researchers to use different
sources of information as a way to ensure the investigaitomalid.He metaphorically
calls thisWf A & [ib8tyik glearty establishdise rationale for using multiple sources of
evidence in conducting robust case studiddultiple sources of evidence develop
éconverging lines of inquing process of trianglil i A &iyf, 2003, p. 98)Triangulation
is usually defined asising two or more methodologies to look at the same broad
research topidOlsen, 2002)It is generally regarded as a methdalgical approach that
strengthens the validity of the findings obtained through a single qualitative method.
G2 KSy @&2dz KIS NBFffte GNRIFy3IdzAZ+FGSR GKS RFEGE:
0SSy &adzZLILIR2 NI SR o6& Y2NB {Kiny2008, p.0asiagb&h a 2 dzND S
gualitative and quantitative evidence helps establish the validity of claims made in
response to the research questions pds This kind of convergence is callddta

triangulation Theoretical triangulationcombines two or more different theoretical
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perspectives to examine the same phenomenon. They converge in this study through
my use of Foucault and Bourd@uwi NI & Le&€didalk téstmoniesn the ways |

described earlier

Data Gathering

Yin (2003) indicates that evidence for case studies may tdnueed it must
comer from a variety of sources if the investigation is to satisfy the validity and
reliability tests descried earlier.Documentsare relevant to every case study topic and
include: memoranda and communiqués, written reports, and newspaper clippings and
other articles appearing in the mass mediacluding the internet). These kinds of
documents are important t@®2 f £ SOG 06SOlF dzaS G(KS@& KSfL) Sadl of
0KS ljdzSadAaz2ya a]lSRzT GKS RIF GKYINODO3fpS&Yi SR | v
Doawments are stable, unobtrusive, exact, and broadly elucidate the questions under
investigation. Their weakness lies in an obvious reporting bias that is aspleaific.

The documents used in this study come from three principal sources: the Fraser
Institute, the Ministry of Education, and published print and online media reports,
articles, and accounts. These documents may be considendtht Smith (200) calls
G2 NBI y AT [Syiith, 2008, Epli £74)In her paperW¢ SEGA | yRyoli KS hy i ?
hNBFYAT F GA 2y a, Shigh RooLyéscribadihduirgaizing @xtamediated
LIS2 L)X SQa RIAt& fA@0Sa IyR | OGAGAGASE GAGKAY
O2yRAGAZYE §SBP&aaiahie LcoEmMNe2milple sites & LIS2 LI SQa
SOSNERIE |OUAQGAGASEAE 6KSY &KS y23SR da2NEF YA
even though they are taken up and interpreted differently in the different settings in
which it is read to the organizing system of texts thatocdinates multige sites of such
NB I RAY 3 |($niith, 2ORI @i A7¢) Wifl be drawing on Fraser Institute produced
school reports that describe in detail how successive ranking iterations are
manufactured. This is important because the rati@nas given for why some key

performance indicators (KPIs) are included in the ranking rubric while others are

neutralized and/or exclude®® L ¥ GKS CNJ &SNJ L yWO2ALNRASYKIEAG So 2
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YdzZt GALX S aAadGSa 27T L3S gnith RaEsugdeddsS té R mast be O A G A G
Ll2adAoftS (2 RSY2YyailiNIGS 6KezX gKSYys>S YR K2§
school ranking instrument that exerts some degree of control.

Direct observatiorcan run the gambit from casual to formal data collection and
include observations made at meetings and other public gatherings. They are useful
because they cover events in real time and are highly contexh@beverissues of
selectivity (what is remembered) and reflexivity (how the event proceeds because it is
being observed) both factor into the data collection process. The direct observations
that | have conducted are defined by the twenbyne years of professional experience
that characterize my timas an educator.

Yin (2003) describe$¢ NI A FI Ol & | aologicdlAd¢gvite, b toak &rS OK y
AYAGNYzYSyas | ¢2N)] 2F | NI in, 2003, i 26\AGifacts (i K S NJ LIK
are relevant in case study researainen they assume an important component in the
overall case. In this study the artifasthe essential component of the case because the
LK@ AAOlIf SPARSYyOS 2F aOKz22f NrYyliAy3da Aa (GKS
online reports. | am argog here that the Fraser Institute uses particular discursive
strategies to promote its privatization agenda by publishingking artifactcalled a
WEOK22f Wb waicNIeaders eidgage.

Having established the rationale for adopting a case tupproach to
investigating the Fraser Institute ranking of secondary schools in British Colutribia,
important to elucidate in more specific terms how the case under investigation will be
analyzed.At its core this project brings together criticabcal theory andcritical
discourse analysis tddescribe, interpret, and explain the ways in which discourse
constructs, becomes constructed by, represents, and becomes represented by the social
% 2 NIRBgers, Malancharuvierkes, Mosley, Hui, & O'Garro Joseph, 2005, p.. 366)

Critical Discourse Analysis

| need to say tathe outset that | am not approaching the statistical dimension of

the Fraser Institute ranking of schoolsastatistician might focused in the critique of
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the kinds of multivariate regressioformulae used by the Fraser Institute in the
construction of itsschool ranking rubricBut | am saying that statistical rankings
constitute a particular kind of discourse that iognded in a sociopolitical context. A
critical discourS 'yl feaAra o6/5!'0 2F (GKS CNIY&aSNJ Lyad;
schoolstherefore,y 2 i 2yt é& SElFYAYySa diKS ylidqed 2F &2
Dijk, 1993, p. 258 o6dzi A G Ff&a2 aF20dzaSa 2y K2g¢g fI y3ad
relationships of power and privilege in social interactions, institutions, and bodies of
1Y 26t GRRGS, %t al., 2005%0ciapower is based on privileged access to socially
valued resources like income, position, status, group membership, education, and/or
knowledge.van Dijk(1993) notes thatmodern poweNJ a A &4 Y2aidte O23yAldADS
by persuasion, dissimulation or manipulation, among other strategic wagkdnge the
YAYR 2F 20KSNE AWanDiKk I3, p.25)y AYyGSNBaidasé

CDA is specifically interested in the deployment of power in discourse, whith
Dijk (1993) calls dominance. Dominance is seldom total, andaasDijk(1993) points
out in his paperW?t NA& y2GA LWIENREG A OF sdéndin@ralzhbli 8e restgicted @ & A & Q
to specific domains. He very clearly establishes when dominance crosses into the

domain of hegemony when he says,

GAF GKS YAYRa 2F GKS R2YAYyFGSR OlFy 0SS Ay-
acceptdominance, and act in the interest of the powerful out of their
own free will, we use the term hegemony. One major function of
dominant discourse is precisely to manufacture such consensus,
FOOSLIiFyOS FyR f S WANDANKY19938p. 2855 R2 YA Yl yOS§
van Dijk(1993) argues that power and dominance can be institutionalized to
enhance their effectiveness and can be sustained eeproduced by the media. This is
an important insight because it highlights a principal argument that | intend to make
OKNRdzZAK | /5! 2F (KS rahNdg»fSsecontdayyschaoistdn S Q&  LJdzo
R2YAYlFyYyld RA&O02dz2NASA &K HitalS theLidmhdtignCof sddidh y A 2y |
NEB LINE & S yvar Dijik, 2993 . 259)n other words a CDA reveals how agents
GSY Il OGINBANDIS2 (WKSEKA O A G Q i KBk Nk LI998,SpNP59) Y RA & O
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a2NB20SN) GKS | OGAz2ya 27F | donlamda@iondF adzithers, N2 dzLJ Y |
dzi £ a2 Ay T (daf PiR 3998 K SMNJ YA Yy Ra €

(@]

In his paperCritical and Descriptive Gaalh Discourse Analysiairclough (1985)
4dz23SaiSR (K LI-ib-oné ielktidrisip batweentidedoyical formations and
RA & OdzNB A @S (Fafrdoligh, I 1985,2p/ @5 He referred to institutions as a
G alLlSSOK OEardolmghA1888Bpeech communities determideg K+ & OF y | YR
shouldd S  &(FakcRuégh, 1985, p. 75He characterized the inseparabilityWfg | @ & 2 F
GFf add@d R e a 2Fa aSBRFANQ2IAO0FI T RAZAOAZNEA GBS T2 N¥YI
GKIFG L5Ca 6SNB d2 ERBEhR1986yp. TaBAYidatine WiCeS &
GR2YAYF G GAE GKS OFLI OAGe (2 Wyl ddz2NI fAT SQ ARS
asnorA RS2t 23 A0 @War@ohoh21985,9.9%h S Q¢

G¢2 WRSYIFGdz2NFftAT SQ GKSY A& GKS 202S0O0GA@GS
FR2LJGa WONRGAOIt Q 3 fdatoraidvolvies shoddAgd Sa i G KI @
how social structures determine properties of discourse, and how
RAAO02dz2NES Ay (dz2NYy R SFaisioygm 408ap. 8D OA I £ & (i NHzC

| am interested indenaturalizinghow language is used to construct meaning within a
field of judgment that has as its central featutke culture of performativity. As such,
my focus is on disrupting and destabilizing the epistemic and statisssamptionghat
underpinthe Fraser Institut® a NJ yddcdnglaB/ schdbland whichconstructa one
sizefits-all-schootrankingrubric. It is essential that a CDA of the statistical aspect of the
Fraser Instute ranking be carried out in this wayecause the Fraser Instituteport
card is compiled entirely from cantitative data provided by different ministerial
branches of provincial governmerit. / 5!  yigvdlve®examiing¥he production,
consumption and reproduction of the texts [buthe andysis of sociocultural practice
[as well], whichincludes an exploration of wihés happening in a particular sociocultural
T NI Y S grddeds, &t al., 2005, p. 37The interdependency of CDA and critical social

theory is not difficult to appreciate given,

G béB2 NR G RAAO2 dzNE S Q diharsss 86 RNBR YiKISy § 3 (a2
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NHzy G2 IyR FTNR®PE C¢KIFIG A& RAaO2dz2NES Y2
reflecting and constructing the social world. Seen in this way, language

can not be considered neutral because it is caughtn political, social,

SO2y2YAO03 NXBf AIA 2 dza Z(RopexsRet dd,d2005,dpNI f  F2 NXY I G
369)

By definition aCDAof school rankingalsofocuseson sociopolitical dimensiong a
play when a de facto policy document is produced by an advocacy think tank with clout.
It will be important,therefore, to analyze policy documents that are published by the
Fraser Institute with the goal of establishing prevailing ideological stancegditicular
advocacy think tank promotes. This is an important consideration because in promoting
school rankings thé-raser Institute also promotes its ideological position about how
best to improve schools. kexploring how rankings hawvehanged and eslved over time
a CDA makes possible an examination of hpublished school rankings have
overexerted their authority on the accountability field by promoting fieral
ideologies that prillege certain kinds of schools.

. 2dz2NRASdzQa OSyliNIHE e@KEYETAPBRKABAGAZY 41 &
consecrates privilege by ignoring it, by treating everybody as if they were equal when, in
FILOO:Z GKS O2YLISGAG2NR Fif o06S3IAYy 6AGK RAFTFSN
(Jenkins, 2002, p. 113chool rankings, therefore, may be thought of as being schemes
of construction that by their very nature include and exclude certain kinds of schools
that serve certain kinds of student.2 NJ A ¥ . 2 dzNRA S d4@eups atcuy NI A 2y (i
similar positions within a field because they share a comrhahitus is operational
within a school raking discourse, then an analysis sthtistical data should reveal
contextual similarities and differences between schools that obtamilar overall
scores. By this logic it is entirely possible that a particular kind of independent school is
more likely to achieve the highest possible ranking.

| am also interested not only analyzing how the ranking rubric $i@hifted and
mutated over tmet but in looking at how the general public engaged with published
school reports through published media accounts from 21920&80. Smith (2001)

R S a3 ONM achder convesshtions in which, unlike real life conversations, one side of
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the conversation SN ESR | YR dzy NB& LRy & A @ $Smith22001,kpS 2 (1 K S N,
175)

G Ly -torfac® Sonversations among people, the utteramesponse
sequence is one in which each next utterance is modified as a response
to the utterance that precded it. In textreader conversations, one side

is obstinately unmovable. However, the reader takes it up, the text
remains as a constant point of reference against which any particular
AYGSNLINBG L GA 2@miDl2001,9.3750KS 01 SR¢

I will be using CDA to show that people make seok&chool rankinggrom
(private) textreader conversations that people engage in when readidlished
annual ankings, andn (public) faceo-face conversations that take place in the media
and online. Furthermore, rankings could not be created without the help of
technological devices (like computers) and tieehnologies of governandhat make
possible the da from which school rankings are derived in the first place. By this logic,
published school rankings become physical artifacts and serve as a primary source of
data for this project. School ranking tables/documents are relevant here because they
exemplify6 KI & { YAGK o6wnnam0v OFlftfta aGdKS GSEddzZt YS
a0 yRI NRA I (Snith, 2081y NBlAFTextual mediation therefore, creates
aNII A T OGa (KI doordinat®g maghM@yyof drgariiz&tion andiibi A ( dzii A 2 y €
(Smith, 2001, p. 174)For the purpose of this investigatiaextual mediationprincipally
takes the form of school reports cazdhat place an emphasien key performance
indicators(KPIsand their relationship to the phesmenon of school performativityin
large measure the Fraser Institute compiles its annual semgndchool report card
from average exam results that students achieve on standardized (compulsory) Ministry
examinations. These subject examinations are based a Ministry prescribed
curriculum and are carried out within schools across the province. Foucault believed
GKFG aGKS 1138 2F GKS GSEFYAYyAy3aé &a0Kz22f YI |
Fdzy Ol A 2 Y ©S R(Rabindiy, 1984, A5 Vf S éa a2 dzZaAKG (G2 dzy RSNA |
and evoluton2 ¥ O2y a i NHzOUOa GKIFIG 6SNB O2yaARSNBR yI(



I LINPRdzOG 27F LI ¢S Nk |(Rofessf & RIF 2005NB.t370f Is2 y & KA LJIA ¢
essential, therefore, that aCDA of school rankingsbe made with the goal of
problematizing the statistical techniques used by the Fraser Institute to manipulate the

climate of public opinion because they are perceived by many t&/ ge2 Ndoristtu€ls

that operate within the domain of $wol peformativity. Table 1 lists the documents that

will be analyzed in this study. Each document may be considered a discursive event that

has three dimensions: (1) it is a spoken or written text; (2) it is an instandsajurse
practiceinvolving theproduction and interpretation of texts; and (3) it is a part af

broader sociopolitical conteXRogers, et al., 2005)
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Tablel: Documents used for critical discourse analysis

Sources of Data Collecting the Evidence

Primary Sources

Fraser Institute Produced Documents
ICNF aSNJ LyaidAaiddziS wSLE2NI /I NRa 2y
2010)
1 Fraser Institute Annual Reports (192810)
1 Fraser Forum Magazine Articles
 Information publish& 2y GKS CNJ} ASNJ LyadAddziS

Newspaper & Magazine Articles, Editorials, & Letters to the Editor

1 As published iThe Provincelhe Vancouver Suy@lobe & MailThe National
Post & other regional newspapers (192810)

 BCTF Newslettera, | Ot S | ojh€r priitedenewsrelated sources

Secondary Sources

BC Ministry of Education Produced Documents & Reports
7 School & District Reports
1 Federation of Independent School (FISA) generated data
fGarfield Weston Awards for Excellence in Education

Tertiary Souces

Interviews
1 Webcasts
1 Radioand printinterviews

Personal Observations

TArbutus Club Dinner: Peter Cowley Guest Speaker

I Twenty-oneyears experience working as a teacher, administrator, and leade
the independent school system of British Columbia (Seyber 1991December
2010)
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Data Sources Contextualized

It is not an overstatement to say that the most important document source for a
OFasS addzRe GGKFIG F20dzaSa 2y GKS CNIASNI LyadaA
the Fraser Institute itself. Bynalyzing thirteen years of secondary school report cards |
document and explain how the Fraser Institute has effectively managédytd- G dzNJ £ AT S Q
its ideological stance thatisLJ2 3 aA0f S (G2 202S00AQBSt & RSGSN)A)
Wg 2 NB GQ JFLISINFRNNAYDP . & &LISOATAOFIffe& aF20dzahi
AYAaGAGdziA2YyQ YR dzLl2y RAAO02dzNESE 6KAOK | NB
N} G§KSN) GKIFy 2y Ol adz f O2y OSNARBA 2RZZEa | VK
naturalization of ideolof S& O2 Y Sis possiblgifFairélough, 1985, p. 747)
Cl ANt 2dzZaK omopypyv 0StASOSRT Ia L R2X OGKIFG a;:
AYGSNI OGA2y > 2N [FalircloUghNIBSS Nl 729Fwill Rek analy2inghttie S Q €
various iterations of theCc N 8 SNJ Ly adA ddziSQa &aSO2yRINE &aOK2
they operate as disciplinaty 2 NR S NJ 2 ® refRardatdpdmbliiaff€rent kinds of
schools on the field of visibility. Moreover, the analysis of the report cards in this way
will document how, and when, the ranking rubric has changed over time. This is
important because | argue there exists cccumstantial relationship between the
LINE Ay O0SQa OKIFy3aAy3a LREAGAOLE O2yGiSEG FyR G
As well, the angkis will show how changing the ranking over time has significantly
reduced the likelihood that public secondary schools in British Columbia could achieve
top-ten-schoolstatus. Finally, secondary school report cards that have kbmised
(and published)oy the Fraser Ingute on its website since 1998ontain important
information that are not otherwise published in newspapers featuring the Fraser

Institute school report card¥’

'2The kind of information that is presented in the Fraser Institute generated reports will be unpacked and
problematized in sufficient detail in Chapters 4 and 5, but in general termsaiteseto providing more
detailed accounts of how key performance indicators are calculated; the kinds of schools not included in
the ranking; relationships the Fraser Institute has developed with otherntikeled organizations
throughout the world; as wékey insights made by the authors of the report card that are relevant to the
analysis.

73



' y20KSNI AYLRNIFY G GSEQQ(deraser IasgudeNZnBual 2 ¥ R
ReportsV G KI G KI @S 0SSy Lldza000h EhéySare relevalt oya8 T NR Y
investigation about school rankings becaudey serve to contextualize the Fraser
LyadAddziSQa ao02LIS 2F AyFEdzSyOS Ay akKlLAy3 1
policies As well the annual reports identify thBoard of Trusteeand the Executive
Advisory Boardby name. This ikelpful information because itocuments and situates
people and groups that are associated with the Fraser Institute within broader networks
of power relations.As well the reports contain additional information about the Fraser
Institute and its membership that does not usually get reported.

The Federation of Independent Schools Association represents a cohort of
private and independent schools British Columbia that includeshe Association of
Christian Schools International in British ColumiALC$IBCYhe Associate Member
Group AMG), Catholic Independent School¢CIS)? the Independent Schools
Association of British Columbia (ISAB®@)Y the Society of Christian Schools in British
Columbia(SCBCJ (The Federation of Independent Schools, 201G4$A is not unlike
GKS CNJ aSNJ LyadidAadlddzi Swunbgrs siipgly duantitative levidange ob St A S @ &
I NB I f A (@& (ThekFkdarktiorSoEIndapériiént Schools, 2010k)ill be drawing
on FISA generated data that gives an accurate historical accounting of student
enrolmentin different kindsof independent schools since the Fraser Institute published
its first school report card in British Columbia. This information is relevant because it will
document any demonstrated relational trends that may exist between student
enrolment patterns and the LJt | OS AYRSLISYRSy (i aoKz22fta 02yalA
ranked schools by the Fraser Institute.

Another important source of data for this project comes from published
newspaper and magazine articles, newsletters, and editorials. | will be using them to
highlight and explain how and why the polemical debate around school rankings is
ongoing and highly contestable. In a paper publishe®iscourse & Societyan Dijk
(1993), notesthatt 2y S ONHzOA I f LINBadzLILl2aAdAzy 2F | RSIJjo

* Formerly called Catholic Public Schools (CPS).
1 Formerly called National Union of Christian Schedlstrict 12.
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UNRSNEGFYRAY3I GKS yI Gdz2NE 2Avan Gijk ©83; d. 25882 6 SNJ | YR
AYRAOFGSa GKIG aL2 ¢ DNImambeILd) @rie HrouP BverithaBef = Yy I Y
2T 0 20K 3udd CHKNPOE3L {5 254%5iven that the Fraser Institute ranking exerts
disciplinary power over schools through a statistical discourse it is not surprising that a
counter discourse has emerged in response. The polemical debate that has defined the
school ranking initiative is one that has emeldgbetween Wi KS A yaadiWIiKIE A 2 vy Q
Of A(Baffdlogh, 1985, p. 74 KS aOf ASyd A& Iy 2dziaARSNI NI {
institution] who nevertheless takes part in certain institutional interactions in
FOO2NRIFIyOS gAGK y2N¥a FairdldrghR285,\0. 7By waKS Ay a .
of example Fairclough (1985) identifies the physician/patient relationship as being
analogous to the institution/client relationship. This pairing is not unlike the relationship
school rankings have with secondary schools becalike the patient seconday
schools are complicit in their own (institutional) examination by the Fraser Institute
Clearly, schools cannoéspond to the Fraser Institute ranking per se, but the people
working within them canAn analysis of published media accounts of the sthamking
phenomenon by the people who work closely with students is an essential part of this
project.

Reports and documents produced by the British Columbia Ministry of Education
about secondary schools constitute another important source of textual. ddyaintent
is to highlight aspects of school and district reports that the Fraser Institute ignores in
generating its schoelanking rubric. This is relevant because it underscores the
statistical bias inherent in a ranking rubric that excludegat is aguablyt important
data. Radio interviews, podcasts, and published online debates make up another
tertiary source of data. These recordings will be analyzed critically in much the same

way as the textual data described above, but that information is deld/&erbally and

%1 do not mean to suggest here that secondarlcs in British Columbia willingly submit to the Fraser
LyadAadgdziSQa NrylAy3a 2F GKSY Ay GKS alryYS gre GKFG oAt
am saying that secondary schools in British Colunshianot opt out of being included in théraser

Institute ranking and are thereforgrafted intoa process thaimanyschool leadersay theyobject to.
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y2i GSEGdzZ ftfe &aSNBSa (@ogerdBtlalR Y5, pi Tkt OdzNB A 3 S
constitute the case being analyzed.

Finally, the personal observationsQ @S erfodd LaS$ diiheducator anldader
working within the independent school system for the pagsénty-one years serve as
an important source of data as well. This potentially rich source of data that has inspired
and motivated me to study the Fraser Inatié ranking of secondary schools in the first
placeAd faz2 F LRISYydArt fAFOoOAfAGE @88l dzaS A
between distance and closeness in the research setting [that] is often blurred in
SRdzOI ( A 2 y{RolyeEsaeBal.,NeIDK, . 38T his point will be taken be taken up in

the next section.

Limitations of Critical Discourse Analysis

Reflexive intentions endeavor to account for the interpretative dimensabn
empirical researclfAlvesson & Skoldberg, 2003)hat is to say it is impossible for the
researcher to remove him or herself from the phenomenon under investigation
completely, and thatit is the responsibilityof the researcher to recognize and
acknowledge any positional bias (s)he may bring to the investigation. Rogeils, et
OHnnpO y2G38a GKFEG GaNBFtSEAQAGE Aa ONHZOALFE A
NBE&aSIHNOKéE 06SOI dza S a Sfedzesedardhers/of tdiliarStuddbo S NBE | N.
aSiiuAy3aaxkryR Fa adzOK>X ¢S ONARYy3 GAOK dza 02 7Fi
GK2aS AyalAaddziazya I a &RodeR& Wi 2005 pi BRIOKSNAZ |
other words, the perspective of educators who work directly with students in different
educational settings informs the understandings they have about teaching and learning.
Rogers etal. (2005)emphasizesthe important need,therefore, for researchers to
situate themselves within the research project.

A second limitation of my conducting a CDA of the Fraser Institute school ranking
is that all of my data is limited to publically available sources. Without exception, every
document, article, report, and interview that is part of this project is also a part of the

public domain. | did not conduct a single interview or collect any data. In fact, this
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project unfolded without the need for an Ethics Committee to be struck at the
University of British Columbia, but given the very public nature of the polemical debates
that surround the school ranking issue limiting the CDA to public data in this way is
believa warranted.

Finally, it is important to note here that my experience asteacher,
administrator, and school leader is defined by my work in the British Columbia
independent school system. As | have already mentioned, my interest in understanding
the Fraser Institute ranking of secondary schools was born out of my experience
W2NJ Ay3 Ay 2y SERF1SK yORRDISNDEmEayi didaroik 2 2 & O
perform well on the ranking. An important part of my job then (as the Director of the
Senior School) was to understand a ranking instrument that made York House School
look W &I parents, alumni, amd most importantlyt prospective parents. This was
especially impornt given that a number of (free) locgbublic high schools
outperformed York Housdt is not a stretch to say that the lortgrm future of the
school was potentidy at riskif York House could not significantly improve its ranking
score. | understood what it felt like to have an excellent school be reducedsiogle
measureand it wag in partt my job to understand and implement whatever strategic
changes were neasary to play (and win) the Fraser Instit@téchool ranking gamef
accountability. Furthermoremy professional practiceas an educatoris (mostly)
informed by the relationships | have estabk SR | YR Odzf 0 A GF G§SR 6A (K
independent shoolsthat belong to the Independent Schools Association of British
Columbia SAB®t a cohort defined by a group of schools that have consistently
FOKASOSR Wi2LQ NIyl1SR a02NXa 2y (GKS CNJ aSN.
beginning (see Appendix G). loutd be argued that the longstanding academic,
financial, and institutional success these kinds of schools enjoy can be attributed to
them effectively leveraging the very neoconservative and neoliberal forces that are the

subject of critique in this projeéc
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CHAPTER A Changing School Ranking Rubric

Introduction

The purpose of Chapter 4 m®t only to show how theanking rubric @vised by
the Fraser Institute hashanged over timgbut to examine how these changes have
shaped the field of visibility timugh which secondary schools are perceived in the public
domain Initially the changesmade to the ranking rubriceflected new key performance
indicators (KPIs) the Fraser Institute felt were important to introdiccés rankinglike,
for example, subjdespecific gender gap measures that compared the achievement
results of boys to girls in mathematics and EnglSowley &Easton, 2001)Other
changes were introduced because tranking rubricwas not immue to modifications
the Ministry of Education made to its own secondary school graduation pro@Baitish
Columbia Ministry of Education, 2004s well, the recruitment of foreign ESL students
G2 . NAGAEAK /[ 2fdzYoAl Qa LlzofAO0 aoOK22f a8
requirements by Canadian universities that-ei@phasized the importargc placed on
Grade 12 examination results, altered how the Fraser Institute devisedchsol
ranking rubrigqCowley &Easton, 2003; McGill University, 2010; The University of British
Columbia, 2009)The im@act these (and other) changes had on the ranking rubric is
depicted in Table 2t documents how, and wherthangesnade by the Fraser Institute
were incorporated into the statistical rankings to say somethii@ 6 2 Sabauth @S Q
schoolsfrom 19982010 Thetable also highlights the descriptive data used by the
Fraser Institute to say somethingO 2 y (i Sbieuii stthobl<uring the same period. My
goal is to use the data presented in the taliheoughout this chapteto show how the
Fraser Institute leveragedlisciplinary power within its ranking discourse to tell
particular kinds of stories aut particular kinds of schools. It is important to note that
the chapter has been organized around five key iterafibtiwat | believe characterize

important modifications that were made by the Fraser Institute to ishootranking

!® |teration # 1 (1998000); Iteration #2 (2002002); lteration #3 (20062006); Iteration # 4 (2007);
Iteration #5 (2008010).
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rubric over its thirteenyear history. These changes delineate the dadants used in the

analysis taaddresghe following research questions:

1. How have the statistical components of thd Fi SNJ Ly a0 A Gdzi SQa &aS02
school ranking in British Columbia changed over time in terms of their
modes of statistical representation?

2. What implications do these statistical changes have for the way
secondary schools come to be known by the public, ang' do they
shape the field of visibility through which secondary schools are viewed?

An analysis of thaistoricaldata presentedwill show thatmodifications madeo the
NFYylAy3aQa adrFradAaagAaort F2NXdzZ S AYLX SYSyGdSR
kinds of schools in British Columbia while statistically sanctioning otNerseover, the
RFGF AYOGSNIINBGFGAZ2Y RSY2YyAGNI G0Sa GKIFIG | NBG
rating by the Fraser Institute in 2001 (Iteration #2) resulted smgaificant decline in the
number of public schools achieving an overall ranking between 9.0 ta 1BeDhighest
RSOAfS a02NB LI2aaArAofSe ¢KAA YWNHHRRGMNS RA A G NR
remained consistent since thérst revision was made and ihas not been well
documented in the mainstream press, if it has been documented at all. Finally, by
RNl 6Ay3 LINAYOALItfe 2y LlzomfAAZKSR YSRAI I OC
documents, this chapter will illustrate hawin devising a statistical narrag about the
state of the secondary school system in British Columkiie Fraser Institute has
leveraged discursive power to control how schools are perceived in the public realm. In
so doing | argue that the Fraser Institute has effectively managed totlcaspublic
school system as being inferior to the private school system, which operates on
competition, market forces, and parental choié®hat follows is an analysis of how the
Fraser Institute established the terms by which secondary schools inhBoigkimbia
GSNBE WaSSyQ gAUGKAY GKS LlzoftAO aLl OSo
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The Epistemology of Seeing

Initially, the Fraser Institute was motivated to devise and publish a secondary school
NBLZ2NI OFNR 06SOldzaS GUKSNB gl a ay2 dzyAF2NY &
schools ini KS LINR @AYy OS¢ gawley, BiFal A99K p. Aybreazr,dhk |
authors noted that no evaluative procedure was contemplated by the British Columbia
Ministry of Education to determine how well$h a4 OK22f a&aiSyYy g2NJ] SRo®
02 FAYR 2dzi 6KSGKSNJ 2dzNJ a0K22ft & | NB R2Ay3 0
FANBO aOKz22f NBLERNIG OFNR y2GSR ¢l az ad2 YSI.
g | &Cowley, et al., 1998, p. 4Thedatadriven initiative of aschootranking rubric
NBazyriGSR gAGK GKS CNIY &SN LyadAaddziSQa SYLKI
Y2002 aLF AlG YileladtS20863 p. X1QAdditahaly, theFtaser
LyadAaddziSQa LRaAaAGAZ2Y GKIG a0K22f LENF2NXI y(
AYLINROAY3T . NRGAAK [/ 2fdzYorhlQa KAIK aldOKzzfta ¢
Director, Michael Walket, when he said,

G SGQa 3ISG LI ad GKS y2idAizy GKIG aokz22f LI
The process of continuous improvement, to which vleagpire, consists

of measuring performance, making corrections to what we are doing and
YSIadaNAy3 2y0S +3lLAy (2 RAaA020SNI 6KS ySEI
(Proctor, 1998d, p. A3)

LG A& AYLERNIIYyG (G2 y230S KSNB GKFG 21 €71SN
through continuous improvement is positioned witha specific epistemology of seeing
called positivism I G KS2NEB 2F (y26f SRIS HKAOK O2y Sy

knowledge can only be validated through methods of observation which are derived

YaAOKESE 21 € 1SN gla +Ffaz | LINAYOALIf FdziK2NJ 2F GKS C
(1998) in British Columbia.
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Table2: Changing iterations athe Fraser Institute ranking rubric (1998010)

Key Performance Indicator (KPI) Iteration 1 Iteration 2 Iteration 3 Iteration 4 Iteration 5
1998 1999® 2000" 2007° 2007* 2003° 2004 2005 2006° 2007 2008 2009 2010
1. Average exam mark 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 15% (Grade 12) 25% 25% 25%
Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 5% (Grade 10) Grade 1012 Grade 1012 Grade 1012
2. Percentage of exams failed 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 25% 25% 25%
Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12 Gradel2 Grade 12 Grade 12 Gradel2 Gradel2 Grade 12 Grade 10 & 12 Grade 1012 Grade 1012 Grade 1012
3. School vs. Exam 20% 20% 20% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 13% 13% 13%
20% (sss) 20% (sss) 20% (ssSs) 20% (sss) 20% (sss) 20% (ssS) 20%(ssSs) 25% (sss) 25% (sss) 25% (sss)
4. Graduation Rate 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5%
20% if 20% if 20% ifdelayed 20% ifdelayed 20% ifdelayed 25% ifdelayed 25% ifdelayed 25% ifdelayed
composite composite advancement advancement advancement advancement advancement advancement
dropout is 0% dropout is 0% rate is 0% rate is 0% rate is 0% rate is 0% rate is 09%% rate is 0%b6
5. Number of exams taken per student 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
6. MATH 12 gender gap D 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) i i
7. ENGLISH 12 gender gap D 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% ReVISed Gradﬂltlon Program
n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss)
8. Composite Dropout Rate / 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5%
Delayed Advancement rate D 0% if there is no| 0% if there is no| 0% if there is10 0% if there is10 0% if there is10 0% if there is10 0% if there is10 0% if there is10
65284y Qi Ozdzyd ¥F2NJ composite composite delayed delayed delayed delayed delayed delayed
dropout rate dropout rate advancement advancement advancement advancement advancement advancement
rate rate rate rate rate rate
9. MATH 10 gender gap 6% 6% 6%
n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss)
10. ENGLISHender gap 6% 6% 6%
n/a (sss) n/a (sss) n/a (sss)
11. Average Income D> n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/ n/a n/a n/a D D
12. Parents avg. education in yrs. n/a D° D D D D D D D D D D D
13. Kind of School (PubRRrivate) n/a n/a D D D D D D D D D D D
14. Socieeconomic indicator (Actual vs. Predicted) n/a D’ D D D D D D D D D D
15. Grade 12 Enrolment n/a D D D D D D D D D D D D
16. Trend/Progress Indictor n/a D D D D D D D D D Removed Removed Removed
17. Subgct Specific Exam Averages & student participation rate D D® n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
18. % ESL Students & % Special needs n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a D D D D D D D
19. Sports Participation Rate n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a D D n/a n/a n/a n/a
20.% French Immersion n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a D D D D

Table compiled from the following sousc@Cowley& Easton, 2000, 2001; Cowley & Easton, 2@Ryley& Easton, 2003, 2004b; Cowley & Easton, 2005, 2007, 2008; Cowley &
Easton, 2009; Cowley, Easton, & Thomas, 2010; Cowley, et al. Ci898y, et al., 1999; Cowley & Easton, 2006)

Legend sss= single sex schools; D = Descriptive; n/a = not applicabl

8 Gender Report Published by Cowley indicating girls outperform boys on sesaeti marks but that boys outperform Igion provincial exams

*Valueadded trend indicator for SES; Gender gap reported but not counted; stdgecific exam averages reported; subjspecific participation rate reported but not counted

“The BIG statistical switch (new method of calculgibverall rating); Gender counts; Fraser Institute recalculated the rankings given the new gender indicator.

Z Introduction of the®omposite Drop @z Q Yt L

22{[']

RSy 02Kz NI

I a

3 Iv?éé(éNJ\LJﬂAQ)flb ¢CKAA
A& natedEamadgng Rdm the 2ankBid Tris deBufis inkagalcBalidn of previous ranking scores with theNS A a4 S R

B First time Yukon is included in the British Columbia report card.
2 First ranking published with Grade 10 exam data
% Reported for piblic school parents only in 1998. Median income of parents sending their children to independent/private schools notlinclude
% nitially reported for public school parents only.
2z Reported for all schools included in the Fraser Institute ranlidrlgreer positive difference would suggest that the school is effective in enabling its students to succeed regardless ofdhetosomic background.
BENGLISH 1(provincial exam averages compared with school)

Yt L
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FTNRY GKS SEIlYLX S &S5 i(Setgwicki®Rd§ar, RIS . RWFhis &4 OA Sy O
position privilegessensemaking born out of data-gatheringand it serves to highlight

the prevailing ideological discursive formation (IDF) the Fraser Institute used to promote

its schoolranking rubric from the beginning. Meover, Walker clearly established the
AYAOGALE o02dzyRFINASE 2F GKS | OO2dzyidlr oAt Ate FAL
variety of relevant and publically available data were combined to progozelemic

rating of public andk Y RS LIS y R S y(@owley,GeK&.,21098,ép. .3)n this way the

Fraser Institute established the initial boundaries of the accountability playing field.

They were: Ministry collected data about public, private, and independecbndary

schools throughout British Columbia compiled according to a Fraser Institute developed

statistical rubric.Given the original five key performance indicators (KPIs) initially

chosen by the Fraser Institute to rank secondary schools in BritigshmBial it is

essential to highlight the source of their data.

Ly GKSANI FANRG LJdzof A KIS R{ SFODOR IANE V{ OK 2 2 fL3 N
F2NJ . NR (A @Govley, RastaizyYandiWalRer (1998) explainthawthe interest of
transparency the stai A a G A Ol £  YIFyALMzZ FGA2y 2F (GKS aAyAia
G IS NE Y (Cywley, drdls 1998, p..6As well, they described how the KPIs used in
the first school ranking Iteration #1 (192800) werederived from publically accessible
databases maintained by two different Ministry of Education organizational branches:

(1) the School Finance and Data Management Branahd (2) theEvaluation and
Accountability BrancfCowley, et al., 1998)he Ministry of Education used some of the
information obtained from these ministerial branches to quantify studentolment
numbers, as well as to provide information to school districts about annuastoelent
operating grants.The Fraser Institute used some of the data they extracted from the
same ministerial databases to develop their first five KRisis important to
problematize the sources of data used by the Fraser Institatelevelop its schoel
ranking rubrc at this juncturefor two principal reasons: (1) it highlights the nature of
selectivedata miningin the construction of statistical storytelling, and (2) it illustrates

how the Fraser Institute begins to exert control on the field of powgrelercising
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what Foucault (1977) catl a distinctly modern techniquéor observing subjectdVhat
follows is my analysis of these two points.

In selecting the data it wanted to use to construct sishootranking rubricthe
Fraser Institute made a decision about whatformation to include, and what
information todisregard It did not, for example, use data available from Maistry of
Social Service® construct itsschootranking rubric Nor did it use all of the data
provided by theSchool Finance and Data Mageanent Branchand theEvaluation and
Accountability Brancht did, however, recognize the statistical limitation of extracting
and using some of thedata provided from two different ministerial branches to

construct its firstschootranking rubriovhen the authors of the first report card noted,

Gwo6SOFdzaS GKSaS RIGFolrasSa gSNB y2d ONJ
Education for the purpose of evaluating the performance of schools, they

are not entirely suited to the purpose and the indicators derived from

them are far from perfect. Nevertheless, the databases include valuable

information from which we have been able to extract five statistics for

0KS AYSMRAVIRF N8 { OK2 2 f JCowmieyLé2ali1® I NR F2NJ . /
pp. 56).

What & relevant to notds thevaluethe Fraser Institute places on its ability éatract

informationit deems useful from an available source. Here, we have an example of how

the Fraser Institute mines raw data thatike any raw materiali I { Sy FTNRY GKS 91
crustr is first processed before it becomes valuable. As well, the authors acknowledged

the inherent bias contained within the KPIs when they noted in their first published

NB LJ2 NI dbuilthi® HaSis irttlyetsélection of theld (i | XQbwiley feffag, 1998,

p. 6)

{ SO2yRfteéx S 4SS Ay GKS CNIYaSNJ Lyadadddzi:
acquired data the exercise of disciplingagwer. Here is an example of how hierardiic
observationsmade about student achievemeiatre leveragedby the Fraser Institute to
construct aschootranking rubrici K & 2 LJSNJ} 1Sa tA1S . SyuKlyYQa
They are similar because they both have structural dimensions that are designed to

locate, fix, and observe their respective subjects. This is made possible because school
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rankings and panoptic prisons have surveillance at their functional. &omd just as

panoptic prisons have at its center a single imposing tower from which guanit cast

their omnipresent gaze on incarcerated prisoners without being seen, so too do school
rankings have at their centre statistical rubrics that cast their omnipresent gaze on
secondary schools amdby implicatiort the teachers working within them. Pubhed

school rankings, however, are different from prison towers because they have a
multiplying effect. Hundreds of thousands of papers are published daithéopublic to

read and every spring a provincial newspaper publishésK S CNJ & S NJodl y a ( A (i dzi
report card.As sucheverysinglepublished newspaper that contains the school ranking

tables acts like a single panoppdsonii 2 4 SNJ 6 SOl dzaS (KS Llzof A OQa
object of scruting secondary school§ hecollection and analysis of data lbhe Fraser

Institute in this way istied directly to disclosure and thénew) politic of visibility

because like Panoptic prison towetsthe school accountability system is also

predicated on surveillance.

Notwithstanding the inherent limitations embeddechot only within the
Ministry databases used to manufare the schoclanking rubric,but with the KPIs
derived fran thent the Fraser Institute published its first school report cardTine
Provincenewspaper(Cowley, et al., 1998What follows is a descriptive and critical
analysis of each of the five key iterations developed by the Fraser Institute from 1998
2010. A number of tables and graphs appear throughout this chapter that reffeatt
only how entire ppulations of secondary schools were impacted by the Fraser
LyadAddzi SQa NI yi bhuyas inpdizantyd ow 2 @igghd schoolYnis

impacted by the statistical mechanics underpinning the ranking rubric.

Iteration #1 (19982000): Five Key Perfornmae Indicators

There wereinitially five KPIsidentified by the Fraser Institute to construct its
inauguralschootranking rubric They were: (1) average exam mark, (2) percentage of

exams failed, (3) school vs. exam mark difference, (4) exams taketugens and (5)

84



graduation rate.These KPIs are noted in Table 3 along with their relative percentage

weights for both ceeducational and single sex schools.

Table3: Relative percentage weights of KPIs for iteration #1

Iteration #1: 1998, 1999, and 2000
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) CoEducationaland Single Sex Schools
1. Average Exam Mark 20%
2. Percentage of Exams Failed 20%
3. School vs. Exam Mark Difference 20%
4. Exams Taken per Student 20%
5. Graduation Rate 20%
TOTAL 100%
Descriptive Measures 1998 1999 | 2000
c d® t | ANdagdEducationn Years n/a Descriptive
7. Kind of School (Public or Private) Descriptive
8. Grade 12 Enrolment n/a Descriptive
9. Semiotic Trend Progress Indicato n/a Descriptive
10. Shjectspecific exam averages n/a n/a \ Descriptive
11. Student Participation Rate n/a Descriptive
12. Gender Gap Indicator n/a n/a | Descriptive

Table compiled from the following sourcéSowleyet al., 1998,1999;Cowley &aston,
2000)

What is important to note here is thatescriptive measures were absent in the first year
(1998) the ranking was published. As well, it is essential to bear in mindltialy the
first three years that the Frasénstitute published its schoakport card the same five
KPIs were uniformly applied to all of the schablsy ranked This meant thasecondary
school report cards that were published in British Columbia in 1998, 1999, anddRD0O0
not statistically dishguish between public, private, independent,-educational, and

single sex schoof8.In this way the statistical logic embedded within the ranking rubric

*The following Grade 12 provincially exanbfeasubjects were noteth the 2000 version of the Fraser
Institute school report cardEnglish, math, biology, chemistry, geography, history, physics, and French.
The participation rates associated with each subject were also noted.

% Single sex schoolre comprised of alboys or algirls. Single sex schools are de facto private and

independent schools because there are no public schools in British Columbia that are also single sex
schools.
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itself was uniformly discerning because it was uniformly applied to all schools captured
inthe FraS NJ Ly atdAddziSQa aSO2yRINE aO0OK22f NBLRZ2NI
that defined iteration #1.

Table 4 shows how a single Vancouver schofdrk House Schaolwas
RSLIAOGSR Ay GKS CNI aSN) LyaidAduGdziSQaredilh NA O LJdzd
the Fraser Institute published document! { SO2y RI NB { OK22f a wSL}2N
[/ 2t dzY(@owley et al., 1998KPIs 413 were devised by the Fraser Institute to reflect
effective teaching praates (Teaching) within schools, while KPIs 4 and 5 were devised
to reflect effective student counseling practices (Advising). It is evident from the table
that York House School achieved an overall ranking ofpin&-zero (9.0) on the first

secondary sabol report card published by the Fraser Institute in British Columbia.

Table4: First school ranking table published for YHS (1998)

York House Schog\HS)
Teaching Advising
Year KPI 1 KPI 2 KPI 3 KPI 4 KPI 5 Overall
1996/97| 2.4/10 77.9/10 59/5 100.0/10| 5.8/10 9.0
1995/96| 1.2/10 79.5/10 43/8 96.2/9 4.8 /10 9.4
1994/95| 1.0/10 78.2/10 59/5 100.0/10| 5.1/10 9.0
1993/94| 1.5/10 79.7 /10 4917 100.0/10| 5.1/10 9.4
1992/93| 1.4/10 76.6 /10 4718 100.0/10| 5.0/10 9.6

Table compiledrom the following source(Cowley, et al., 1998, p. 41)

Legend:

KPI 1 Exams Failed / Fraser Institute Ranking

KPI 2 ;Average Exam Mark / Fraser InstitiRanking

KPI 3 = Exam vs. School Mark / Fraser Institute Ranking
KPI 4 = Graduation Rate / Fraser Institute Ranking

KPI 5 = # Courses Taken / Fraser Institute Ranking
Overall = Average score of five KPIs
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What follows is a descriptive and critical analygigachof the five KPIs used during this
time. As well the descriptive measures introduced by the Fraser Institute to its school

ranking rubric will also be described and analyzed.

KPI #1: Average Exam Mdrfk

& C 2 NJ séhbol) Khe indicator is the averagof the meanscores

F OKAS@PSR o6& (KS &0k pbviddal examizRiGng G4 Ay S|
at all sittings duringthe year, weighted by the relative number of

studentsg K2 6 NRB (S (K ovBely RESstoy, [2GD0;CGoyiey,

et al., 1998, 1999)

(@

It is not uncommon for mean scores to be included in a statistical analysis of any
kind, and its measure can say something meaningful about any given data set. However,
average examination scores in a socheetting have been shown in the literature to be
directly impacted by two variables: (1) class size, and (2) the amount edfalass
support that students get from private tutoringn an article about class size, student
achievement, and the policymplications associated with their relationship, Odden
(1990), reportedon meth VI f @&aA & Ay @SaidaA Il waa/dearandR 2y Of
AUGNRY3 NBflIGA2yaKALI 0Sidg¢SSyOdien; 3%, pand) S I yR 2
Ly GKS &l YS LJ LIS NJrekeSrchlistrathar conSistdat MIsi®owing dhitlk G &
smaller classes have a positive mop2y (G SIF OKSNBRUY Of FaaNB2yY | GdA

<,

(Odden, 1990, p. 218Not only were teahes able to develop their lessons in more

depth and move through the curriculum more quickly, but the study noted that
GGSIFOKSNE ¢SNB 06S00SN (OduldnS1990,3. 2¥8ptydieddso (0 K S A NJ
indicated that small classes function more smoothly; that less time gets spent on
discipline; and that student absences are proportionatelydoyDdden, 199Q)Boozer

YR w2dzaSQa o6uwnnm0 adddzReé 2y $dKdl clhds gideS Ny a |

3 Cowley & Easton (2000) reported the examination averaggdsesed by students on the most

G LR Lz I NE LINP@GAYOAlLtte SEFYAylofS O2d2NBHS&E aqaaz2 GKIG
RSLI NIYSy(ioa G(SFOKAy3 STF80GAOSySaae o/ 26t88 =5 9bad
participation rata the ratio for a school between the number of students writing the provincial

examination in a particular subject and the number of students in grade 12. This data served a descriptive

LJdzN1J2 &S 2yfe& 0SOldzaS GKS NBadzZ G§& RA R-spgcflicidata gigF SOG | &
y230 FLIISFENI Ay fFGOSNI AGSNIGA2ya 2F GKS CNI &SN LyadaAic
Columbia.
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variation indicatedil KI & af 26 SNJ Of Faa aAl Sa | LIISHNR {2
(Boozer & Rouse, 2001, p. 187)

This kindof research is relevant to a school ranking system that compares student
achievement results between public and private schools becauseenerat private
schools have smaller class sizes than do their public school counterplaigdistinction
is usedby many feepaying schools as being an important difference between private
schools, andmany private and independent school personrsgend considerable
energy highlighting the difference to prospective parents. At York House School, for
example, the largst class size watsventy students, and it was not uncommon for
senior classes to have betweémelve and sixteerstudents>? As well, some Advanced
Placement (AP) courses were offered at York House School to class®genfto ten
students. In addressingrospective families admissions personnel working in many of
+ yO2dz@SNDa Wi2LIQ NIyl SR ao0OKz22ta SYLKFaAl s
between the cracks in schools that offer small class sizes.

Another factor that ha been shown to correlate dgively with student

achievement is the amount of owdf-schootsupport students obtainMy experience
working at York House School helped me understand that it was not uncommon for
a2YS 27 (WiSatudentstd rdeiedadditional (ouif-school)tutoring support
in mathematics, English, and Fremch phenomenorcalled¥a K| R2 g &RizOF G A2y Q
literature (Ireson, 2004) Students agaged in this kind of afteschool, subjeckpecific
support have been shown toutperform control students on examinationN&ohen,
Kulik, & Kulik, 1988 ! a ¢Stf> GKS | dziK2NARQ FAYRAy3Ia 2
tutoring indicated that tutored students developed more positive tatlies toward the
subject matter coveredn the tutorial program(Cohen, et al., 1982More recently,
Mischo and Haag (2002) conducted an empirical study to determine the effectiveness of
private tutoring in a prepostontrol-group-design. They compad the results of a
group of one hudred and twentytwo students that received private tutoring over a

period of nine months to a sarszed group that did not receive private tutoring. Their

%2 |n British Columbia class sizes are have been enshrined in law since 2002. There can be a maximum of
32 students irany regular class.
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NB & dzf & al[K]@pissSeReivimgpaid tutdring as remedial instruction showed an
improvementA y a4 OK22f YINJa aA3IyATFAOl yia@ischoKk A IKSNI i
2002, p. 270Q)
These findings are relevant to consider fos@hootranking rubricthat includes
student examination results as a KPI because they demonstrate the relationship
between the positive impact that small class sizes and additional after school tutoring
can have on improving student achievement. The presumption niigdihe authors of
the ranking is that good examination results reflect good classroom teaching. The KPI
does not make room or account for conditions that exisbutsidethe classroom that

positively, and negatively, affect the level of student achievenmesitiethe classroom.

KPI1 #2: Percentage of Examinations Failed

G¢CKAA AYRAOIG2NI LINPYGARSaAa (GKS NIGS 2F 7FI
provincial examination® It was derived by dividing the sum, for each

school, of all provincial examinations written wkea failing grade was

awarded by the total number of such examinations written by the

a0 dzRSy ia 2 HCouldyl&HEastenOXR@dwiey, et al., 1998,

1999)

While this index may approximate arfaneasure of exam performance within
a0K22ftazx A0 Aa AYLERZNUIyG (2 y23S @i woSal
when less than 6.2% of the class failed. This is problematic when one considers the
adverse effect very small increases in the failvate above 6.2% have on a school's
over-all ranking. The implication here is that schools (in which 2% of the class fail)
receive the same top score as schools in which 6.2% of the class fail. This scaling creates
a relatively wide margin for accountdbik 1 & Ay Wo6SailQ-6RBNFeANNYAY I &
other schools are significantly penalized for the slightest increase in the rate of

GF I Af dzNXBE%) in dhe geocentage of provincial exams failed (see Appendix A).

% Provincially examinable courses during 19987 included: Biology 12, Chemistry 12, Communications
12, English 12, English Literature 12, French 12 chimhangue 12, Geography 12, Geology 12, German
12, History 12, Japanese 12, ihal2, Mandarin 12, Mathematics 12, Physics 12, Spanish 12. In the
1997/98 school year, three new course$echnical and Professional Communications 12, Applications of
Mathematics 12, and Punjabi 12vere added to the list of examinable subjects and Lathwlas
eliminated.
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Finally, students who fail provinciakams could end up passing the course because a
A0dzRSYy Q& FAYLFE YIEN] AY Fyeé LINRJDA Y00t
by blending the schoatsued mark (40%) with the provincial exam mark (60%). There is

no KPI that reflects theercentag of courses failedby students which arguably

LINSaSyida | Y2NB K2fA4GA0 FyR O2YLINBKSYaags

given provincially examinable course. The Fraser Institute places an emphasis on the
percentage of exams failedrinally, ti is not uncommon for students who may want
pursue a possecondary discipline like Architecture, for example, to take a subject like
Principles of Math 12 because their pesicondary admission requires that students
successfully complete that compulsocpurse. As such, the assumption made by the
CN} aSNJ LyaidAadadziS dGdKFdG DNIRS wmH addzRSyida
enjoy and/or are genuinely interested in does not square with students who are
compelled to take required courses based on theiiversity and possecondary
aspirations(Cowley, et al., 1999, p. 78This is especially true for students pursuing
undergraduate engineering, science, and computer science programs. As well the
assumptionthat all schools require students to complete prerequisite courses before
taking provincially examinable subjects is not always true. Some courses like Biology 12,
for example, did not require students to take a prerequisite Biology 11 course because
the course syllabi were very different from one another. This made it possible for Grade
11 (or Grade 12) students to take Biology 12 without having taken Biology 11.
Geography 12 and History 12 were two other provincially examinable courses that did

not require prerequisites.

KPI #3: School vs. Exam Mark Difference

GCKA& AYRAOFG2NI 3A@Sa (GKS | @SN 3IS 27
between the average mark contained on the provincial examinations and

GKS I @SNF IS 7T tiferatcuniubationka? #tHe fesulslfro

tests, essays, quizzes, and so on given in wlissall the provincially
examinable grade 12 course$op marks are awarded to schools that

predict how closely students' final exam marks correlate with their

A =

Kl ¢

z

schoolissued mark in providA | £ £ & SEI YA {Covley & &dzo2S5004a¢

Easton, 2000Cowley, et al., 1998, 1999)
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The Fraser Institute's rationale for including this particular KPI is that marks
assigned by the school should be rblygthe same as the mark achieved by the student
on the provincial examinatiomy ¢ Kdza > AF | &a0OK22f KIFa | OO0dzNT
Oz2yaAraidsSydate g2NyJAy3 G | /b tS@Stz GKS a&aiadz
f S AGdwiey, et al., 1998, p. 74¥xpecting such a direct correlation to exist between
schoolissued and provincial examination marks reflects a particular logic that is
embraced by the Fraser Institute while concurrently discounting possibility that
different schools have different visions for how to measure student achievement. The
assumption made by the Fraser Institute is that students perform on -timiged,
standardized, provincial examinations in the same way they perfommutfhout the
year under the guidance of their respective subject teachers who are trained (and
expected) to assess student progress and understanding in ways that expand the limits
imposed by perand-paper testing. The assumption here also undemsirsomeof the
subjectspecific prescribedd S Ny Ay 3 2dziO02YSa 6t[ hao GKFEG OF
using traditional pen and paper tests and exams like, for example, the ability of students
to work effectively in groupd! Embedded within this KPI, thereforés the tacit
implication by the Fraser Institute that teachers artificially inflate schiemlied marks.
Cowley etl f @ Odmdpppy y2G§SR GKFIG aAYy mMppTkpy= F2N
average school marks were higher than the corresponding average¥xariA 2y Y I NJ & ¢
(Cowley, et al., 1999, p. .6)his statistical observation does not make room for the fact
that the vast majority of classroom teachers throughout the provikc®w their
students in ways standdized examinations cannot. It is a statistical construction that
does not account for the lived experiences of teachers working with students in ways
GKIG Ftt2¢ GKSY G2 | dzi KSy G A Ol-dpdciic stiehgteld S | y R |
and limitations.As well it can be argued that some teachers are especially discerning in

awarding marks to their students in an attempt to raise the intellectual standard in the

% The prescribed learning outcomes (PLOs) set the learning standards for the provib2iaidiication
system and form the prescribed curriculum for British Columbia. They are statements of what students
are expected to know and do at trend of an indicated grade or course. Schools have the responsibility
to ensure that all subjeespecific PLOs are met.
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classroom. If, for example, a student receives 86% from a-madting teacher and 93%

on the provincial exam, the school (and teacher) is penalized by for preparing the

student to write a stellar final exam with confidence. What else would be at stake if

schools adopted the Fraser Institute's policy of assessment? Science teachers might well

decice not to devote considerable class time developing students' lab skills because lab
alAftta NS ySOSNI aasSaaSR Ay |y SEFY aSaidray
ones in which educators taught to the provincial exam. Student achievement wosid be

be measured by a series of tests, quizzes, andterii exams that reflected the types

of questions on final examinations. These assessment strategies are not only limiting in

scope but, used to exclusion; promote a particular kind of knowledge.

KPI1 #: Exams Taken per Student

GCKAA LISNF2NXNIFYOS AYRAOF(G2NJ YSI adz2NBa (KS
examinable courses taken by students at any given school and is derived

by first summing the number of students at each school who wrote

provincially examindaf S &dz02S0G& 6HEUL |yR GKSYy RAJAR
grade 12 studentnrolled in the school (n). Average # of exams taken

LIS NJ & (i dzR S(Cawley &Easton, RO00Edley, et al., 1998, 1999)

The assumption made by the Fraser Institute is twofold: (1) that most high
school students are bound for pesecondary institutions; and (2) the more provincially
examinable subjects students take the more opportunity they will have once they
graduate. Thes assumptions do not apply to all secondary school studdnisthey are
made by the Fraser Institute to gauge how effective schools counsel their students to
make good course selection choicédany graduating students pursue careers in the
trades wherelyt in 1998 they were required to take a single (compulsory) Language
Arts examination in Grade 1®ritish Columbia Ministry of Education, 199Here we
KIS +y SEFYLES 2F K2g GKS CNktin&ddthe y & i A G dzi
strategies that some high school students leverdg plan for their future because it

does not make room for continuing their educational trajectory along unconventional
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postsecondary paths in the arts, science, business, nursing, engineering, and education
(to name but a few).
Another limitation of thth & Yt L A& GKIFId AG R2SayQid 002
who take Grade 12 provincially examinable subjects in their Grade 11 year. It is not
dzy O2YY2y F2NJ DNIRS wmwm & &R g3aked independéy RA Yy 3+
schools, for example, to take FrentB, Geography 12, History 12, and/or English 12 in
their Grade 11 year. This very real possibility artificially inflates the total number of
provincially examinable courses taken at any given school because the total number of
provincial exams taken (theumerator in the statistical equation) is really the total sum
total of Grade 11 and 12 students that take Grade 12 exaars inflated measure.
When this measure is divided by the total number of Grade 12 studemtslled at the
d0K22f (KS WHFOSHF TS VidzYSFNILBNI aiGdzRSy i Q YtL ¢
Ken Denike, the then chairman of the Vancouver School Board, noted another
explanation for why the average number of exams taken per student KPI was
problematic. He questioned the correlation between how tReaser Institute made

meaning of the exam data it used to rank secondary schools when he said,

cexcellence in some public school programs may actually result in a lower

ranking. For instance, excellent International Baccalaureate, fine arts, trades and

al Kt SGAO&a LINPINI YA YEFE& RNI3I | &a0K22fQa N

intgrested in such programs take fewer courses that are tested using provincial

SEFYas IyR IINB |faz2 f &huag Z0WBpIBISR 2y GK24aS$S
As well, schools that have developed a specific program focus like, for exdraptgey
Fine Arts School (LFAB)K A OK LINRPPARS& al O2YLINBKSYaia@dS SrF
focusing on the development of aesthetic intelligence through programmes in the Visual
I NIIa> [ AGSNI NEB ! NI a@anddy Fite\&s SbhiNdl, Y0b@eratesy R a dza A ¢
from a different epistemic foundation than does the Fraser Institute with its focus on

d0K22tf SEIYAYlIGA2Y RIEGFED® ¢KS CNI &SN LyadAadd
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have students writing (on @&vage) at least 3.49 provincial exams to achieve a top

ranked score underscores a prevailing limitation of the school report card because it

ignores the cultural, epistemic, and contextual dimensions of misditven schools

that make possible differenkinds of postsecondary opportunities beyond traditional
O2tftS3AS YR dzyA@SNBAGE | RYA&aAA2Y GNIOGaAD ¢K:
that students from LFAS took 2.63 provincial examinatioms average between the

years of 1994 to 1999Cowley &Easton, 2008p) . & O2YLI NRAaz2y s &aiddzRSy
ranked Crofton House School (CHS) took average 5.52 provincial examinations

over the same time periofCowley & Easton, 2000)CHS is also a missidnven school

but unlike LFAS it prepares its graduates for university admission into some of the most

selective possecondary institutions in North America. The possibility, of course, exists

for LFAS gradate® be accepted into equally selective fine arts schools in North

' YSNAOI tA1S8T F2NJ SEFYLXESEZ bSsé 2N} /AdGéQa
+ yO2dzOSNRA 9YAf&@ /FNN) ! YABGSNBEAGETI 2NJ ¢2NPp
criteria for admission ito postsecondary fine arts programs is not the same as it would

be for science, engineering, and arts degrees because student applicants submit
portfolios and/or are required to audition in order to be accepted. The overall number

of provincial examinatios taken by students applying to these kinds of psestondary

programs is not necessarily consequential.

KPI #5: Graduation Rate

GeCKAE OFZRADINBANIGKS ydzyo SNlegrdledinl2 G SY G A f €
the school on September 30 with the number of stuttemwho actually

graduate by the end of the same school year. Only thers®llees who

are capable of graduating with their class within the current school year

FNB Ay Of dZRSR Ay G(GKS @auvkzy&Easton, 2002 G Sy GAF £ 3N
Cowley, et al., 1998, 1999)

The Fraser Institute maintains thafor the majority of students in British
Columbia § KS & YAYAYdzY NXBIdzA NBYSy(a (CoeMetamNI Rdzl G A 2

*See Appendix A: Decile Range Table.
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1999, pp. 7778). The authors of the ranking believe the likelihood that students will not

graduate solely because they are unable to meet the intellectual demands of the
OdzNNA Odzft dzY A& avYlff o abSOSNIKE&K 8amdschooli KS 3 NI
G2 a0OK22f GKNRdAzZAK2dzi GKS LINRPGAYOSXwlyR8 (KS
AY Tt dzSyOS LI NI A Odzf KHQuwivley, @Ka?., 21098, p.a78xcdor@ingly,i A O £ f &
Cowley etal. (1999) perceive variations in the graduation rate to be an indicator of the

extent to which students are being g St f  Oig tiwit 2dhcatoRabchoicesVhile

having students complete the entire graduation program is the goal for most secondary

schoolsin British Columbia the literature is replete with studies that document the

positive correlation that exists between poverty, parental education (especially the
Y2GKSNRa0 FyR GKS FI Af dzZNB 2 fDesintndzRIS90:G & G2
Ensminger & Slusarcick, 1992; Haveman, Wolfe, & Spaulding, 19@lpaper entitled,

WKAf RK22R 9@Syia FyR / ANDdzyraidl Wa&é&uandny ¥t dzSy O
colleagues found thatt ANRB ¢ Ay 3 dzLJ Ay |ildrdnl(Wha Eotnpeté foii K Y 2 NB
resources), being persistently poor and on welfare, and moving one's residence as a

child have significant negative impacts on high school complétitaveman, Wolfe, &

Spaulding, 1991, p. 133The Fraser Institute does not statistically factor the impact

these socioeconomic influences have on student retention rates angingle ranking

iterationt ever.

5S3A0ONANLIIADGS LYRAOFG2NBY 9VNRfYSYV{i 5FdF% ¢ N

Cowley, Easton, and Walker recognized the public controversy generated by their
first report card wten, in the introduction to thesecond reprt card, they acknowledged
0dKS GFNHzAGNY GAZ2Y S O2y FdzaA 2y > VA= Fyalr3zya
F RYA Y A &(GawdeyéetnINIIO9, p. 3)This was countered by their observation that
G20 KSNE (FKBSOSWEIISRNIG / F NR mMdhpdy Qa 2FSNItf NI GA
YSSRSR (KIG Lzt AO aOKz22f a ANGowléydt &l., 19982 Ay OS
p. 3) Both of these remarks are important to note #tis juncture because they

highlight divergent epistemic positions embraced by professionals working in schools
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(on one hand) and the Fraser Institute and its supporters (on the otBenpedded in

GKS f1Fy3dzz3S 2F &Gl dAaia2®l N NBENDBALYYi¢E (4 dz
p. 8). The principle of rarefaction describes the relationship between epistemologies

and discursive practices whereby one position supplants another. Here we have an

example of how the principle of rarefaction operateshiit school ranking discourses to

supplant counter discourses made by teachers, and the political organizations to which

they belong. While some critics objected to the school rankhg t KSNE Q | OOS LJG S
W2 @FSNF ff NIOGAYIEAQ |4 YSESRAROKRI W2 PilEzet SOQ R £
WFFAETAYIQd ¢KS GFOAG AYLIEAOFGA2Y KSNB Aa Of

wn

because private schools outperformed public schools. Moreover, the data used by the
CNIY aSNJ LyadAaddziS G2 rdtiRiwssNlthay sDmelpecplriegdedt Qa 2 @
to see. The data spoke for itself.
Notwithstanding, the authors did take into consideration the opinions voiced by
critics after the 1998 report card was published and responded to seven key points that
emerged fromthe debate about how the Fraser Institute could improve their report
OFNR® ¢KS&S LRAyGa NBfFGSR G2Y om0 +y SEL}Y
a0Kz22¢ LIS NOb®&Idydét: 3l 089, p. 4) (2) the focus on Grade 12
examinations® (3) including public and private schools in the same ranking; (4) schools
being ranked on different provincially examination dafa(5) accounting for
discrepancies between scheisksued marks awarded by teachensd marks obtained by
students on provincial exant®® 6c 0 GKS SEOfdzairzy 2F aOSNI

% The Fraser Institute wanted to incorporate schpefformance data derived from Grade 10 result
which at the time could only be obtained from Grade 10 Foundation Skills Assessment (FSA) data obtained
from the Ministry of EducationThis data was not made available to the Fraser Institute.

%" The only compulsory, provincially examinable, grade i#smthat every British Columbia student had

to take was Language Arts 12. Students could satisfy this requirement by taking Englishiethnical

and Professional Communications 12. The latter course was considered to be easier by teachers, who
objectedto the Communications 12 exam results being statistically equal to the English 12 exam results
for the purpose of school rankings. (Univerdityund students had to take English tithe more
challenging course.)

% Cowley etal. (1999) expected for therentbe a fairly normal distribution of the difference between
schoot and exambased assessments but there was not. Their analysis of the data indicated that 78% of
schootissued marks were higher than the exam marks achieved by students. This impliegablaérs

were inflating their schoeissued grades.
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OKI NI OGSNA aidA Oa (Cavileyeti a,3994, ip. BRI Y7ji thececlisiod of
GaOHeRe2dt y3ASa 2SN (i KBwleyet dzRB99,LISNEs A Result of

the criticisms expressed after the 1998 report was published, three new variables
appeared in the school ranking tables by the Frasstitute. These variables, however,
served to provide additional (contextual) information 0K St NReddery abSuD a
the schools being ranked. They were descriptive in nature, but they were not factored
into the school ranking formula. They include@drade 12enrolment data, semiotic
trend/progress indicators, and the average yeafrgducation achieved by parents.

The inclusion of Grade lgéhrolmentdata allowed for parents to gauge the overall
size of the school being ranked. Large public schoolsexXample, like Alberni District
Secondary (ranked 7.2/10), had five hundiaud-six studentsenrolled in its Grade 12
class, while small independent schools, like York House (ranked 8.6/10), only had forty
three (43), Grade 12 students by comparig@owley, et al., 1999 Cowley etl. (1999)
reminded¢ KS t NRBA RO8Ba 0KIFIG aiKS avyrfftSN GKS
0SS dzaSR Ay Ay (S NCONBRRagiah, 10RIG B A21)N&Sikcldziod 6f ¢
this kind of additional information helped parents contextualize schaokings in ways
that were not possible before. The acknowledgement, however, that factors outside the
school environment also had an impact on student achievement was an important one.
In the introduction to its second report card Cowleyagt (1999) reognized the impact
socioeconomic factors had on student achievement when they noted:

GwSaSIENOK o6& GUKS CNIasSN LyadadaddzisS KI
educatipn i§ more closel}/ assgciated with school performange than

LI NBY i&4Q AyO2YSniic s¢hack theF avhkageS ye@K of LJdz
education of the female parent (or lone parent in a single family) is
reported. This statistic was derived by matching 1996 Census data from
Statistics Canada with postal codmrolment data for each school.
Researchers find higher levels of parental education were more closely

associated with better school performance. When schools with similar
parent education values record different results, it suggests that one

a0K22f A& Y2NB adz00Saa ¥ dzinto dcgouniiih { Ay 3 GKS
AO0Sa

Ada GSIOKAY3 |y RCOQIRydEFEE 19901, ARINI O i
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This acknowledgement by the Fraser Institute not only supported extensive
research that suggested the same relational effect, but signaled to school ranking
RSGUNIOG2NB 'y I OljdASa0SyOSs 2F az2Ndas OGKF4G 7
important determinant role in the success of students at school. Notwithstanding,
however relevant this statistic was deemed to be it served only a descriptive purpose:

The measure did not thennor doesitnow & G GAaGA O f f & Fle@li2NJ Ay (2
average. Moreover, this measure was not included for independent and private school
parents, but there was no explanation wfiy.

LYy GKSANJI wnnn NBLER2NILI OFNR (GKS /2¢fSe o9
SRdzOF GA2Yy dal a |y -acgnBnh @F A 20 ANR dzf RS 2 &2 QKB &
(Cowley &Easton, 2000, p. 15)This descriptive measure was reported in the school
NBLZ2NI OFNR GFofSa Fa W Oldzrf NIXradAy3al gao LI
postive difference suggests that the school is effective in enabling its students to
succeed regardless of their soc002 Yy 2 YA O  0(Cowviey38Eastony R@0, p. 15)

Here is an example of two competing idegical discursive formations (IDFs)

overlapping in a space that moves beyond polemical discourse because we see the

Fraser Institute attempting taquantitatively account for aqualitative measure that

teachers say mattark a4 (G dzRSy (i Qa K2 Y 8t tHEVaitdhddesd& P | ¥y R
FILOG2NI Ayid2 | aoKz22fQa 20SNYff NIXrGAy3aId ¢KS

as a descriptive measure, however, was encouraging. Cowley (2001) hoped that,

GAYAaGSFR 2 Fecondwiid gtaus &s2 @A éxcuse f@oor school
LISNF2NXYIFYyOSs tS0Qa ARSYyiUAFTe gKSNBE GKS
““““ i K

d4dz00SSRd ¢KSy fSiQa TFAYR 2dzi (Canddai
NewsWire, 2000, p. 1)

1 AR
Sas

®Thet  NBy GaQ | &SN didapeat dzdHe ihexiitgrationéoNtliedeport card, and every

report thereafter. ¢ KAa adl G6AaGdAO0 Aa dzaSR G2 Ot OdzAf I 68 GKS RATT
NFGAy3 2F FOFRSYAO LISNF2NXIYyOS YR GKS NIGAy3a GKIG
education is taken into account. A larger positive difference would suggest that the school is effective in

enabling its students to succeed regardless dittsociceconomic background. The NSy 1aQ | @SN 3§
education (yrs.ran also be used to identify other schools whose students have similaremm®mic

backgrounds. A comparison of the results of these similar schools can identify those schools that are

particularly effective in taking socieconomic conditions into account in their teaching and counselling
practice(Cowley & Easton, 2001).
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This perspective points to the possibility of redress embedded within a school ranking
system that has not gained much tractiontire press. Although individual schools have

been held up by the Fraser Institute as being exemplar schools for making significant

gains in their overall ranking there is no common theme that can be cited as th&ing

cause forasch2f Q& A YLINE@ & obkkryafioh tha wilibe thoroughly

addressed in Chapter 5. Howeveespite the inherent limitations and assumptions

made by the Fraser Institute in extracting and using Ministry data to compile its first
AGSNIY GA2Y 27F . NX ( Achokl rahkihg apOG dard @ anustibe Oced R NB &
that the same five KPIs were uniformly applied to everyedocational, singlsex,

public, private, and independent school included in its first three reports. The statistical
leveling of schools in this way wolube disrupted in the nextand every other

successive school ranking iteratidrable 5 shows how York House School was depicted

Ay GUKS CNIaSN LyaidAddziSQa LldzofAaKSR aokKz22f
integrated throughout the top of the tabl In this (second) edition of the ranking York

House School achieved an overall score of &@lrop of 0.4 points when compared to

the previous year.
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Table5: Secondschool rankng table published for YHS (1999

York House Schw (YHS) | D3 =Private

5m [t I NBopnieQia D2 = Grade 12 Enrolment: 43

Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 S1
KPI'1 76.6 79.7 78.2 79.5 77.9 77.1 z
KPI 2 1.4 1.5 1.0 1.2 2.4 3.3 z
KPI 3 4.7 4.9 59 4.3 5.9 7.3 z
KPI 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.2 100.0 100.0 z
KPI 5 5.0 51 51 4.8 5.8 6.0 y
Overall 9.6 9.4 9.0 9.4 9.0 8.6 z

Source taken fronfCowley, et al., 1999, p. 43)

Legend

KPI 1 = Average provincial exam mark

KPI 2 = Percentage of proviraxams failed

KPI1 3 = Difference between exam mark and school mark
KPI 4 = Graduation rate

KPI 5 = Provincial taken per student

5M ' 5SAaONRLINAGS AYRAOI G2 NY
D2 = Descriptive indicator: Grade 12 enrolment

D3 = Descripter indicator: Kind of School (public or private)
S1 = Semiotic progress trend indicators: improvemgntdecline 2); no changez()

t I NByadQa | @SNI 38

Iteration #2 (20012002): Gender Matters

In May of 1999, Cowley and Eastonlcalzii K2 NER |
t I LIS NI YS y2ieraist SIRASNI a =
Secondary Schoolé K S I dzii K 2 NA
getting shortOK | Yy 3SRé¢ A Y

WCNIF AaSNJ Lyaid?
YR DN} RSayYy ! OFRSYAO DS
d4dz233SaiGSR Ay GKSANI NBLR
. N& (0 A a(Rowley28Eaiwm) 3999Q@ 3) Of | 4 &4 NP
Additionally, Cowley and Easton (1999) indicated in Executive Summangortion of

OKSANI LI LISNI GKIF G ay 2 beGaugdGiiatizioys @sd gidsdwieRrSy OS O
RSAUGAYSR (2 | OKASGS |4 RAFFSNBYy(O (CoMeySt a Ay
& Easton, 1999, p. 3)Their analysis of the eight most popular provincially examinable
O2dzNBS& (F1Sy o0& aiddzZRSyda Ay . NRGAAK [/ 2f dzYoA
on schoolbased assessmis in all subjects regardless of their relative performance on

G§KS LINR @AY OA HCGowley &Ea¥tdny 19994 2 P)Ené data marshaled by
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Cowley and Easton (1999) in their report was used to promote the idea that classroom
teachers were treating boys and girls differently and they pointed to the discrepancy
between schoolissued and provincial examination results as evidence of teacher bias in
the classroom girls were being favoured over boys in British Columbian classrooms.
¢KS RIFIGF LINBaSyGdSR Ay GKS CNIYaSNJ LyadaiiddziSQ:
outperformed boys on the schoésued marks they received in all eight of the most
popular provincially examinable subjects taken by students in British Columbia, but that
boys outperformed girls on the provincial examination marks they received in five of
eight subjects. The results prompted Cowley and Easton to pose the following question:
G! NB IANI & | OGdzk t f & -bdsesl lad¥ddssmgriis systenalically bidseld NS & O
I 3 Ay a (Cowled &zastan, 1999Db, p. 3). Because the Fraser Instiletamed the
ISYRSNJ 3 LI A&aadzS | aCowlSyAFadtong 2000 ipl 4), thé authorsLI2 NI |y
included it as descriptive measure for the first time in their 2000 report card, which
meant that gender was not weighted in the ranking as a KPI.
Table 6depicts the relative percentage weights of the seven KPIs that were used
by the Fraser Institute to rank secondary schools in its secepadrt carditeration. It is
followed by a description of two additional gender gap KPIs that were includeckin th
ranking for ceeducational schools. It is important to note how the relative percentage
weight assigned to KPI #3 was changed foedocational schools for the first time.
Note as well how two new KPIs (#6 and #7) were introduced to the sample-of co
edlOl A2y FEf &d0K22ta AyOf dzZRSR Ay . Thd&Sindicdsl & SNJ Ly

were excluded fosinglesex schools.
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Table6: Relative percentage weights of KPIs for iteration #2

Iteration #2: (2001 an®002)
Key Performace Indicator (KPI) CoEducational Single Sex Schools
Schools
1. Average Exam Mark 20%
2. Percentage of Exams Failed 20%
3. School vs. Exam Mark Difference 10% | 20%
4. Exams Taken per Student 20%
5. Graduation Rate 20%
6. English 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a
7. Math 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a
TOTAL 100%
8. CompositeDropout Indicatof’ Descriptive
9. Kind of School (Public or Private) Descriptive
10. Grade 12 Enrolment Descriptive
11. Semiotic Trend Progress Indicat Descriptive
12t F NByGdaQ ! @b NI 3 Descriptive
13. Actual vs. Predicted Rating Descriptive

Table compiled from the following sourcéSowley &Easton, 2001Cowley & Easton,
2002)

What follows is a descriptive and critical anadysi each KPI used during this time.

KPI #6: English 12 Gender Gap

G¢CKAA AYRAOFG2NJ YSI adz2NBa GKS RAFFSNBYOS

boys and girls in the extent to which their school marks in English 12 are
different from their examination marksChe indicator reports which sex
received the highest average school mark in English 12 as well as the
actual difference in percentage points between the two results. It shows
how effective the school has been in minimizing the differences in results
between the sexes.Where the difference favours girls, the value is
preceded by an F; where the difference favours boys, the value is
preceded by an M. An E means there is no difference between the boys
FYR 3JANI & 2 y(CowléyAr&EastynS 20E0J2A081Eowley &
Easton, 2002Cowley &Easton, 2003, 2004 owley & Easton, 2005;
Cowley &Easton, 2006Cowley & Easton, 2007)

% This measure was first introduced in the 2002 report card edition. It served a descriptive purpose
initially, butit was included by the Fraser Institute as a KPI in the iteration that was to follow in 2003.
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YtL I tY dalidK mMH DSYRSNJ DI L%
G¢CKA& AYRAOI Wifeehcy lparch&yé points) Hetween
boys and girls in the extent to which their school marks in Math 12 are
different from their examination markslhe indicator reports which sex
received the highest average school mark in Math 12 as well as thalact
difference in percentage points between the two results. It shows how
effective the school has been in minimizing the differences in results
between the sexesWhere the difference favours girls, the value is
preceded by an F; where the difference fav® boys, the value is
preceded by an M. An E means there is no difference between the boys
FYR 3JANI & 2 y(Cowléyr&EastynS 20E0IZ2A08IEowWley &
Easton, 2002Cowley &Easton, 2003, Z¥b; Cowley & Easton, 2005;
Cowley &Easton, 2006Cowley & Easton, 2007)

The CNJ & S NJ lrafiohaleAfor omilu8ity ender gap KPIs maptured by the
O2YYSylevatyfiKildZRSy (i KI & (Gowdd@AHadton, YDE R.6fhis
statementg & YIRS Ay NBtlFliAz2y (2 fee®esabohy OSLIGI 2
students in the teaching procesgeaching in context [a concept] routinely touted as a
ONRGAOLFE O2YLRYSylu 2F GKS ao0OKz22t aegadasSvyqa Y
GSFOKAY 3 I VY ®owd&FAsios, {129¢, ¢ 5)Cowley andEaston (1999)
d4dz33Sa0SR Ay GKSANI ISYRSNJ NBLER2NIL GKFEG GKS
guat y3SSa GKIFG OKAfRNBY 6AlK FQaseyREattony SSRa K]
1999, p. 5extend beg YR a4 G dzZRSy ia gAGK GalLISOAFAO LIKeaaoOol
(Cowley &Easton, 1999, p. @p include boys. In the same repgdhe authors noted that
subjectspecific gender data was collected by the Ministry that could be used by the
CN} aSNJ LyadAddziS G2 G11S aAayid2z2 I(Oaweydyi 2yS |
Easton, 1999, p. 6Jo0 be meaningful this statement needs to be examined in relation to
other contextual data the Fraser Institute had accesg @nd used for descriptive
purposes when it published its first iteration of school rankings from 1ZHH.
Establishing a KPI in 2001 that accounts for gender differences in mathematics 12 and
English 12 while at the same time choosingnot to establish a KPI thagtatistically
accounts for measured socioeconomic disparities is problematic. This is especially true
IAPSY GUKS CNFYaSNI LyadgAaddziSQa RSY2yaAGNX GSR |6
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LJ- NI atérag® educational experience has on student achievement in all schools
(Cowley & aston, 2001 2 KSy yS¢ wWO2y i SEldza tQ YtL& FNB |
that account for genderelated differences in tis way the Fraser Institute is deploying a

modern techniqueor observing its subjects. Foucault (1977) describes how disciplinary

power is exercised through a normalization process that is not only anchored in
judgment, but that compares individual actédn G2 | gK2fSo® Ly GKAa Ol :
YId O2y&aARSNBR GKS Sy(iANB LRLMzAFGA2Yy 2F 02
considered the entire population of girls. When the examination results of each
WAYRA@GARdZL £t Q OFy 0S5 Ad dof NBRiyzGS omparidon th&k S 6 N2 |
GO2YyalGNI Ayl 27F O2y T 2(Noddailtg ¥977,Kp: #83)TaeSBaser | OKA S O
InstitutS Q&8 SELISOGI A2y Aad GKIFG 028 assuedgfade A NI & &
in provincially examinable subjec#lthough the gender gap indicator would not factor

Ayid2 | ao0OKz22f Qa 2 @SNI f 200INte féndeyréporthaythodd Y I G S NAR |
by Cowley and Easton (1999) demonstrates a strategic and focused attempt by the

CN} aSNJ LyadAddziS G2 RAANHzLIG (GKS Lzt A0Qa O2
system because all the singdex schools in British Columbia were de facto privaig a

independent schoolsAs such it was impossible for the public to judge the educational

experience of students attending single sex schools in the same way because there was

no basis for the comparison to be made.

The implication of assigning subjesgeOA FA O 3IASYRSNJ 3+ LI AYRAOF G2 N
popular provincially examinable coursea  § KSY Il G A O&4 wMH (CowmER& 9y If A &K
Easton, 2000, p. 1®roved to be statistically consequential for both coeducadbiCc
Ed)and singlesex school$§SSShecause their inclusion changed the relative percentage
weightings of the KPIs used to rank sirgx and coeducational schoolable 7depicts
the changes in the KPIs from Iteration #1 (12880) to Iteration #22001-2002) for
coeducational and singlgex schools in British Columbia. Note how subgpecific
gender g@ indicators in English 12 andathematics12 do not apply to singleex
schools, which consequently resulted in corresponding shifts in the velateightings

of KPIs between eceducational and single sex schools. Whereas single sex schools were
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subject to five KPIs; eeducational schools were now subject to seven KPIs. The

implication was statistically consequential insomuch as sulgpetific gnder gap

indicators accounted for 10% of the variation between public and private schools. As

well, the Fraser Institute could no longer say aboutithootranking rubricthat it was

uniformly applied to all public, private, and independent schoolsritisB Columbia.

L

GSNF A2y | HZ

§KSNBTF2NBZ

Y NJ &

GdKS

FANAI

begins to exert discretionargtisciplinarypower on the field of accountability because

we see in the ranking rubric statistical differences betweenwhgublic and

private/independent schools are treated. This is important to natethis juncture

because it illustrates how the Fraser Institute leverages its objective ranking rubric

matrix to emphasize differences between public and private school sgstem

Table7: Relative percentage weights of KPIs from iteration #1 to iteration #2

Iteration #1 Iteration #2
(19982000) (2001-2002)
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) CoH CoEd SSS
and Single Sex Schools|
1. Average Exam Mark 20%
2. Percentage of Exams Failed 20%
3. School vs. Exam Mark Difference 20% | 10% | 20%
4. Exams Taken per Student 20%
5. Graduation Rate 20%
6. English 12 Gender Gap - 5% n/a
7. Math 12 Gender Gap - 5% n/a
TOTAL 100%
8. CompositeDropout Indicator - \ Descriptive
hd t | AndagdiERation in Years Descriptive
10. Actual vs, Predicted Rating Descriptive
11. Kind of School (Public or Private) Descriptive
12. Grade 12 Enrolment Descriptive
13. Semiotic Trend Progress Indicator Descriptive
14. Subgctspecific exam averages Descriptive -

Table compiled from the following sourc@Sowley & aston, 2001Cowley & Easton,

2002;Cowley, et al., 1998, 199G@pwley & aston, 2000)

Theauthors of the report card believed the revised rubric (as it was reflected in

iteration #2) had been improved from its previous iteratiodFor the first time, each

10=
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a0K22ftQa 2@0SNIftf NIXaGAy3al gAiatft o06S | FFSOGSR o8

v v oA A

botKk 62&a | YR 3IANI &owehBEadton, W1, p. 2ps ingpadtfy/S R €

GGKS NBOFf OdzA A2y 2F ff LINSOA2dza 2 OSNI |
Gender gapin the historical results. The imduction of this new

AYRAOFG2NI gAftf OKFy3dS az2vYCowey@Kz22faQ LI a
Easton, 2001, p. 4)

This statement is relevartiecauseit illustrates how the Fraser Institute exerts
discretionarydisciplinarypower on the schoeWide accountability field. Here, we have
an example of the Fraser Institute changing the ranking rubric in ways that make sense
to the Fraser Institute. Gender related issues were not part of the broader school
ranking debatebefore 2001, but the Fraser Institute leveraged Ministry data to show
that boys and girls were not performing equally on scHomdéed and exarbased
assessments for students attending-educational schools. They did not show the same
statistical trend wa true (or false) for students attending single sex schools. Such
discrepant statistical approaches to how-education (public) schools were treated in
comparison to their (private/independent) school counterparts illustrates how the
Fraser Institute ex@ised discretionargisciplinarypower on the field of visibility. This
bifurcation in the ranking rubric is relevatd consider because it shows hdte Fraser
Institute imports and expands a discourse of difference between schools and school
systems

CwtSe IyR 9lad2yQa aidliaSYSyd Aa AYLERNII yI
logic of including gendegap KPIs to ensure that boys and girls are able to achieve
equally in the classroom once again speaks to the emancipatory potential of redress
embedded irthe ranking rubric. In highlighting the achievement variation between boys
and girls the possibility exists for that variation to be addressed by teachers within the
classroom setting if it can be addressed at all. However, the Fraser Institute is
selectvely discerning about what dat@riven differences it highlights. For example,

although it can statistically measure a socioeconomic index that ranking critics say

10€



accounts for significant betweeschool variation the Fraser Institute chooses not to
include the index in its ranking in a material way.

The combined effect of adding the gender gap indicator to the second iteration
of the Fraser Institute school report cagshd recalculating previously published school
rankings considerably changed the disttion of Wi 2rardked schools in British

Columbia appreciablyHowever, the resulting discourse appearing in newspapers had

Yy20KAYy3 (2 R2 6AGK (GKS CNI}ASNIJ LyadaAaddzis

7\ \

aGrFraAadAort YSiOK2RXSE hmoSY | QXY LR@@Evies&Fesfod, RI G &

2001, p. 4) Furthermore, and perhaps most importantly, the resulting discourse in
YySealdl LISNE RAR y20 KAIKEAIKG | gechobBkeaskiBg/ G A I f
rubric that no longer reduced schools to identicatommort performance indicators

for the basis of comparison. Whereas the previous iteration made possible the same
kinds of statistical assumptions for all public and private schools throughout the
province, he inclusion of gender gap differences as a performance indictor resulted in
singlesex schools being treated differently than -educational ones at least
statistically. It was impossible, therefore, for single sex schools (all of which were
independent ad private schools) to gain or lose points in the gender gap category
because that performance indicator measured how aligned boys and girls performed on
provincial exams and schemisued marks in English 12 and mathematics 12
respectively. Given that aHA NI a4 OK22f a RanpieQin théris@ple | y &
populations, and giventhatall 2 8 & OK22f & R AeRrgli@iin thigit sgndple | y &
populations, it was impossible for the Fraser Institute to include the gender gap
measure in the same way was able to for ceed public (and ced private) schools.
Gender mattered, therefore, because there were no gender gap differences to measure
in single sex schools, which were all private and independent schools. That important
demographic gender dispidy resulted in a redistribution of top ranked schools in the
province such that perfeescoring (10/10) schools were all singkex, private schools in

2001 (Cowley &Easton, 2001)

OK
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Table 8depicts five yeas of school ranking data as published by the Fraser
Institute during its first two iterations. It shows how public and priVaschools were
distributed, and redistributed, across decile ranges for Iterations #1 and #2
respectively. What is relevant to tehere is the percentage of public (PU) schools that
occupied theWi 2 RQOAE S NI y3aIS Ay GKS CNI &SN Lyadad
iteration (19982000) compared to the percentage of public schools that occupied the
same W (i 2obsiion during the seond iteration. Before gender gap indices were
included in the ranking rubric approximately 5%atifthe public schools then ranked by
GKS CN} aSN) LyadadaddziS I OKASOSR Wwiz2LIQ a0O2NBao
the Fraser Institute the percehta S 2F Wi2LJQ NI} y1 SR Lzt A0 aoOK
decile range dropped to 0.4%. This represents a 92% decline in the number of potential
public schools that achieved scores within the-200 range. By way of comparison,
before gender gap indices wenecluded in the ranking rubric approximately 31% of all
LINR @ 0 SKAYRSLISYRSyd ot+x0 aoOKz22fa GKSYy NIyilS
a02NBad ! FGSNI ISYRSNJ 3AFL) AYRAOSAE 6SNB AyidN
private/independent schools occugyid G KS al yYS WwWi2LIQ RSOAES N
FLILINREAYI GSt& numMzrd ¢KA&E RSOftAYS NBLNBaSyida |
private/independent schools. So while public and private school systems were both
adversely affected by the introduction of &w ranking rubric that included gender gap

indices during iteration #Zublicschools fared significantly worse as a result.

MLy GKA&a OFas$ wt NA G Smublioschodls (IEdEferient aad PRUGtE)eStoSey (I | £ £y 2
terms have been defined previously.

*2In this analysis¥ (i 2anl@d schools occupy the highest decile range possible as determined by the
CN} &SN LyadAaGdziSom NIy lAy3 NHzo NAROT O0AdSHO o
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Table8: Percentage distribution of pubti (PU) and private (PV) schodts iterations
#1 and #2

lteration #1*° lteration #2*
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Rank PU PV PU PV PU PV PU PV PU PV

9-10 6.3 34 44 | 324 | 43 | 275 | 04 | 209 | 04 | 20.0

8-8.9| 16.6 125 | 150 | 294 | 143 | 325 | 25 | 16.3 | 1.7 17.5

7-7.9 | 16.6 375|198 | 11.8 | 21.7 | 125 | 151 | 16.3 | 134 30

6-6.9 | 20.6 6.3 | 198 | 14.7 | 21.2 | 175 | 349 | 23.3 | 374 20

5-59| 17.9 63 | 181 | 59 | 134 | 25 | 273 | 116 | 27.3 | 5.0

4-4.9 9.4 3.1 9.7 88 | 11.7 | 75 | 126 | 93 | 10.1 | 2.3

3-3.9 8.1 0 9.7 0 9.1 0 2.1 0 4.6 5.0
2-2.9 2.7 0 2.2 0 3.0 0 1.7 2.3 2.5 0
1-1.9 1.4 0 1.3 0 1.3 0 1.2 0 0.01 0
0-0.9 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 2.1 0 0.01 0

N= 223 32 227 34 231 40 238 43 238 40

Table compiled from the following sourcéSowley & aston, 2000Cowley & Easton,
2002;Cowley, et al., 1998, 199G@pwley & aston, 2001)

Figure 5 shows theumber of public (PU) and privdfe(PV) schools that achieved an

overall school rating between 9.0 and 10.0 for iteration # 1 and iteration #2. It shows

GKFG 0STF2NB GKS CNI ASNJ LyadaAaddziS AyiNRRdIzOSR

overall ranking forty-six percent (48w 27 CNARGAEAK [/ 2fdzYoAl Q

identified as being public schools. After the Fraser Institute revised its method of
Ot OdzA FGAYy3a | &a0OKz22fQa 2@0SNIftf NIylAy3
dropped ten perent (10%).

* The ranking rubric was uniformly applied to all public and independent/private schools. Each KPI is
weighted at 20% in ez of the five KPlIs.

* Gender gap indicators introduced for English 12 and Math 12 respectively. KPI weightings shift
proportionately to reflect the change. (This KPI does not apply to sgedeschools). The Fraser Institute
recalculates all previoussool rankings published in British Columbia from 1:2880.

*® Private (PV) in this table conflates independent (IN) and private {feied) schools.
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Figure5: Number of 'top’ ranked public and private schools for iterations #1 and #2

Top Ranked Schools Identified in Iteration #1
(1998-2000) and Iteration #2 (2001-2002)

16

¥ Public

¥ Ind./Private

Number of Schools

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Complied from data provided in the following sourc€swley &aston, 2001Cowley &
Easton, 2002Cowley, et al., 1998, 199G@pwley &Easton, 2000)

Not only were entire categories of schools (public and private) affected by the revised
ranking during the second iteration (20@D02), but so too were individuachools

affected in ways that seemed to reward and punish them. Take, for example, the case of
Kitsilano Secondary (a public,-educational, grade -82) school, and York House (an
independent, siglesex, kl12) school. Figure @lustrates how the introdation of
ISYRSNJ 3IFL) AYRAOG2NA Ay (GKS NBLEZ2NI OFNR
OKAZAG2NARAOFf U NBRAZOUGAZ2Y 2F YAGaratlyz {SO2y

A 0O
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Figure6: Kitsilano Secondary's overall school ranking for iterations #H &2

Kitsilano Secondary Ranking Adjustment

10

5 !/I—I\
9. —

8.5

7.5

T

6.5

Fraser Institute Ranking Score

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
=—&—Iteration 2 =#—Iteration 1

Compiled from data obtained in the following sourd€owley &Easton, 2001Cowley
& Easton, 2002Cowley, et al., 1998, 199@pwley & aston, 2000)

Before the revision Kitsiho Secondary achieved overall higher ranking scores (lteration

1, which is identified in theipperA NI LJK Ay NBROU® ! FGSNJ 6KS NB Q.
results were adjusted, which resulted in consistently lower scores (Iteration 2, which is

identified inthe lower graph n blue). By comparison, Figuresiiows how York House

Schoat a school exempt from the imposition of gender gap indictors in the report

OF NRQa &S Qamprved iis Svdllii(tistogicalchool ranking from iteration

#1 (which is idatified in the lower graph in red to iteration #2 (which is identified in

the uppergraph in blue).
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Figure7: York House School's overall school ranking for iterations #1 and #2

York House School Ranking Adjustment

8.5

7.5

Fraser Institute Ranking Score

6.5

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

=&=[teration 2 =—#Iteration 1

Compiled from data obtained from the followy sources(Cowley &Easton, 2001;
Cowley & Easton, 200€owley, et al., 1998, 199€@pwley & aston, 2000)

Here, we have an example of how one kind of sksghe, independent,&2 stool was
rewarded by the statistical revision imposed by the Fraser Institute in its second
iteration (represented by an overall shift upwards in the ranking graph from iteration #1
to 2) and how a different kind of eed, public, 812 school was punishealy the same
statistical iteration (represented by an overall shift downwards in the ranking graph
from iteration # 1 to 2) if reward and punishment is understood as a correlate of
corresponding increases and decreases inazdh@a 2 GSNI . NI GAy 3 2 dzi
2 KAfS G(KS&aS SEIFYLX Sa AftdzadNIdiS K2g (GKS
iteration impacted two specific schools it does not say anything meaningful about how
GKS INBIFGSNI LIR2LIzZ FGA2y 2F . NRGA Agpendi2 dzY o A | Q2
howeVS NE RSLIAOG & ( K-8.0)Uécandiny sdhbolf inSERitishd Cpldmbia

between 19982010. It shows that singleex schools would continue to achieve



RAALINRLEZNIOAZ2Y I GSt & WLISNFSOUIQ 20SNFff NIYGAy3Is3
the gencer gap indicator in 2001. That the percentage of public (and by implication co
educational) schools achieving school rankings between 9.0 and 10.0 had significantly
decreased since the gender KPIs was first introduced points to an important relational
trend that cannot be ignored that is, there exists a statistical bias embedded in the
KPIs used to rank schools because single sex schools cannot be penalized for discrepant,
genderrelated, schoclissued and examination results in the same wayeducational
schools can. This bias is evident by noting the kinds of schools that have achieved
LISNFSOG a02NBa 2y GKS CNIaSNI LyadAddziSQa NIy
Table 94 K2¢ga GKIFIG aoOK22fa |OKASOGAY3A | WLISNJ
characteristic school profiles: Thegre mostly k12 schools; they are mostly
independent/private; they are mostly day schoodt of the independent and private
schools are Group 2 fundednd they all prepare students to purstghly competitive
degreegranting programs at universitiesid colleges throughout North America.
By comparison, fothe fourteen schools identified by the Fraser Institute to
achieve a perfect score on its ranking over a thirteen year spantao public schools

are noted University Hill Secondary and Prince ofl#gaSecondary.
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Table9: Schools attaining a score of ten on the Fraser Institute ranking (:2080)

School Profile Characteristics
School Name | PU| IN | PV| CE| SS| K-12| 8-12| D | B | D/B Year(s) @
{G® DS?2 X X| X X 20002009 10
Little Flower X X X X 20002008 9
York House X X1 X X 2001, 200010 9
Crofton House X X1 X X 2001-2007 7
Southridge X X X X 2002, 20022009 | 6
WPGA X X X X 20052007, 2009 4
{Gd al N X X | X X 1998, 2003 2
University Hill | X X X X 2003, 2004 2
Van. College X X X X 2005, 2008 2
Prince of Waleg X X X | X 1999 1
St. Thomas Agq. X | X X | X 1999 1
Brentwood X X X X 2003 1
{FAYy(d a X X X X 2003 1
GLN X X X X 2003 1
Total| 2 | 9| 3| 8|6 6 6 |11 1| 2

Table compiled from the following sourcé€€owley, 2005bCowley &Easton, 2000,
2001; Cowley & Easton, 200Zowley& Easton, 2003, 2004 owley & Edsn, 2007,
2008;Cowley & Easton, 200€owley, et al., 201@owley, et al., 1998, 199@owley &
Easton, 2006)

LEGEND

CSENDPAO ' R20dzySyida GKS OFft SyRIFNJ @SFNbHao

ten; @ = the total mmber of times that a school achievedtalJS NSEd®Bebfitéh; PU =
Public School; IN = Independent School; PV = PEriffatth-based) School; CE =-Co
Educational; SS = Single Sexd 2k or (812) = Grades offered at School; D = Day School;
B =BoardingSchool; D/B = Day argbarding School

A gquestion that begs to be asked at this juncturaNy did the Fraser Institute redefine

its schoolranking rubricto capture genderelated data provided by the Ministry of
Education?If nothing else, the introdu®mn of gendefrelated-data by the Fraser
Institute alluding to gendebiasedteaching in secondary schools effectively expanded
the field of visibility on which the school wide accountability game was played.
Henceforward boys and girls could be seen ggasate populations where they were
otherwise blended together as a single student population in the first iteration of the
report card. This was strategically important for the Fraser Institute because in pointing

to discrepant educational experiences lsognd girls seemed to be having in British
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Columbia high schools, the Fraser Institute introduced a new visual asymmetry to the
greater field of school wide accountability. It is essential this be problematized at this
juncture given that fields ameby defnitiont socially constructed areas of activity

where struggles take place between agents in a supply and demand market. Brighenti

(2007) reminds us of this point:

Gw2B8KSY a2YSGKAYy3a 06S02YSa Y2NB GAraAroftsS 2I
should ask ourselvewho is acting on and reacting to the properties of

the field, and which specific relationships are being shaped. Shaping and

managing visibility is huge work that human beings do tirelessly. As

communication technologies enlarge the field of the sociallsibie,

visibility becomes a supply and demand market. At any enlargement of

the field, the question arises of what is worth being seen at which price

along with the normative question of what should and what should not

be seen. These questions are nevengy a technical matter: they are

AYKSNBYGf & LINI (Brigheil 2007,lpy387) LI2f A G A OF £ ¢

Whereas the previous (first) iteration of the Fraser Institute ranking reflected and
highlighted what dtics noted were clasbased distinctions that existed between
schools(Proctor, 1998a; Steffenhagen, 2002H)e introduction of gendebiased data
into the school wide accountability issue reflected and highlighted gebesed
distinctions the Fraser Institute wanted the general public to see was operating in
seconday schools(Cowley &Easton, 2003Cowley &Easton, 199§ Ferry, 2000)

Expanding the field of visibility to include gendetated data in this way effectively

marked what was previously an unmartte social category. This was an important

AGNF GS3e 06SOFdzaS a . NAIKSYGA oS6wnntd y2iaSa
YENLJAY3 YR RAGARAY3I LIS2LX S A& &St dzZLXGKS N
I LILJX A SR 2 (Brigh@@iNI07,(pl 3B4AThe effect, therefore, of the Fraser

Institute reconfiguring whole school populations into gendenstructed, sub

populations was to cast a wider statistical net that captured pytlicate school

distinctions, which otherwise remained hidden. In this way, the Fraser Institute
effectively amplified its power of surveillance on the field of visibility by widening its

scope of vision. Whereas the previous iteration of the ranking pitted schgainst
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school, the second iteration pitted boys against girégsxd by implication, public schools
against private schools, because all of the single sex schools ranked by the Fraser
Institute were de facto independent and private schools.

Including genderelated KPIs in the ranking rubric also made it possible for a greater
population of parents to become interested in the ranking where they might not have
been interested before becauseor the first time in the history of the ranking® i 2 LJQ
ranked schoolgsould be exposed for not meeting the subjestecific educational needs
of boys and girls, equallysomething every informed (good) parent, teacher, and
administrator could know about. In this way, generic school rankings that treated all
schools the sambecame more discerning in nature because the broader population of
students under investigation was further delineated along gender lines in the
serialization of Ministricollected data. Expanding the field of visibility by creating two
new categories oftadents (boys and girls), therefore, effectively widened the report
OF NRQa &LIKSNB 2F AyFfdzSyOS Ay . NARGA&AK [ 2f dzy
children toW (i 2anl@d public andco-educationalindependentprivate schools could
know if theirsons and daughters academic potential was being met equally in the eight
subject areas held up for public scrutiny by the Fraser Institute. As such, paogats
werecalled to actiorin ways that only a published school ranking could muster because
more parents were called to caren ways they had not been in previous ranking
iterations. The gender debate also served to deflect and redirect some of the criticisms
levied by school ranking opponents as they pertained to discrepant socioeconomic
indicators th 4> fA1S LROSNIe>x GKS NIXy{i{Ay3a RARyYyQi

indicators were contestable. Gender was not.

Descriptive Indicator: Dropout Rate

Inthe WWSLI2NIL /FNR 2y . NAGAAK /2fdzY,o0Al Q& {
Cowley & Easton (2002) deswd their newest contextual measure of teaching and
counseling effectiveness. It was labeled e NP LJ2 diridicater andSitQmeasured
GGKS SEGSYyld (2 6KAOK &a0Kz22fta 1 SEodey & KSANI &

11€



Easton, 2002, p. 9 LY d0SNBadGAy3Itezr GKS CNIaSNI LyaidAdGdzd
CNI yO0SQa ylLiA2ylf YAYAalidNER 2F SRdzOFGA2y G2
AN Rdz 4GS FNRBY | 3IAJSYy (CameK& RabtonA2002,(pKahis y 2 NI I §
point illustrates how the Fraser Institute imported aspects of other school ranking

report systems that were developed internationally. This is problematic because it

implies that British/ 2 f dzZYo A Qa4 &a4SO2y RINBE &a0OK22f &adeaidsSy
school system. But schools operate contextualithin cultural, financial, and political

boundaries that are as unique to Canadian provinces as they are to France, Germany,

Iceland, and SpaimNotwithstanding the contextual differeses that quite naturally exist

between British Columba and France, the Fraser Institute determined for itself that the
GY2NXIfé¢ O02YLIRaAlS RNERLRdzZK NI2i Szyo2ANI Q& &R YK 2
was13%°bad SR 2y GKS | dziK2NBEQ Fylféeara 2F SftSy$s
I NB dzytA1Ste G2 €SI@S GKS a0K22f agadusSy T2
(Cowley & Easton, 2002, p..9he Fraser Institute feit necessary to include the new

contextual measure because, as they noted in their 2002 school report card,

GAG F LIS NB Gréduafion faiglica®Evillisséoh edittle

use in differentiating among schools. The average value for alb&cba

this indicator has risen steadily from 82.5% in the 1992/93 school year to
nearly 94% in 2000/2001. As a matter of simple mechanics, an indicator
that is unvarying is not a useful one in determining differences in
STTSOUADSY S a JCowley R Fadtord 20622ppa% 4 €

This statement underscores the prevailing ideological formation at play in the Fraser
Institute manufacturing a ranking rubric that has been designed to reward and punish
schools.lt made no sense to the Fraser Institute to include an important contextual

measure on which most schools in the province had improveespite its claim that
YSFadzNAy3d &d0K22fa agAff RSGSNN¥AYS 6KSGKSNJI

“® Cowley & Easton (2002) determined the average annual rate of disappearance from the system to be
roughy 2.75%. Applying that level of disappearance as a benchmark for the five years of secondary school
(Grades 8L2) the authors concluded that normative disappearance rates by students in the secondary
school system approximated 13%.



al A aTconlegdidlf B999, p. 4)Here, is an example of secondary schools

making a positive difference in the lives of students because we see W& Rdzl G A 2y

w I (S quintitatice evidence ofmore students completig the high school graduation

LINEIANF YO wSLI I OAy3d GKS WDNIRdzZr A2y wlkiSQ Ay
GSNBE y20SR (G2 KI@S AYLINROSR GKSANI adl yRAYy 3O
which public schools could be statistically penalizbd)Fraser Institute changes what it

wants the public to see on the field of visibility. Where there was little variance in the

WDNJ Rdzl GA2Y wlkiSQ YtL o06SG6SSy LidzmtAO FyR LN
eliminated the index from its rubric andledf | OSR A d A GK | W5NEP LI dzi
there was greater variation between public and private schools. Metaphorically

speaking, when public schools could clear the same hurdle that private and independent

schools could the Fraser Institute simply reglddt with a new hurdle that many public

schools found difficult to clear. When the Fraser Institute selectively uses KPIs to hide

and amplify differences between public and private schools disciplinary power is being

exercised.

Iteration #3 (20032006):Refining the Student Cohort

In part the expansion of descriptive statistical measures introduced by the Fraser
LyadAaddzisS G2 Ada &aoKz2f NBELIZ NI OF NR LJ NI f f
graduation program internationally. In an article published i@/ ® ¢ S OKSNBR Q CSR
6./ ¢C0O0 YFIFITAYSS [FNNE YdzSKY O0HAnnHOS 2LJJ2aSF
I3SYRI ¢gKSY KS &4lFARX awi6KS . &/ & [A06SNIE 3
G§KNRBAZAK LINAGFGATFGAZ2Y YR (Kuehny 2082, S A)Thé LILINE | OK
article cited specific policie G KIF & &adzLJLl2 NI SR YdzZSKy Qa LI2aAdA
policy in particular changed the way data was manipulated by tlasdf Institute in
compiling is secondary school ranking. That policy was directed at recruiting

international students to British Cofu6 A Q&4 aSO2y RI NBE aO0OK22f &aeads
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Galyeg RAAGNAOGA KI @S Y2QSR ljdzAOlte G2
who pay high tuition and top up the district budget. In 2600 districts

charged an average tuition of $10,000. On average, they spent $5,000 per

student, leaving an average profit of $5,000. Lots of businesses would like

to work on such a margin. Between 2000 and 2000902, the number

of international students jumped from 2,947 to 4,035. The revenue from
international student tuitions totaled $40 nfibn in 20010 H &Kuehn,

2002, p. 1)

The BCTF, S T2 N8B X &t ¢ GKS AyGSNylFridaaAz2ylt SEL
graduation program into PacifRim countries as a lucrative business venture that
would subsidize the high cost of public education and objectethéoprivatization of
public education.The (public) school model being sold abroad was not unlike the
(private) school model being sold within British Columbia on two fronts: (1) prospective
students applied to attend public schoofsthe same way prospective students applied
to private schoolsand(2) parents of foreign students acceptedi 2 . NA GA &K [/ 2f dzY
public schools paid annual tuitiom the same way parents of Canadian and landed
immigrant status students paid annual tuition fees to private schodhsl while schools,
and school distriis, may have benefited from the added revenue that foreign ESL
students brought into the public school system their resulting public school rankings did
not. This problematicsituation was resolved in 2008vhen the Fraser Institute
established a third iteation of its school report camdone that would statistically
yS3ALFLGS GKS AYLI OGO F2NBAIYy 9{[ &aiddzRSyita KIR 2
lff OKFG é6Fa NBIJdZANBR F2NJ GKS CNIASNI LyadAd
the studentO2 K2 NIi ¢ 2y @ KAOK & OK 2(EdwleyNsEastor 20833 ¢ 2 dzf R
p. 4) The rationale of incorporating this statistical refinement into their ranking rubric

was explained in the introduction to the @8 report card. The authors explained that,

G! RYAYAAUNrG2NAR 6SNBE | faz2z O2yOSNYySR GKI
encouraged by the ministry to recruit international students as a means
by which to earn revenue for the operation of their schools, these
transientda 1 dZRSyYy 1aQ | OF RSYAO NBadzZ 6a 6SNB y20 vy
quality of teaching at the school. Administrators encouraged us to
explore ways to rate the schools only on the basis of students normally

11¢



resident in British Columbia. We believe that ths a reasonable

refinement of our approach and, using revised data provided by the
YAYA&UNRI KIF@S SEOt dzZRSR (KSasS &aiddzRSyidaQ |
revised data were used to calculate the indicator and rating values for the

school years 1997/98KtNP dzZ3 K HnnmMkHAno GKFG FLILISE NI A
(Cowley &Easton, 2003, p. 4)

Here, we have evidence for how the Fraser Institute continues to exert discretionary

power on the accountability field by renderingvisible an entire population of

W{i NI ysiudlefty thad serve an economic purpose. The attraction of foreign ESL

students to public schools brings with it additional revenue streams to a public
educational system the Fraser Institute critiques. Emkeetdvithin a model for

schooling that seeks to increase revenue streams in this way is an alignment of public

L2t AO08 AYAGAILFIGAGSE gAOK GKS it ed&atbnl vy &G A G dz
through choicebased reforms. The o#hore interest of forgn students choosing

British Columbian schools can be seen through a business lens as a lucrative niche

market to be developed by the government. However, an unintended consequence of

attracting the same population of foreign ESL students to British Go&umsecondary

schools is that their collective schedlA RS LINS&ASy OS | ROSNaASfte& | FFS
ranking. The Fraser Institute effectively managed the situation by removing the
aGraAadAoOrt AYLI OGO F2NBAIAY & lmzmSnhargith&Kl R 2y |
Fraser Institute leveraged the ground swell of support from school administrators that

called on the Fraser Institute to address this issue because they felt their overall school

ranking scores were being unfairly compromised by the gmes of high populations of

ESL students. Here, we have an example of how the Fraser Institidptcschool

administrators intoaccepting itsnanufacturedrégime of performativity because school
administrators accept the presence of the Fraset InA (1 dzi SQ& NI y1 Ay 3 NHzo |
LISNXY I ySy G FTAEGAINBE Ay &habitusIWied individunl§ Kcddls, Qa 2 LIS
and school districts are empted into performing a particular way for the sake of being

publically rewarded by achiewgnhigher scbol ranking scoresn this way Ball (2003)

suggests that a new policy technology has been deployed. In this case, public school
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principals are rewarded for recruiting foreign ESL students to their institutions because
their annual school budgets increage proportion to the number of foreign students
they attract, but their schools are not penalized on the ranking as a result. This outcome
can be viewed as a winin for both school administrators and the Fraser Institute.

Table 10depicts the redistributn of public and private schools identified by the
Fraser Institute in its 2003 report card (Report Card #6, Iteration #3). What is
noteworthy is the increase in the percentage of public schools identified by the Fraser
Institute that occupied the topwo decilé’’ ranges from 2002 (iteration #2) to 2003
(iteration #3). The table shows that when English 12 examination results from foreign
ESL students were included in the 2002 ranking rubric 0.52% of all public schools
included by the Fraser Institute in itsnual report achieved an overall school rating
between 8.010.0. After the Fraser Institut®’ NS FtheyeSh& by excluding English 12
examination results achieved froM (i NJ- ystude&s/fioi their ranking calculations
the number of public schools d¢luded by the Fraser Institute in its annual report
occupying the togwo decile ranges increased to 5.42%. This reflects ddkhincrease
in the percentage of public schools occupying the-twp decile scores. Excluding the
ESL examination data fromdependent/private schools occupying the same top two
decile ranges in iteration #3 did not affect their overall distribution in the same marked
way. Approximately 37.5% of all private/independent schools ranked by the Fraser
Institute achieved scores imé¢ toptwo decile ranges when ESL students were included
in the ranking as compared to 43.8% when the same population of students was
statistically removed. These discrepant shifts suggest that a greater number of public
schools in British Columbia servepapulation of students whose first language is not

English.

“"The toptwo decile ranges are defined by schools achieving overall ratings betweeh@B®
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Tablel0: Percentage of schools ranked in the top two decile ranges for iterations #2

and #3
Iteration #2 (2002) Iteration #3 (2003)
Rank Public Private Public Private
9-10 0.4 20.0 0.42 31.6
8-8.9 0.12 17.5 5.0 13.2
7-7.9 13.5 30.0 20.0 31.6
6-6.9 37.4 20.0 32.0 7.9
5-5.9 27.3 5.0 26.3 10.5
4-4.9 10.1 2.5 10.4 0
3-3.9 4.6 5.0 2.1 2.6
2-2.9 2.5 0 1.67 0
1-1.9 0.84 0 0.42 0
0-0.9 1.7 0 2.08 0
Total % 100 100 100 100
N 238 40 240 38

Table compiled from the following sourc@Sowley & Easton, 200€owley &Easton,

2003)

While promoting the graduation program abroad was seen by the BCTF as being an
AYGSAINIE LINILO 2F tNBYASN /IYLWoSttQa adaNras
NI y{1Ay3 2LIRyYySyia o0S3ly OKINIOGSNAT Ay3a (KS
I & didabld Bteffenhagen, 2002b, p. B3jhey argued that independent and public
schools that catered to privileged families and were located in wealéhghbourhood
consistently (and predictably) ranked high, while schools in disadvantageas ar
(predictably) fell to the bottom. 8 G KS &LINAYy 3 2F HnnoX K2gSOSN
secondaryschootranking rubrichad undergone its third iteration. The original five key
performance indicators had grown to eight with the inclusion of compoditgpout

indicator in the 2003 report card.

KPI #8: Composite Dropout IndicafSr

a ¢ Kndliéator measures the extent to which schools keep their students
in school and progressing in a timehanner toward completion of their
RALX 2 YI (Ciwr\BERAstré 2003, p. 8)

“®Where noComposite dropout rateould be calculated, th&raduation ratewas weighted at 20%.



What is relevant to note about this KPI is how the authors of the report card cite its
inclusion as being sensitive to the concerns expressed by report card critics. The authors
explained heir rationale for including the eighth KPI in thew S L2 NI/ | NR 2V

| 2t dzYoAl Qa { SO2yRINE {OK22f &Y Hnno 9RAGAZ2YQ

dGalye FFRYAYAAGNT G2 NERepdtSCaiowadi aged 06 SO dza S
almost entirely on events and results that occurred in grade 12, no

weA AK(G ¢l a IAGSYy G2 GKS STFF2NIA& YIRS o0& &
success in the junior grades. The composite dropout rate is a first step in

I RRNBaaAay3a GKS AYolflryOS¢ o/ 2ptSe 3 9l ain?2

What is striking about the composite dropout kegrformance indicator is the extent to
which schools were not uniformly subjected to the statistical assumptions underpinning

it.

AdWhere a school does nenroll grade8 studentsthe net dropout rate is
calculated using the thregear average grad& drgpout rate for the
school district inwhich the school is located. Where a school does not
enroll grade 10 or grade 11 students, @omposite dropoutate can be
Ol t O dfCowmep8Edston, 2003, p. 9)

Here the Fraser Institute acknowledges that imbalances exist withiacit®otranking

rubric because not every secondary school is comprisedudfents in Grades 8 through

12. This serves as more evidence of how the Fraser Institute uses its accountability

ranking tool on the field of power in different ways to establish what is relevant and

what is not; what is normative and what is not. Embedded, therefore within the

selected KPIs are disparate approaches to how KPIs are used to tell stories about
schools.Table 1ldepicts the relative weightings of the KPIs included in the Fraser
LyadAddzi SQa (KA NR schadtamkingirabgythat2sFromA2002006.S O2 y R NJ
Note that the W/ 2 Y LJ2 & A (i SndicatdtPwal éximerly called the¥5 St I @ SR
Advancemedi  win 80850Although this KPI was calculated in the same way the Fraser

Institute did not account for why the measure was renamed. At the surface, however, it
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can be argued tha’5 St | @ SR | R @ls ¥ O&erebphémisticlwdy3acaccount

for dropouts in the coded discourse of competence. As well it is importantote in

Table 11that for schools in which no dropout rates were noted the percentage
GgSAAKGAYT F2NI I a0K22f Q& 3INIRdzZriA2y NXasS ovt

Tablell: Relative percentage weights of KPIs for iteration #3

Iteration #3 (20032006)

20032004 20052006

Key Performance Indicator (KPI] CoEd | SSS CoEd | ssSs
1. Avg. Exam Mark 20%
2. Percentage of Exams Failed 20%
3. School vs. Exam Mark Differee™ 10% | 20% [ 10% | 20%
4. Exams Taken per Student 20%
5. Graduation Rat&’ 10% or 20%
6. English 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a 5% n/a
7. Math 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a 5% n/a
8. Composite Dropout Raté

10% or 0%
Delayed Advancement Rate

TOTAL 100%
hd t I NB ton BES) Iadia | Descriptive
10. Kind of School (Public or Private) Descriptive
11. Grade 12 Enrolment Descriptive
12. Semiotic Trend Progress Indicatc Descriptive
13. % ES&tudents Descriptive
14. % Special Needs Students Descriptive
15. Spds Participation Rate Descriptive

Table compiled from the following sourc@Sowley & aston, 2003, 2004kgowley &
Easton, 2005Cowley & aston, 2006)

Descriptive Indicator: Extracurriuculakctivities

In 2005 and 2006 the Fraser Institute included a new descriptive performance
indicator. It was called tha?{ LJ2 NI & t | NJarddGtd indlusioh Zighaled lthé S Q

PaC2N) a0Kz22ta T2N g Kdapresulis KeSaud onty DB or gfirks evehiSlgtRtieNJ
School vs exam mark differengds & ¢ SAIKGSR 4 wmxré 6/ 26t S8 9 9lalzyz

°% Where noComposite dropout rateould be calculated, th&raduation rateg F & 6 SAIKGSR G H®
(Cowley & Easton, 2003, p. 57).
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CNJ & S NJ Ldgsielth brozde8h® docus of theReport Carél (Cowley & Easton,
2005, p. 4peyond academic results.

Sports Participation Rate

G¢KS AYRAOIFG2NI LINPGARSE | YSIF&ada2NB 2F (K
encourages its students to adopt and maintain a healthy and active

lifestyle. The indicator reports the proportion of the students at each

school who were registered members of at least one interschool sports

G§SFY RdzNAY 3 ({Ceey & Eakién22005,8) NE

N

Althoughthe Fraser Institute hoped that sports participation rate would become a KPI

GKFG FFrOU2NBR AyG2 || ao0OK22fQa 20SNIff NIFGAY:
cardt even as a descriptive measurén 2006 for a number of reasons. To begin with,

smdler schools would not have the resources available to run a myriad of
extracurricular sport teams larger schools in the province would have. As well, the
NFGA2y I §S IABSY o6& GKS CNI &S Nitdesghaddspartslzi S F 2 NJ
teams encarage students to participate in an active and healthy life style, to engage in
LI2aAGAGBS O2YLISGAGA2Y S | YR (2 (Comih & RastanS | Y 2 NJ
2005, p. 4)discounts the very real possiiyl that students playing nogompetitive,

WFdzy QX AYUNF YdzNI £ &AL NI & RdzZNAYy 3 fdzy OK | yR | 7
making the same active, healthy, lifestyle choices as student athletes. Finally it is

entirely possible that students delmp teamwork and leadership skills by engaging in

positive competition beyond thehabitus of sports. Public speaking, debating,

participating in band ensembles, and school drama productions also promotes

important skill sets in students the Fraser Instiutientifies as being associated with

competitive sports. Here then we see another example of how the Fraser Institute

makes visible dimensions of school culture that define, limit, and homogenize the
experience of students because the Fraser Institute iad OO S & & (Qbveley R G I £

Easton, 2005, p. 4hat make such comparisons possibleSuch access was shdisted,

°L ¢The data used to calculatthis indicator only represent those students actually registered on school
teams sanctioned by BC School Sports and regulated by its 18 Sports Commissions. There are other
LJ2 Lddzf F NJ aLI2NJia &adzOK Fa 1 201Se3x [ ONBwBCSSand afeR DA NI Q&
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K2 ¢ S @S NIJhe Bokr8 g Ditectors of British Columbia School Sports Association
decided trat these data would no longer be shared with us. For this reason, this
valuable indicator of a neacademic aspect of school performance is no longer included
in the Report Carél(Cowley & Easton, 2007, p..#)is relevant to note here the extent

to which the Fraser Institute is limited in developing its ranking rubric when it is denied

access to data that it deems important.

Iteration #4 (2007): A Revised Graduation Program

¢ KS CNJI & S sthobhdrkidghrubrizincgegséd from eight KPIs to nine in
the spring of 2007. This change reflected the Ministnposed changes that had
previously defined a 52redit graduation program over two years (Grades 11 and 12) to
a revised, 8&redit graduation progranover three years (Grades 10, 11, and 12). The
HAnT SRAGAZ2Y 2F GKS CNIASNJ LyadAddziSQa &a0K2?2
change and the results of compulsory Grade 10 exam data were included for the first
time (Cowley & Easton, 2007)
Table 12shows the composition and relative weighting of KPIs used by the
Fraser Institute during its fourth iteration to rank secondary schools in British Columbia

for co-educational (Cded) and single sex sdbls (SSS).

therefore, not included in these data. In addition, some schools may not have registered their grades 7, 8
2N ¢ GSIFYazr S@Sy G(GK2dAK A0 Aa F NBAANBYSydad 2F ./ {{¢
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Tablel2: Relative percentage weights of KPIs for iteration #4

Iteration #4 (2007)
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) CoEd | sSs
1. Avg. Exam Mark (Grade 12) 15%
2. Avg. Exam Mark (Grade 16) 5%
3. Percentage of ExasrFailed® (Grade 10 & 12 Exam:s 20%
4. School vs. Exam Mark Differenc¢English 12) 10% | 20%
5. Exams Taken per Student 20%
6. Graduation Rate® 10% or 20%
7. English 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a
8. Math 12 Gender Gap 5% n/a
9. Delayed Advancement Rate 10% or0%
Total 100%
MA® tIFNBYydaQ ! dSNI IS Ly Descriptive
11. Kind of School (Public vs. Private) Descriptive
12. Socioeconomic Indicator (SES) Descriptive
13. Grade 12 Enrolment Descriptive
14. Semiotic Trend Progress Indicators Descriptive
15. % ES&tudents Descriptive
16.% Special Needs Students Descriptive
17. % French Immersion Students Descriptive

Table compiled from the following sourcéSowley & Easton, 2007)

Not only were Grade 10 examinati results in math, science, and English
AyOf dzZRSR F2NJ 0KS FANBROG GAYS Ay | al0K22ft Qa

Institute changed how the average examination mark was calculated for each school as

52Applications of Mathematics 12; BC FirstiNa$ Studies 12; Biology 12: Chemistry 12; Communications

12; English 12; English Literature 12; Frangais Langue Premiere 12; Francais Langueli@atemsimn

12; French 12; Geography 12; Geology 12; German 12; History 12; Japanese 12; Mandarin Chinese 12
Physics 12; Principles of Mathematics 12; Punjabi 12; Spanish 12; and Technical Professional
Communications 12.

%3 Applications of Mathematics 10; Essentials of Mathematics 10; Principles of Mathematics 10; English
10; Science 10. (Studene&nrol in one d the three mathematics courses: Applications, Essentials, or
Principles.)

**This KPI reflects theercentage of gradd 0 and gradel2 provincial examinations failed.

*° The weighting of this KPI is markedly different inEtb and SSS because subpmcfic gender gap
indicators not applicable to SSSs. In 2007 the gender gap KPI reflected English 12 results only.

°% @Where noComposite dropout rateould be calculated, th&raduation rateg F & ¢ SAIKGSR G H®
(Cowley & Easton, 2007, p. 49)



well. Whereas previous iterations assigreedialue to the percentage of Grade 12 exams

failed within any given school, the revised iteration assigned a value to the percentage

of Grade 10Gand Grade 12 examinations failed. This marked the first time in the history

of the ranking that data sets obit#ed from separate grades within the same the school

were conflated under a single K@owley & Easton, 20070 2007 the Fraser Institute

also expanded the categories of students it made visible within@shay including the

percentage of French Immersion students; the percentage of special needs students;

FYR GKS LISNOSyidlFr3IsS 2F 9{[ aWuR@y wanttoNSIA A0S
compare academic results, these statistics can be used to find otheplscitvhere the
d0dzRSy i o02Re& KI a Chwey &IEdstor) ROOMND. QfiisNRAani A O4& ¢
AYLRNIFYG adrdSYSyid o0SOFdzaS AG dzyRSNERO2NBa
recognizes the influedS O2y (i SEldzl € FI OlG2NAR LX I & Ay I &O0OK
suggests that the Fraser Institute could change the way it presents schools to the public.

Instead of comparing all schools to each other the Fraser Institute could group schools

by comnon organizational capacity characteristics. That is to say, instead of making

invisible entire populations of ESL students the Fraser Institute could choose to include

them and group schools that share similar student profile characteristics. In this way,

parents could identify schools the Fraser Institute deems as being effective in helping

ESL students achieve levels of success in the classroom as opposed to negating their

statistical presence described earlier.

Iteration #5 (20082010): Revised Univetsi Admission Policy Changes

The fiftt and mostcurremt A G SN} G A2y 2F (GKS CNI} aSNJ Lyad
NBLIZ2NI OFNR y20 2yfté NBFfSOGSR OKIy3ISa Ay
examination assessment policy, but it also reflected Canadian univeasitission
policies that no longer required Grade 12 students to write Grade 12 provincial
examinations(McGill University, 2010)The implicion of this policy shift by some
Canadian universities meant that British Columbian students could be accepted into

postsecondary, degregranting programs based on their schasdued (yeaend)
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grades without having to write compulsory provincial exaations® ¢ KS a Ay A & (i NB Q:
revised graduation program also meant that students would have to write a total of five
compulsory exams over the three years that defined the 2004 Graduation Program.
They were: math 10, science 10, English 10, socials 11, adhEhg. The Fraser
Institute conflated the average examination data obtained from students in grades 10,
11, and 12 into a single measure. These changes affected how KPIs were devised and
used by the Fraser Institute to rank secondary schools in Britkhr®ia.

Table 13identifies the KPIs devised by the Fraser Institute to construccit®ot
ranking rubricin its latest iteratiort Iteration #5. It also shows the relative percentage
weights of each KPI in 2008, 2009, and 2010. It is important to note that gender
gap KPIs in math and English reflected data obtained from Grade 10 student§ énk.A a
change was made because the provincial examination in Principals of Mathematics 12
the results from which were previously used in the calculation of itithematics
gendergap A & Yy 2 f 2y 3 §ewley K Fditbni ZD08B €. Zhis was also true
of every other grade 12 course that was also a provincially examinable course. That is to
say, studentsenrolled in provincially examinable Grade 12 courses no longer had to
write compulsory Grade 12 subject exams in order to receive credit for the course. This
AAIAYATFAOLI YOGt & RAYAYAAKSR 0KS AYLERNIFYOS DNJI |
overall ranking. Asuch, the revised graduation program refocused the examination
spotlight to direct its attention on the examination results achieved by Grade 10
d0dzRSytad ¢KSNB 46SNBE a2YS 20KSNJ y20l06fS OK
iteration. As aresult of theDK I y3Sa (2 GKS YAYyAauNEBQa GSada
GLI23aAofS FdzZNIKSNI OKIy3aSa (G2 GKS FRYAaaAz2y:
(Cowley & Easton, 2008, p. #he Fraser Institute removed the pasipation rate KPI
indicator from their report card because it no longer served as a way to differentiate
0SUsSSYy aoOKz22fad ! yRSNI (KS a alysudettdNdeea NBOIJA A

" English 12 istill a compulsory course every universitgund student is required to take. Final English
MH 3INIRS& Ay . NARGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAl O2yiAydzSR dsBuelNBFt SOG |
mark and their compulsory English 12 examination mark.
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required to write five provincial examinations over three years.well, the gender gap

index accounted for 12% of the variation betweenezhicational (public) schools and

single sex (private and Independent) schoalp 2% from the previous iteration.
Finally,awhere noComposite dropout rateould be calculated, th€raduation ratewas
GSAIAKGSR G wpré o/ 26fSe& 3 9lLadz2ys wnnysZ
iteration of the ranking, therefore, a revised rubric that makes it more difficult to
capture the statistical variability between schools in a uniform way bsedhe relative
weightings of KPIs used to tell stories about schools are used in different ways. This is
especially problematic given the logic underpinning standardized formulaa tnat

2008 makes room for increasing states of exception between schools.
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Tablel3: Relative percentage weights of KPIs for iteration #5

lteration #5 (2008, 2009, & 2010)
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) CoEducational | Single Sex Schoo

1. Avg. Exam Mark 25%
2. Percentage of Exams Failed 25%
3. Shool vs. Exam Mark Differenceé 13% 25%
4. English 10 Gender G&p 6% n/a
5. Math 10 Gender Gap 6% n/a
6. Graduation Rat&" 12.5% or 25%
7. Delayed Advancement Rdte 12.5% or 0%

Total 100%
8. Parents Average Education Descriptive
9. Kind of School (Plibvs. Private) Descriptive
10. Socioeconomic Indicator (SES) Descriptive
11. Grade 12 Enrolment Descriptive
12. %ESL Students Descriptive
13. %Special Needs Students Descriptive
14. %French Immersion Students Descriptive

Table compiled from the folwing sources(Cowley & Easton, 2008owley & Easton,
2009;Cowley, et al., 2010)

%8 Mandatory provinciakexaminations were administered in the following grati® gradell, and grade

12 subjects: Applications of Mathematics 10; Principles of Mathematics 10; Essentials of Mathematics 10;
Science 10; English 10; Social Studies 11; CivieSttiBC First Nations Studies 12; Communications 12;
English 12; Francais Langue Premiére 10; Francais Langue Premiére 12; and Technical Professional
Communications 12.

*¥ The shool vs exam mark indicator was redesigned for the 2009 and 2010 report. ocatseach

school, this indicator (in the tables School vs. exam mark difference) gives the average amount (for all

gradel0, gradell, and gradanH O2dzNESa A GK | YIFYRFG2NE LINROBAYOAL
markt 1 KS | aaSaavySyid 2nhg thati©Raddiyihez&Bod (exedéedstth® exbch mark in

that course (Cowley, et al., 2010, p..6)

% ¢For schools for which there were no gendgap results because only boys or girls wereoled, the

School vs exam mark differensasweh IKG SR | & wpzé o/ 26t Se& 9 9Fad2ys wHnn)
® For schools in which every student graduateis KPI counts for 25%. For schools in whichevery

student graduates this KPI counts for 12.5%.

%2 For schools in which eved (1l dzZRSy i 3INI RdzZRBE & e RS NIR Ok 3hOGFRBEG NI G S¢
O2dzyla +Fa m:d C2NJ 4a0K22fa Ay SKAOK &a2YS aiddRSyilia R2y(



KPI# 6: Graduation Rate

(20082010)

G¢CKA& AYRAOLI GBebEd abMaricdmiért Rtednpares theS
number of students eligible to graduatenrolled in the school on
September 30 with the number of students who actually graduate by the
end of the same school year. Only thoserollees who are capable of
graduating with their class within the current schg@ar are included in
GKS O2dzyi 2F &bwley & Babt@h, 28081p oYzl (G S & ¢

KPI1 #7: Delayed Advancement Rate
(20082010)
G¢KA& AYRAOFG2NI YSI &dzNB&a GKS SEGSYyd G2 61
in chool and progressing in a timely manner toward completion of their
diploma program. It uses data that report the educational status of
students one year after they hawenrolled in a given grade at a school in
NR& ( A & K (Qodléy & Edstbrl, 2008, p. 8)

In 2008 the Fraser Institute acknowledged something that many of its critics had
been saying since the first time the school report card was published ten yearsearlier
dWhen a school had higher incomerpats, theOverall ratingat the school was likely to
0S KA@dvENE Easton, 2009, p. 10)hat is interesting to note abouthis
admission is Cowley ar@lF 3 G2y Qa OoHnnpyd F22ay2medt. WK G | OC
points the reader to a related but differentt finding in their 2000 report whereby the
I dZzi K2NBE GARSYUGAFTFASR 2yS OKI NI OGdSNBw@EIA O GKI G
rating: the average number of years of education of the most educateént in a two
parent family (or of the lone parent in a single pardnt Y A(Cowvldyé&Easton, 2000,
p. 12) The same footnote also points the reader to Appendix 2 inde KA NR ! yy dzl f
Report Card on BritiK / 2f dzZYo Al Qa {SS/QARAVIRISNEE  {aGaKS2 2af daNK Y
SO2y 2 YA O (Codley &En&dng2000, p. 11®) | SNB | ydzYoSNJ 2F WA
G NRAEFO6fS yI YSa ecoRti familfalicéntext MeSFsai [AsGiteds able
to quantify. They intude: average parental incomeverage parental g@rnment
transfer payment income, average parental other incoipercentage of target families
in which the principal parent claims no knoadgge of either officialanguage average

age of the principbparent in the target familiegercentage of target families in which



there is only one parent thatesides in the homeand the average number of years of

education of themost educated parentThe coefficients aggied to each of these

G NAFofSa ogSNBE faz2 y2SRe® LG Aa Of SN FNRY
SRAzOI GA2ylf SELISNASYOS 61 a aKz2gy G2 aAIYATFAC

99% confidence leve{Cowley & Easton, 2000, p. 119)These detailed statistical
disclosures, however, did not appear in the appendices of successive Fraser Institute
reports.

What is important to noténereis the demonstrated ability of the Fraser Institute
to capure amyriad of soci® 02y 2 YA O FI OG2NR Al 0SftASGSa
rating beyond This statistical recognition highlights an inherent limitation embedded in
the school raking reports in every one of its ranking iteratiottsat conditions «ist for
students outside the classroom that (positively and negatively) affect their levels of
achievementinsidethe classroom over which teachers have absolutely no control. This
fact disrupts the legitimacy of a school ranking system that has been factnted by
the Fraser Institute to measure the effectiveness of teachers in secondary school
classrooms through British Columbia. When the Fraser Institute acknowledges that (at
least) two socioeconomic factardJr NBy d a eand Ay By $a Q | @8 NI 3 S
are determinant factors in how schools rank on its annual school report card but
renders them statistically invisibli their ranking rubricdisciplinary power is being
exercised by one group on another.

It is relevant ta not only how the Fraser Instite manages to capture and
guantify socioeconomic contextual measures that are known to affect how students

perform at schoal but the way such indices are used by the Fraser Institute to

o2y

SR

GYSI adaNBE 2F GKS adz00Saa 27F a0 Kaatéridticsio? | 002 dz

0 KS & dzR(Coiey &oFEag®a, 2009, p. 1The authors illustrate the potential its

data has to tell different kinds of stories about schools by way of an example.

a wubirgy the 2007/208 school year, Pinetree Secondary, a public school
in Coquitlam, achieved aDverall ratingof 7.6 and yet, when the average
parental income of the student body is taken into account, the school
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was expected to achieve a rating of only about 5.9. Therdiffce of 1.7

is reported in the tables. On the other hand, the act@aerall ratingof

H. D. Stafford Secondary in Langley was 4.6, although its predicted rating

was 6.2. The reported difference for H. D. Stafford¢k6. This

measurement suggests thaPinetree is more successful than H. D.
{GFFF2NR AYy SylofAy3a Fff 2Towkyws&a aiddzRSyda
Easton, 2009, p. 10)

2 KIFG A& AGNALAYy3I | o62dzi GKA& SEI wAling A& (K
ideological formation (IDE)its W& | & 2 T schadkSstatstibdly recognizes the

challenges classroom teachers face. However sensitive the Fraser Institute may be to
external conditions that have been shown to impact student performance & iy

they choose not to include them as KPIs in their ranking. That is, socioeconomic indices

serve a descriptive purpose and their inclusion in the report does not impact the overall

rating of schools in a material wayespite providing a clear ratioreafor why the Fraser

Institute changed how the report card was manufactured for its fifth iterdtia@dition

it is important to note that single sex schools continued to be treated differently from
co-educationalschools at least statistically. As well @ & L}2aaAofS FT2N Wi:
aAy3atS A4SE a0Okz2z2fa (2 0S8 NIyl1SR | O02NRAY3
delayed advancement rates approximated zero. Their public sclometducationa)

counterparts like, for example, Prince of Wales Secondaere ranked according to

seven KPIs. This discrepancy is especially noteworthy because it underscores the
statistical variation that exists inwhat has been promoted by the Fraser Institute as

being an objective measure of school performance. When gend#fferences that

account for 12% of the statistical variation are combined with delayed advanced rates

that account for another 12.5% of the variation there exists a potential for 24.5% of the

statistical variation between schools to be unequally accedrior.

% Gender gap indicators were-gesigned in the 2009 and 2010 report cards. Whereas previous iterations
had the gender gap dicators reflect the difference between schesbued and provincial examination
results the revised KPI calculated the differebetween boys and theirls in the marks they received on
the mandatory provinciakxams in each of the compulsory coursese Télative percatage weighting of

the KPI, however, remained the same.
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Conclusion

The Fraser Institute has shaped how secondary schools are perceived in British
Columbia by developing a ranking rubric that forces an epistemic consciousness on the
public about what they thinks matters in education. Their vision folding schools
accountable is grounded in the belief that complex organizations (like schools) can be
understood in objective and discrete terms called key performance indicators (KPIs). In
devising its own accountability system the Fraser Institute hasitag its mission
driven logic of practice onto the field of education; a logic that is highly contested given
the mandate schools have to serve the diverse educational needs of students.

In devising an accountability tool that establishes what is relewaudt what is
not within the field of education, the Fraser Institute promotes a régime of truth that
exerts disciplinary power on schools and school systems. | have shown that a ranking
instrument that is promoted by the Fraser Institute as being objealives not serve all
schools in the same way. An analysis of ranking data available in British Columbia from
19982010 shows that the percentage of plibA O a OK22f a AM@uade Ay 3 Wi
decile scoregnitially equaled, or surpassed, the percentageimdependent/private
a0K22fta 200dzLleAy 3 GKS & litt&ion BlitBeLdtportdcdd® § & R dzNJ
However, siccessive statistical iterations brought with it notable changes in how public
a0K22fta TINBR 2y (KS WCINIRENAWMIEYrdsiltddinS Q& NI LI
I @aA3AYATFAOIY(d NBRA &G NIn@BdishAClymbiaSpecifiéall bl NI y 1 S
analysis of the data shows a marked reduction in the percentage of public schools
200dzLIe Ay 3 WiG2LIQ NI Y1 S Rncedwérg includey i thérinRigg ISy RS
rubric. During the three years that defindd L G S NJ dppréxiyhatelyfft@percent
OprErL 2F UKS LINRPGAYOSQa Wi2LIQ NI yréldseR & O0OK22f€
data was introduced into thechootranking rulicF 2 NJ WL GSNY G A2 WiRWIOD (KS
rankedpublic schools dropped to tepercent (10%). Despite another statistical revision
to the ranking rubric in 2003 that rendered invisible the impact ESL students had on
examination averages the number of pighschools occupyiny i Baslfons has not

reached the same apar level they experienced during the first iteration. This suggests
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an inherent bias in the ranking rubric thaéwards and punishes certain kinds of
schools.

The art and science of rewardjrand punishing schools in this way relies on a
whole technology of representation that has at its functional core surveillance. School
rankings act like 17century Panoptic prison towers because they operationalize power
in similar ways. They are simildbecause both constructs serve as instruments of
disciplinary power that have been designed to monitor and scrutinize human activity. As
instruments, however, panoptic prisons and schoiking rubrics limit what can be
WaSSyQ 2y (K SThefFkaSet IRstit@eFimitd RsHidldboh visibilitygbypreducing
schools to a number of discrete measures called KPIs while at the same time disregards
the impact descriptive measures have on student achievement patterns. The selective
use and manipulatioof data in this way not only limits the kinds of stories that can be
told about schoofs but, as importantly may be viewed as an act of discretionary power
in and of itself: The Fraser Institute chooses what KPIs it uses to construct its ranking
while schmls have no say in the matter. Herein lies one of the principal objections that
ONRGAOAE 2F aoOKz22f NI y{iAy3a KIFI@gS (G2 GKS
accountability debate: It is considered by most teachers to be contextually void of
meaning beause it discounts the owdf-class experiences that students quite naturally
bring with them to school. Moreover the emancipatory possibility of redretbe place
where surveillance, disclosure, transparency, knowledge, languageggmdesof truth
colide on the broader field of judgmentis diminished by a ranking discourse that
perceives redress through the single lens of performativity. This-domensional
perspective has very real implications because it limits how an instrument of power can
be usedto address social justice related issues that have always existed will
continue to exist in schools of every imaginable type.

Measurement is not the enemy. Establishing ddtaven achievement patterns
in students from different backgroundstisn factt a key first step to improving the
educational experience for all students. If gendap KPIs, for example, suggest that

boys and girls have significantly different student achievement patterns within the
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classroom context then redress is possible to éx¢ent this variation is determined to

be a function of discrepant pedagogical practices that discriminate based on gamdler
the extent to which discriminating practices change to address the learning needs of
boys and girls equally. But when the samessbility exists to statistically demarcate
student achievement patterns that are more closely aligned to socioeconomic condition
in amaterial way the Fraser Institute ranking falls short.

The disciplinary power embedded within the ranking rubric, themefas a
power that is born out of a régime of truth that identifies KPIs in the first place and
assigns relative percentage weights to each of them in the second place. Descriptive
measures do not exercise disciplinary power in the same way because they a
metaphorically 8 A f SYOSR® ¢KSe& NB wasSSyQ odzi y2i
the ranking rubric over descriptive measures in this way stands at its functional core. It
has been manufactured this way. Moreover, it demonstrates how power is
operationalized through the principle of rarefaction because we see in the elevated KPI
aidlddza o6G4KSAS YSFadaNBa NB waSSyo FyR
descriptivemeasurecounterpart. Were the Fraser Institute to redefine the KPIs used in
its ranking rubric to include descriptive measures the instrument could be used to exert
a different kind of disciplinary power on the field of education power that addressed
contextual differences that continue to exist between students beyond the limits
imposed by gender. A deliberate attempt by the Fraser Institute to include a more
nuanced and balanced portrayal of schools in this way would result in a radically
RAFTFSNBY G LAOGAINE 2F 6KI(G &adzO0Saa f221a

clasrooms.
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CHAPTER 5: Discursive Practices and the MechahiCapital Mobilization

Introduction

The purpose of Chapter 5 is twWold: (1) to showhow competing agentsise
language to mediate relationships of power; and (2) to show how competing agents
acquire, consolidate, and leverage capital on the field of power to promote divergent
visions about the role school rankings should play in holding teachers accountable for
theirworl ® 5N} gAy3d OKASTFEeEe 2y Lzt AaAaKSRWWYWSRALI | C
documents, the analysis shows2 6 I NBIFfAdGe& SFTFFSOU o661 a ONBI
over time that private schools were better than public schools. This impressawed
beyond published ranking scores amngs bolstered by articles, letters, aneditorials
that appearedin newspapers, whichighlighted the differences between plib and
private school systems, and the teachers working within them. The chapter has been
organized to show how knowledge discourses (that initially characterized the school
wide accountability debate) shifted over time to become action discourses (that focused
0KS Llzot A 0Qa rélaliachship betwksh schobl intpfoEmerstnd school
choice.)Problematizing the impaaliscoursehad on shaping public perception in this
way is key to understanding whgtudent enrolment patterns in private and public
schools changed appreciably since the ranking was first published in TBBSis an
important consideration because once choice is successfully admitted as a regulative
rhetorical device on the field gfowerin which public, private, and independent schools
compete for limited resources new forces emerge that can alter the educational
landscapeThe chapter also explores tmeethodsby which the Fraser Institute inserted
itself into the lives of elementary and Aboriginal studentsoth within and beyond the
borders of British Columbtabecause, | believe, it says something about the techniques
and instruments of power used by the Fraser Institute to gain political and symbolic
captal on an expanding field of accountability. To this end | focus on how the Fraser
Institute established relationships with other political agents that share a sitmalaitus

to expand and promote its privatization agenda in British Columbia and elsewher
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The chapter is organized around the following research questions:

1. How can agents use language to mediate relationships of power and
privilege in social interactions, institutions, and bodies of knowledge?
How does the naturalization of ideologies coatsout?

2. What particular régimes of truth are manufactured by the media about
aSO2yRIFNE ada0Kz22fa (2 O2yadNHzOG I+ NBFfAGE
the state of secondary school education in British Columbia?

3. How do different agents involved in themang debate mobilize different

forms of capital on the field of power to promote their respective
agendas with respect to schools?

These questionwvill be addressed by drawing on elements of the schematic that |

presented in Figure 4. It is important tte that when | talk about Bourdigud y 2 GA 2y 2 7F
WFASE RAQ UGUKNRBdAzZAK2dzi GKA&a OKFLIGSNI GKFG L dGKA
fields: The field of visibility; the field of accountability; the field of education; the field of

judgment; the feld of politic; and the field of power. All of these fields occupy the social

space; a space inhabited by different agents who compete for, acquire, and leverage

capital on different but interdependent fields at the same time. As well it is essential to

note here that | perceive discourse to be a form of Bourdau capital that is used by

competing agents to naturalize their ideological perspectivesraginesof truth. What

follows is an analysis of how discourse is leveraged on multiple fields byedtfegents

to effect an outcome 'y 2dziO2YS GKIFG KFra Fad Aa O2NB i

secondary schools in British Columbia.

Knowledge Discourses
5StAYSFGAY3 GKS | OO0O2dzyGlroAftAGe FASER sAGK
performing schols in British Columbia proved controversial from the beginning. The
LINSAARSYGd 2F GKS . NARGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAl ¢S
NAOGSR (KS KAIK a0OKz22f NBLERZ2NIG OFNR lFa oS

T« <

o R
Q< (>
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(Proctor, 1998d, p. A37He went on to characterize the Fraser Institute ayt@i &-NA I K {
gAy3¢ YR RANBOGfeEe OKIfftSyasSR: y2i 2yfteée GK
ONBRAOGATAGE 2F tSGSNI /2¢6fSe gKSyYy KS alFARI ¢
ol O1 3NER dzy R  ABfoctof,| 1898& p.AABKeger further questioned the
journalistic integrity ofThe Provinceéby attacking the newspagy for publishing the
NFYy{1Ay3 Ay GKS FANBRG LI IFOS 6KSYy KSt alARI a
surelyThe ProvincE ELJISOG & (2 68 KStR | O02dzyiil6tS G2 ¢
(Proctor, 1998d, p. A3)

In marked contrast, Michael Walker, the then Executive Director of the Fraser

Institute, dis€ 2a SR (GKS GKAY]l GlFy1Qa Y20A0Sa T2N LINEP

G¢KS LINAYFNE ONBlFraz2ye Aa G2 LINRPOARS 0
SlidzA @It Syd 2F | aO02yadzySNDa NBLR2NIE
parents and children who have no choice howeithschool performs

relative to schools in other areas. We also wish to inform the producers

2 T S R d4Brodioh 29984, p. A37)

KS
!

Theschootwide accountability framework, therefore, was originally positioned within a

broader knowledge discourse that: (1) provided information to consumers of education,

(2) madecomparisons between public, private, and independent high schools, and (3)

informed educators, administrators, and school trustees about how well they were

doing their jobs. With one broasweeping accountability stroke the published report

card on secondy schools rendered judgment on an educational collective that cut

through the vertical slice of the entire educational system. In creating a report whereby

schools were pitted against schools under the guise dfJa NSy G Qa4 NAIKG 02
neighbourhood, disict, regional, and socieconomic boundaries were obliterated in a

NI y{Ay3d GKIFd F20dzaSR SEOf dzaA @St e 2y LINROAY O
LINPOS&aa 2F YIF1Ay3a Y2NB LINBEOA &S RmatarA Yy OUA2Y 3
1998d, p. A37)This is an important statement because it underscores théndts

epistemic framework on which the Fraser Institute approached school wide
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accountability from the beginnirgthat it was possible to measure school performance
and to rank schools accordingly.

b20 adz2NLINRaAy3Afe 2| 1 SNDaOtheSaydnisldppear®dA Ry 2
on the playing field of school wide accountability. They positioned themselveiseict
2 LILI2 & A U A 2 ¥ helofic arid lthe {o§idbiEs&nted\aly the school ranking rubric
Their agenda was to redefine and expand the bouretanf play by changing the
RAAO2dzNES 1 02dzi K2¢g &a0K22fta 6SNB OKIF NI OGSNRI
card. These agents included thousands of teachers and administrators who had been
engaged in the school wide accountability game long betloeeFraser Institute stepped
onto their field of play. They were more interested in having conversations aboat wh
the Fraser Institute could nateasure in the life world of students attending British
[ 2f dzYoAl Qa KAIK &OKz2 2 axallidd yfoRthey defensei NIINRK & A Y
202S00SR (2 GKS oAla KS 0StASOSR gl a AyKSNB
ranking. Krieger spoke for thousandshard working, committed, high school teacker
throughout the province when he said the Frasestitute was not measuring what
NBIFffe YIGGSNBR Ay &d0K22f&ayYy at2@0SNIe& FyR LI
fora highNJ y { S R (Rrdotér21998d p. A3)

The Fraser Institute was not detracted by oppositional voices and sought to expand
its readership base by publishing its own material about schdwlthe spring of 1998
the Fraser Institute published a policy paper cald, { SO2y RII NBE { OK22f a w¢
. NR (0 A & K for tBeffirdzYiroeXQowleyet al., 1998) This policy documentA Fraser
Institute Occasional Paperhas been published every year since and can be
R2oyf2FRSR FNRY (GKS CN}IaSN LyadAaiddziSQa 6Soa
GKS CNJ} &SN LyadAaddziSQa &a0Kz22f NIylAy3a Ay gl
press They aramportant because thg serve as the scaffolding from which the Fraser
Institute initially builds (and later promotes) its commanding presence on the field of
school wide accountability.

The second report published in this series was especially relevant $eciau

RSA&ONRO0Sa F2dzNJ al t ASyd LeRAyda GKIG O2yGdSEG
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strategy in promoting school choice as well as the tactics by which the strategy is
orchestrated.The first point makes clear that Fraser Institute school rankin§s aét 6 I & SR
2y a0dzRSy (i NBadzZ G§a RFGIF LINE JEdwBYRt alg 39991 KS . ®/
p. 3) Strategically, it was imperative for the Fraser Institute to align itself with the data
provided by tle Ministry of Education in the beginning because the ranking garnered a
degree of legitimacy as a resulthe Ministry was not in a position to devalue the data
used by the Fraser Institute to compile its ranking because the Ministry had collected
the datain the first place. This put the Ministry is an awkward position because the
Fraser Institute was able to use data that had been collected by the Ministry about
schools and student achievement in any way it deemed necessary. This effectively
buffered the FFaser Institute in a way that was very important because the data used by
the Fraser Institute to compile its first secondary school report card could not be
challenged on its epistemic foundation as being invalid and/or unreliable. This was the
principal strategic foundation upon which the Fraser Institute ranking of schools was
built. It also served as the principal foundation on which to legitimize school rankings
from the beginning.

The second point speaks to a mounting public critique by the Fras#utes not
only on the state of secondary schools in British Columbiat as importantly, on the
state of an ineffective government. The rationale for establishing the ranking within the
broader discourse of critique helped position the Fraser Institutthiwithe broader
context of political forces at play during the time. Specifically, there were two reasons
OAUOSR T2NJ gKeé (GKS CNI&ASN)I LyadAdGdziS FStd Ad
schools. The first was to improve the overall performanteahmools operating within a
ONR1SY oO6FlyR SELSyaArodSo SRdOFGA2ylt &d2adisSyo
billion spent each year educating students from kindergarten to grade 12, the British
Columbia Ministry of Education makes no systematic etimdetermine whether each
da0K22t A& STTSOGAODS (BofleydtklS1980Apa 4K infeBce 2 T A G &
made here was that the lefeaning NDP government was not being responsible to the

electorate. Even though billions of tax dollars were being directed toward th& k



educational systenthe Fraser Institute pointed out thahere was no systematic effort
to determine the overall effectiveness of schools by the government. If nothingtbtse,
Fraser Institute ranking of schools made the NDP seem ineffectual because there was no
discernable system in place by the NDP government to hold itself accountable for how
taxpaying dollars were being spent within the Ministry of Education. The seeastn
given by the Fraser Institute to rank British Columbian high schools was to promote
consumer awareness. In highlighting the ability of sBhell NSy & | yR aidzRRSy
YIEye LINIGAEA 2F GKS LINPGAYOSXi(i2 OKz22ag |Yz2y3a ¢
once again begins to shift public discourse aafB ¥ WLI NBy il {(y26ft SR3
G261 NR WLI NBy il f(Covdey,2eh ab,S1998 Jp.a4ne aziteht $oavéhich
parental choice lessens the finaakt burden on British Columbian taxpayers is
a2YSUKAY3 (GKS CNI aSNJ Ly ail mndividia bedefif e a I A BS
IANBIFGSN) OK2A 0SSz O2YLISGAGA DS (Thd Pxkbed lashitg, | y R LIS
2010d)

The third point addressed key criticisms that were levied by a chorus of vocal critics
in response to the first report card published in 1998. Of the seven criticisms addressed
by the Fraser Institute in its policy document all but one aratezl to the statistical
aspects of the ranking, which have been discussed in Chapter 4. The remaining criticism
levied at the Fraser Institute pertained to their practice of comparing public with private
schools in the same report. Many critics believetd th G A G ¢2dz R 6S oSG SN
leagues, one for public schools, which, it was maintained, do not select their students in
any way and another a sort of Premier leaguefor the independent schools that are
selective in their admission policies and thenef can create a student body of
SEOSttSyids Y2GAJI (S RCowleyyeRal. a1690)p25NE Sukhorsi G dzR Sy { ¢
of the report categorically rejected this criticism given their ideological stance that
LI NBy Gt alF ¢l NBySaa 2F (GKS adz00Saa 02N FlAfc

% At the time, parents and students throughout the province were given some ability to choose among
education providers. They could, for example, choose between neighbourhood pultiolscmagnet
schools, independent and private schools, and even home schooling. The number of choices that parents
and students had, however, was informed by the geographical and -scoitomic factors the Fraser
Institute deemphasized.
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LINE DA RSA dzaSTFdzZ AYyF2NNIFGA2Y F2N 0KS STFTF2NI
(Cowley, et al., 1999, p..5)

The fourth and final point describes Fraser Institute plans to develop an expanded
network of data gathering with the goal of making the ranking more statistically
relevant in future report cards. Consider the following plans the Fraser Institute had for
itsFdzi dzZNBE NBLR2 NI ayY aw28S akKlhtf Ay@SadAadalriasS (K¢
LISNF2NXYIFyOS YSIFada2NBa GKFG | NB 2y f{(Qoweydlt At of !
et al., 1999, p. 4)This kindof documented, longrange, plaamaking demonstrates the
methods by which the Fraser Institute intended to strengthen its statistical report from
the beginning. As well, it established the kinds of relationships the Fraser Institute
hoped to cultivate in oder to access the kind of data it needed to produce a more
statistically nuanced school ranking. At issue for the Fraser Institute was developing a
methodology for determining the valuedded measure of school effectiveness in the

marketplace of schools.

LY YSEG &SI NDa NBLRNI OFNR 6S gAaftft YSI
developing its students over the secondary school years with more

accuracy. We will incorporate into the report card newly available school

performance data derived from certain Grade r&3ults. By doing so, we

K2LJ)S (2 LINPOYGARS | YSI&adaNBE 2F (GKS @t f dzS |
(Cowley, et al., 1999, p..5)

What is relevant to note at this juncture is the extent to which the Fraser ustitlies,

not only on the Ministry of Education to expand its database of school performance
measures, but also on districts and individual schools. In this way the breaking down (or
serialization) of the larger system by the Fraser Institute makes lgessiferences at

other levels as well: (1) the school level (secondary schools); (2) the system level (public
versus private), and (3) the professional level (teachers and administrators). The
presentation of data in this way gives the Fraser Instituteertotalizing power because

the field of visibility changes amhich the school accountability game is play&tiere is

y2 Sal0l LIS FNRY GKS Todlansd Nocumghti deactibezli ®edda I 1
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NBfl 0A2YyaKALI 0S06SSy (KS od peFfaingahk dng schibdl G dzi S Q a

improvement when ipronounced

ceasily accessible reporting of school performance is a necessary element

of an effective program of continuous improvement in the delivery of

education. With such a régime in place pareatsl students can make

NFGA2ylf OK2A0Sa gKSy O2y@avkgnNih y3d SRdAzOI
al., 1999, p. 74)

¢tKS TFT2NBaKlIR2gAYy3IsS GKSyZ 2F GKS -vadel aSNJ Ly
accountability framewtk away from knowledge discourses and towards choice
discourses is made possible to the extent statistical gathering régareedn place to
support the initiative.
As well, the media played an important role in managing the discourse around
published schol rankings from the beginnindgn an Editorial that appeared on the front
page ofits March 2285 mddppE A aadzS GKS CNF ASNIJ LyadAdddziSc
school rankingthe previous springwas clearly articulated and positioned within a
diswrsive strategy that privileged &J- NSy (G Qa  NAIE fadi, thé fourtdey 2 &
paragraph, frorpage, article contained the senterceé LJ- NBy 0a KIF @S | NA
1 Yy 2wat three different places in the copy thato some may have resembled a
political speech{Editorial, 1999, p. A1Regardless of how the text had been interpreted
by the reader, however, it was clear thidite Fraser Institute was committed to its goal
of making more precise the distinctioretween schools, districts, and the students
populating them.The Provinc@ewspaper articulated its position about where it stood
Ay GKS NIylAy3 RSoFdGS Ay |y aSEOf dzaiA @S NBLRZN

G. & NBFSNNAYy3IT (2 GKS NBLR NstigfusNR> ¢ KA OK
Vancouvetbased Fraser Institute, parents will have information they

YySSR (2 RSOARS AT (GKSANI a0Kz22fQa R2Ay13
42 YS i KAy JEditoda 1989, ph AL}
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Establishig a relationship with a provincial newspaper was critical in order for the
Fraser Institute to gain a stronghold on shaping the discourse on educational matters
because it provided the think tank with direct access to a significant population within
British Columbia who were already loyRBlovincereaders. The newspaper publication
also provided its readership with an artifact of the ranking itself because the tables
generated by the report could be saved, examined, and scrutinirethis relationship
the Fraser Institute devisedifferent iterations ofthe school ranking rubricsver time
while mediaoutlets published theC NI & SNJ L y a (i its dewSp@p@rThis WgsR A vy 3 &
true for British Columbia as much as it was true for other iterstiof the Fraser
Institute report card that would be published in other provinces. In a statement
LJdzo ft AAKSR Ay (GKS CNI} &SN LyadAadGdziSQa wnnwu ! y)
gualified the nature of the relationship between the Fraser Institared the media

when he noted,

G¢KS RAAUNAROdzGAZ2Y 2F (GKS NBLR2NI OFNR KI a
want to ensure that every educator, parent, and child in the province has

access to the results. Accordingly, in each province we have chosen to

partner with a widely distributed newspaper or magazine. In British

Columbia, we choserhe Provincethe newspaper with the largest

OANDdzE F GAZ2Y AY ./ X YR | R®&Ra8aI LIKA O | LILN
Institute, 2002, p. 2)

In mobilizing the media in this way the Fraser Institute effectively managed to direct
LI NBydaQ GdSyaazy 2y ¢KI G vYindasuisdsBeRificY2ald o2
aspects oschool performancé®

¢CKS CNI}aSN LyauAaddziSoa LkRtAOe GKAYy]l Glyl
Alternatives (CCPA), entered the school ranking debate in12600 years after the
first school report card was published. $hs an important development because it

shows how local school rankings (and the debates it generates) transcend the normal

 The coverage othe school ranking reporthanged(most notably) in the past two years as it now
appears in theVancouver Surt KS WA G yR I f 2 v S Qthaliwak @&itrbl toXde debidtighd & SO0 A 2
of schools ifrhe Provinceewspapemo longer exists.
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field of schools to become a national policy issue of interest to the CCPA. Like the Fraser
Institute, the CCPA is also an indepent nonpartisan research institute. Unlike the
Vancouvetbased Fraser Institute, the CCPA is head quartered in Ottawa and has four

other Canadian offices in Vancouver, Winnipeg, Halifax, and R&gihe. CCPA and the

Fraser Institute have conflicting ftitsitional ideologies. Whereas the CCPA concerns
AGAaStT BAGK GA&aadzSa 27T (Canaddn ICeéntre [fof FPolicg O2 y 2 Y A
Alternatives, 2010the Fraser Instittd O 2 y OS NJ & heritmpgad tompetiiveld K ¢
YIEN] SGa yR 3I208SNYYSYyld AyiaSNBSy (TheRfaser 0K S 6
Institute, 2008b) Given the ideological clash between the {kfaning social justice
perspectiveof the CCPA and the riglganing market driven perspective of the Fraser

Institute, it was not surprising when the CCPA spoke out against school rankings for the

first time in March of 2000 when it said,

d{m]ost parents want their children to have an eXent education. The

Fraser Institute (FI) taps into this concern with their mibelyhooed

GwSLI2NI /FNR®E ¢KAA YFyYyALdzZ IGA2y 2F Lz
dzy RSNXYAYyS O2yFARSYOS Ay Lzt A0 SRdzOI GA2y
2 dzNJ (Gaskedl & Vogel, 2000)

This position prompted a strong reaction from one individual in particular. In an
F NI A Of S Lldzo f A a K&k Highivay®lawsdMr. Hubebt Bayer Kofe, a

ain the absence of other methods to sess the effectiveness of our high

a0K22ftas GKS CNI &SN LyadaddzisQa FyydzZt N
gKAES ¢SQNB 4G AdZ L GKAyl GdSaday3a dSI OK
(Beyer, 2000, p. 4)

CKA& O2YYSyid AftfdzaGNI GS&a K2g aOKz22f NIylAy3I:
FGdSyildAazy 2y ailidzRSyd LISNF2NXIyOS O02dzZ R 06S «
teacher performance. Beyer (2008uggests that it igshe teachers whoshould be

assessed and not the students. In this way school rankings begin to impose on the

® The Fraser titute has offices in Vancouver, Calgary, Toronto, Ottamd Montréal.



Lidzo £ A 0Qa 02y aOA 2 dzay S &ecurd itshglds dot ahly dn &aclkiefs G & S S
working within indvidual schootls but on thefield of public education.

Evidence for shifting the focus away from students and towards classroom
GSFOKSNAR OFy Ffaz2 0S5 T2 dgpbrt Cayiseli K auddid a SNJI Ly
dismiss arguments made by educegdhat schools exist for purposes other than those
deemed important by the faser Institute. As well, Cowley arithston (2001) were
highly skeptical of teachers and their roles they played in the lives of students when

they said,

GeCKSe LRAYR268QUKSANNAYKAaGFiSYSyida | a S
breadth of purpose. These statements suggest that taxpayers are paying
the schools to provide far more than academic training. Schools have
taken upon themselves the responsibility of teaching the fine artédr
students. They promise to instill in the students an understanding of
sport as an important aspect of a wetlunded life. They declare their
graduates will fully appreciate their rights and responsibilities as citizens
of Canada. Are educators daliing on their promises? Do they have the
af A3AKGSald ARSI 27 (GwlepadbdstoR S@NES) 2F 4dz0054 3
The rhetoric used by Cowley and Easton challenges assumptions about how schools
operateand what purpose they serve. Notwithstanding the myriad of perspectives that
students, parents, and teachers will have to the question is a position taken by the
Fraser Institute that teachers might not be doing their jobs. The issue here is no longer
about school rankings but about regulating the work of teache¥o they have the
at A3IKGSald ARSI 2 7F The KSiloNdakerSoy tdFEase? Ifistitdadner® S & a K Q d
is also relevant because it describes an expanding political configuration otedlitrat
Ay Of dzRS & It fintludidglitode lidl the $risvin€® who do not have schagéd
OKAf RNBYy® ¢KAA &aSNBSa Iy AYLERNIFYyd adNy adS3.
published ranking makes possible the ability of all taxpayers in the protoneee how
well their neighbourhoodschool is doing in relation to all schools, and in so doing,
invites them to participate in the accountability debate. Whereas previous iterations of

GKS CNJ &A&SNJ LyadidAlded SNy (INBLI2ZNEWAsKSIY LdK2E & ByR280R OK A |
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school was doing relative to others, now the Fraser Institute emphasizedakjpayers

right to know as well because they were paying for school program perks that fell
0S@2yR UKS CNIX&SNJ LyadadulddziSQd, devaingiddaNd YSYy G Y
leadership, citizenship, fine arts, and athletic programs (to name but a few). The fact

that British Columbia high schools were not measuring how successful they were in

these missiofrelevant activities frustrated Cowley and Easton.

cthey have not provided us with any data that records their results in

non-academic activities. Nor have they established their own annual

reporting mechanisms so that parents, taxpayers, and other interested

parties can compare and judge the schools in #ineas. Why not? The

results of the teaching students fine arts, physical education, leadership,

and citizenship can be measured. Yet it appears that schools only report

NBadzZ Ga GKIFG §KS@gCokwlbyREaSENj20 MBR 2 NB LI2 NI £

The position taken by the authors here dramatically underscore the inherent
epistemic tension that exists between teachers and the Fraser Institute at its core
a tension shaped and defined by measurement as a precucstolding schools
accountable. For however clear Cowley and Easton may be about the possibility that
successful citizenshipnd leadershipprograms, for example, can somehow be
measured in high schools throughout British Columbia, they are silent iropirgp
how such measures could be obtained in the first place. And while secondary
schools report only what the Ministry requests of them it is important to note that
they also report on measures the Fraser Institute does not include in its annual
ranking ike, for example, student award and scholarship data. What clearly emerges
in the fourth school report card is the strategic importance the Fraser Institute
places on casting publischool teachersand public school administrators
unfavourably. Consider vat Cowley and Easton had to say about the embedded

accountability that existed at missiadriven indepenént schools.

GLFT AYRAGARdIzZEE LI NByda 6SNB LI e&Aay3a F2NI
each couldchoose[my emphasiss MJ$ from a variety of educabn



providers, then some might be willing to credit the promises made in
school mission statements. Other parents would require objective
evidence of past success and expect regular report cards that measure
s,chool ,effec'tiverless against a varigty of measun much the same way ]
UKFU U0KS /[ 2yadzYSNAQ [ yA2y 2NHFEYAIFUAZY Y
GARS Ol NASUOeée 2 F(Cavy2Raston; 2001, pa3dp NIJA OS a €
This is an important statement by the autlsoof the school report cards because
it signals to parents how school rankings could be used to replace teacher unions
with parent unions that exist to consume an industrial goatlucation. The
inference made here is that publschool teachergre not tobe trusted in the same
way privateschool teachergan because inherent in fggaying schools is a level of
accountability by fegoaying parents of teachers working within them. What Cowley
and Easton (2001) are proposing is an economic model of schabiaigsees
education as an industrial good to be valuated in the marketplace; a model that
aligns with the ideologyespoused bypolitical liberalism This position stands in
marked contrast to the stance taken by the BCTF, which sees education as a
democratc right; a model that aligns more with the ideologypeused by
progressive liberalisnThis marks the first time the Fraser Institute shifts the school
wide accountability issue away from parentalknowledge discoursesowards
parentalchoice discourseK | & 2 @SNIf & OKIffSy3asS GKS | dzi K2 N
The Fraser Institute also casts public school administrators as being uncooperative in
its quest to improve the educational condition for secondary students in British

Columbia. Consider what Cowlagd Easton say about them en mass.

G{AyO0OS GKS LINP@AYOSQa LlzfAO a0OKz22f RAAD
data on student attendance, we requested the information under the

Freedom of Information Act. By fall of 2000, we had received historical

data from almost all of the districts and are currently analyzing these data

02 RS (S NYAGdeyshastongd0d1 dzS58

What is noteworthy about this statement is the way the Fraser Institute effelstivasts

public school districts in a negative light because tWay5S FodzanI@ with the Fraser
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The districts are portrayed as being contrary and inflexible e point the Fraser

Institute gained access to the data it sought through other means. In this way the

I dzi K2 NE STFSOGA@Ste tSOSNI IS (GKS AyalAiddziSQs
target (and obtain) any data it deems worthy. It is aletlirig that the Fraser Institute

authorizes itself to determine of what valuke data will have in the next version of the

school ranking report card. What is unquestionably valuable to the Fraser Institute,

however, is widening its potential base of s@ppby appealing to a broader target

audience the British Columbian taxpayer.

MG A& GFELIF&@SNAR FyR y2( 2yteée LINByilda 27
for the education of the next generation. As long as this is the case,

taxpayers should have easy ass to reports about the effectiveness of

every school in all areas for which funding is provided. The Ministry of

9RdzOlI GA2Yy aK2dzZ R AyairaidyY db@owNpadzZ §a NBLIR
& Easton, 2001, p4).

In actual fact schools and school districts have always provided the Ministry of
Education with the data it has requested; reporting on a myriad of factors from class
size to graduation rategBritish Columbia Ministry of Education, 201The Fraser
Institute, however, implies otherwise and calls on taxpayers to hold the Ministry
accountable for collecting, and sharing, data the Fraser Institute deems important and
relevant in ranking secondary schools throughout British Columbia. Thisespauially
important tactic given 2001 was an election year for British Columbian taxpayers. It
g2dzZ R YIFIN] GKS SyR 2F 2y S L2 faddihe Begifinind.Jr NI & Q&
of another. The change of political parties at the legislative levelnhéhat new kinds
of relationships could be formed between the Fraser Institute and the newly elected

Liberal government.
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Common Sense Discourses

What is noteworthy about the discourse surrounding many of the reports card is
the extent to which The Proince newspaper normalized school rankings in the
construction of common sense. It did so by invoking discursive phrases associated with
regular schoolssued report cards in its reporting of the ranking itself. Most parents
were used to reading and, by extsion, interpreting a schoéésued report card. It was
possible, therefore, folThe Provincéo appeal to the emotions and anxieties parents of
schootaged children commonly associated with the reporting process itself. For
example, a published headlirmuld erode the confidence parents may have for their
OKAf RNBYQada KAIK aoOKzebaSdee2deNAYOKAKIS YIdASSH (
(Anonymous, 1999a)The question was answered in the form of a list of British
Columbia high schools thatere ranked from number one to number two hundred and
sixty-two. Implicit in the published ranking was the understanding thattapked high
schools at the time (Prince of Wales and St. Thomas Aquinas) had achieved top ranked
grades (10.0) while bottomanked schools, like Salmo Secondary (1.2), had achieved
failing gradegAnonymous, 1999a)

Another article in the special educational report asked the questioh,2 6 A a & 2 dzNJ
KAIK &O0OK2 2 (Anodfyhdts? NBOb)Prdekagain, the ranking discourse was
normalized because it was predicated on traditional reporting practices that have
always been implemedrd by teachers everywhere; that is to say, teachers have always
commented on student achievement through a document intended for parents called a
d0K22ft NBLRNI OFNRY 2KFG LINBYyG R2SayQl gl yi
performing in math, dence, or English in relation to the other students? The same
guestion could also be discursively framed through the madkaten, business culture
associated with stock markets whereby performance is closely aligned with profitability
How is your portfio performingin this marke? Still another headline promoted the
ranking as being the solution to poor teaching and/or poor administrative planning
when it proclaimedd { OK22f NI y1Ay3a 2FFSNI dzASTFdzA ¢

(Raham, 1999, p. A46)his article was written by Helen Raham, then Executive Director

(0p))
QX
QX



of the Society for the Advancement of Excellence in Education (SARESAEE haal

connectionwith the Fraser Institute when Stephen Eastosat on its Board of Directors

in 2004/09. In 1999 Helen Raham had this to say abditS CNJ & SNJ Ly ad A ddzi S
published ranking,

G¢CKS CNIASNI LYyadAGdziSQa Fyydadt aoOKz22f NBI
system assess individual school performance. As educators, we ought to

0S SyO2dzNy 3SR o6& wiKS NIyl A¢didasé ydzyoSNa
help all our students grow and learn. But it seems in some corners the

opposite has happenadas a result of a direct request from the B.C.
¢SIFOKSNARAQ CSRSN}IGA2YY GKS RSLMzieé YAYyAads
would not be releasing the scheldvel data to districts and schools

anymore, thus removing an important aid in improving B.C. school
LISNF2NXYIFYyOSaod !'ff (GKS Y2NB NBlFaz2zy F2N) 02
NB L322 NIi O NBRhainyl1899 plAd6) @S & ¢

wl K I Y-@dpieék lid significant for three reasons: (1) she casts parents as consumers
of education, (® aKS OlFada GKS CNY&asSNI LyaidAdGdzisS | a
economic goods for public consumption called report cards, and (3) she criticizes the
NDP Ministry of Education by making public its reluctance to release data to schools and
districts. his is especially important in the context of régime change because in
portraying the Ministry, in general, and Paul Rani&epn particular, as being insensitive

to the needs of discerning consumers of education, Raham effectively positioned
government offcials as also being insensitive to the needs of parents, and by extension,
taxpayers. Also, by referring to the report card as being an annual publication she
effectively normalizes the school ranking phenomenon in British Columbia. She does so
within the context of ecological fallatya situation that occurs when data (collected at
one level) is used to draw misleading inferences on another level. In this instance,
Raham infers that school ranking scores (which is comprised of aggregate data from an

entire population of students attending any school in the province) is used to say

%" Stephen T. Easton is professor of Economics at Simon Fraser University. He is a senior research fellow of
The Fraser Institute and @uthors the annual secondary schoopoet card with Peter Cowley.

® NDP Minister of Educatiofrébruary 199&eptember 199p
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something definitive about individual students attending the schools being ranked.
0Assumptions made about individuals based on aggregate data are vulnerable to the
ecological fdl | QRatliff, 2011)

While the inferences made about the school ranking datasen¢éed by the
Fraser Institute may be called into questidhe focus of the 1999 school report card
was to position the school ranking system within the discursive context of a normalized
school reporting system. This served to make the ranking disciyedatable to both
public and private school parents because it was discursively faméiary parent in
0KS LINPOJAYOS dzyRSNBR(G22R ¢KIG RAAGAY3IdzA KSR
the product of a school system that, like the Fraser Institdtgused on ranking
daGdzRSydad ¢KS RAFTFSNBYOS o0S0G6SSy (GKS CNJ ac¢
classroom teachers ranking their students through published letter grades or
percentages to parents in the form of tak®me report cards) had everything o
with scale. Whereas individual student report cards had always been a matter for
LINR @ S O2yOSNY = (GKS CNJIJ aSNJ L dyithelspaiigS Qa  LJdzo

of 1999 a matter for pubic concern in British Columbia.

Expanding the Surveillanc8aze

Alberta School Rankings

School rankings became a matter for public concern to Albertans as well,
because June 1999 marked the first time the Fraser Institute published its secondary
A0K22ft NIyYylAYy3d 06Se2yR . NAUA aGalgan2Herdmisedh 1 Qa 06 2 N
the same discursive techniqukne Provine& F R dza SR Ay RN} gAy3d GKS L
to the rankings . NA G0 AaAK / 2tdzYoAly FyR 1 f0SNIly KA3
Y A ONER ¥Ediotia§ £999; Heyman, 1999, p. AThe copy appearing ifhe Province
newspaper ran alongsidenaimage of a student placing a slide on the stage of a
compound microsgpe. She is about to examine the biological specimen the reader
assumes she has prepared. The ocular and objective lenses of the microscope figure

prominently in the imagefilling onethird of the page. The microscope serves as a
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potent metapha for how disciplinary power operates on the field of visibilifyhe

Fraser Institute and he Provinceaewspaper provided the general public with a school
NFY1AY3 LI NFaGdza GKIFIGZ tA1S GKS 3IANI Qa YAO
/ 2t dzY €edohd@rg schools according to its own logic of pratti@dogic that has

been shown in Chapter 4 to privilege an epistemic vision that is steeped in surveillance,
standardization, and performativity. This is remarkable achievement because it

underscores B GKS f23A0 dzy RSNLIAYYAYy3d GKS CNI

ax
w»
P
[}

exported to other educational fields beyond the limits imposed by the geographical
boundaries of British Columbia. Furthermore, sch@wlking results published in
Alberta pitted Calgararea schools against their Edmonton school counterparts as if the
Calgary Heraldvas reporting on the final outcome of a hockey match between the
Edmonton Oilers and the Calgary Flames. The same held true for religious and non

sectarian schools.

G/ I BQANKAIK a0Kz22faz gA0K |y F@SNIXr3IS 2F p

AY 9RY2ylU2y>Y 6KAOK KIFIR | pény NIOGAYy3Id ¢K
GAGK | comy | @SNIIASS oSG 2dzi GKS Lzt AO
p®yc [Heyinany1349, p. Al)

l f 0SNI I Qa SRdzOF A2yl f SaidlotAaKYSyd RAR y
G . 2 U KCalgaky SHeraldand the Edmonton Journaswiped at it, and the Alberta
¢SFOKSNRQ ! TaAKGSA ORI SHNLE INdI 2 Ft conpdeiced a K/ 2 d
that the ranking system did not account for economic factors, unfairly comparing
gSHEGKe aidzRSSteeld 199Ap0 B LOI2K2ANECNI aSNJ Ly adAddzi S
K26SOSNE FAYR |+ OKFYLAZ2Y AYy 5F@AR YAYy3Is |
19861 YR G UKS YIy NBA&LRYaA oGrale 2PeXdms badkyodhe y 3 RS LI
LJdzo f A O & O ced, 1998, p.&A) S Y ¢

GaNX¥P YAy3a aled GKS CNIaSN LyadAdGdziS NBLJ
excellence in education. He has noyngpathy for educational
Sadl of AaKYSySieel,QDY, pJBH) A y (i & ¢
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Like its British Columbia counterpart, the inaugural Albertan report ranked schools
on the same five performece indicators, but unlike reports published in British

Columbia, the Albertan report excluded private schools from the mix of schools.

GC2NJ GKAA Ayl dzZAdzNIf SRAGAZ2YS 6S BHSNBE 2y
public and separate schooleom Alberta Educatin. We hope that next

yeartK S NB adz Ga& FNRY GKS LINRPGAYOSQa LINA G (&
private schools are a choice that will be considered by some parents.

More importantly, an awareness of the success (or failure) of alternative

education deliverysystems provides useful information for the effort to

improve all schoois public, separate, and JNJA G(Cdiveg¢ & Easton,

19994, p. 5)

Idal

WKAETS (GKS F20dza 2F (GUKAA LINRB2SOG Aa 2y (K
schools in British Columbia, it is important at this juncture to undersco@ only the
expanding presence the Fraser Institute was beginning to have in the school wide
accouwntability movement outside its home province by 189But the relationship the
Fraser Institute had to establish with government itself if it were to have access to the
RFGF A0 YSSRSR ( e hoN@tRatz@8 yeatliedresutSfiald BB Y &
proviy OS Q& LINAGI S & O0KGwléya& Eastoh,f1998aS p..B)RERSR €
reconcilable, hopeful, tone of the authors rhetoric regarding thighiaolding of data
FNRY !'f0SNIUIFIQ&a LINAGEGS &ao0OK22tQa adlyRa Ay
wk KFEYQa omdpdhpdpd NKSG2NAO OFffAy3d FT2N) GKS CNI
report. As well, it is clear that the Fraser Institute continte@grame the success and
failure of schools in Alberta through performance indicators it deems as being relevant

to include in the first place. In this way, the Fraser Institute continudsetactiveon the

educational terrain of Brish Columbia and Alberta in similar ways.

Elementary School Rankings

When the Fraser Institute widened its circle of influerican the secondary school
system into the elementary school system by creating an elementary school report card

it marked a sigificant achievement for three principal reasons: (1) it made visible a

15€



whole population of students, teachers, and schools that were not previously subjected

to school ranking metrics by focusimgn schools that it had not accounted for

previously, (2) itsignificantly expanded the target audience of parents for whom its
d0K22f NIYy1Ay3 NBLER2NI& YAIKIG FLWISHFES YR 60U
Fraser Institute had something definitive to say about the state of education in British

Columbiak YR St aSgKSNBE® ¢KS CNI ASNJ Lyadwidedzi SQa S
accountability field in British Columbia seemed to parallel a significant shift in the

political landscape in that province with the onset of a new millennium.

Appendix B document§ KS &SIljdzSyO0S 2F S@gSyda GKIFdG RST
school ranking initiative from 1998 nndpd LG | f a2 KAIKEAIKGA . NR
political landscape from the winter of 1998 to the spring of 2001. It shows that three
different premiers héd political office with the same political party within three
successive years. The then New Democratic Party (NDP) Premier Glen Clark resigned in
August 1999 because of a conflatinterest political scandal in which he was
implicated(Hunter, 1999) Clark was replaced in February 2000 by the then Interim NDP
Premier, Dan Miller. Soon thereafter Miller was replaced by the then former NDP
Attorney General of British Columbidjjal Dosanjh, who would go on to baune British
| 2 f dzY o R prémier. In Aprit just weeks after NDP Premier Dosanjh had been
sworn im 0 KS aAyAaiNR 2F 9RdOIFGA2Y Fyy2dzyOSR A
[Foundation Skills Assessment] results for the first time since the assessment 2iegan
& S| N& (SteféhBagen, 2000, p. A4The decision was perceived as weakening the
./ ¢CQa FdziK2NRAW & a8 NES R dzGieir dutdmyrRySiNasdeysiBg
aGdzZRSy G  LIS(St#fenNageny 20@¢ p. A4Yhis position stood in marked
contrast to the position taken by the Britisbolumbia Confederation of Parent Advisory
[ 2dzy OAf AT | 3IANRdzL) GKIFIG KFEIR af2006ASR FT2NJ (K
(Steffenhagen, 2000)The Parent Advisory Council believed that parents and students
aK2dZ R KI @S al O0Saa G2 lye FyR | ff RI G 0
(Steffenhagen, 200h. A4p ¢ KS ./ ¢C3X K26SOSNE @2A0SR GKSAL
disclosure of Foundation Skill Assessment (FSA) data providing-bgtsmblool results



g2dzft R aSyO2dzNF 3S O2YLI NR&A2YA &AYAELFN G2 (K¢
(Steffenhagen, 2000, p. Adyhe cacern proved to be a legitimate one. In May 2001
Liberal candidate, Gordon Campbell, defeated NDP Premier, Ujjal Dosanjh, in a
provincial election. The political landscape in British Columbia had changddnByof
2003, the Fraser Institute had publishé@d first elementary school ranking in British
Columbia based on the Foundation Skills Assessment (FSA) results of standardized
assessment tools in reading comprehension, writing, and numeracy in Grades 4 and 7
respectively.

Not surprisingly, the elementg school report card was met with a maelstrom of
controversy. The then President of the British Columbia School Trugtesociation,
D2NR2Y [/ 2YStdzZ ¢g2NNARSR GKIG LI NByGta g2dzZ R a
poorly even when the ranking ishagde 2y 2y S @& S| (BtEfféanhadgéhA20030N5 & dzf G a
p. A19) One independent school Head, Hugh Biffkeshose elenentary school was
ranked numbe2 y S NB2SOGSR GUKS CNYasSNI LyadaddziSQa
Gy2yasSyairolf (Byfke, 20038, b.yALOWMEBuKeahadhis to say about his
& OK 2 2 fplexad raniniglin a letter that was publishedTine Vancouver Sun

G2S NBX2SOG 2dzNJ NXylAy3Ix Fa lye 3I22R a0K
suspicious of any school that actually boasted about such results. Real

resuts do not reside in three tests, composed by a few people working

for the government, scored by people who never met the kids,

generating data that are highly dependent tasting circumstances, used

inappropriately in statistical terms, for ideologicatizN1.J2? #BSrkes

2003, p. Al19)

aNY . dz2N] SQa aidlyoOoS lo2dzi GKS LXFOSYSyid 27
to a study that is focused primarily on sedamy school report cards because it marks
the first time that an educational leader from a topnked, independent, school
publically discounts the Fraser Institute ranking of schools for all the same reasons that

ranking opponents had articulated inthé @G ®@ ¢ KAa GAYSI K24SOSNE

¥l dZAK . dNJS Aa GKS 1 SFR 2F  al Lifasthe wnteReh@a BSchaolS+ R2 6 NA R :
Association of British Columbia (ISABC) presiftert 20082011
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voice is imbued with the social, political, and cultural capital acquired by an educational

leader from a topranked school. When a scheside-accountabilityd I YS Wg A yy SN
denounces the schoatlide-accountabilitygame itself as beingly 2 Yy A Sy &4 A Ol f (.
YSI yAythé Sificis) must be perceived in a new light. A private school
Headmaster has nothing to gain by denouncing a ranking that serves as a de facto
endorsement for his school. In discounting the Fraseriinddi S WK2y 2dzND 2F 0 S
ranked school, therefore, Mr. Burke casts doubt on the relevancy of the ranking itself in

ways that school leaders from low ranked schools were not in a position to do so simply

because their schools were lenanked to begin wh.

Despite the controversy surrounding the elementary school ranking report the
FoAftAdGe 2F GKS CNYaSN LyadAaddziS G2 YIFyl3s
educational system now spanned the entire educational spectrdiram kindergarten
throud K G2 DN} RS mH ®-aliy {BEA &I 4 IS8 (Righet&li,adBESAK f | y O
p. 158)could be cast and recast, not only on a broader population of schools, but also
on the teachers working within thenThe Fraser Institute had effectively increased its
client base by repackaging its secondachootrankingreport-cardproduct into a
similar product that appealed to another niche market of educational consumers;
namely, the parents of elementary scheaged childrenlin this way, the Fraser Institute
veNE Aa0N} GS3IAOFfte F20dz2aSR GKS Lzt A0Qa 3T
elementary schooling because, as Pignatelli (2002) pointed out in her paper on
AdzZNDSATEFyOSs aaz2NIAy3a YR YIFENJAYy3 - OKAf RNB
referenced, higkstakes tests reduces the notion of school effectiveness to something
F1AYy G2 | YA @EignatelNR0020d. Y7PekrE i€ Fraser Institutedid
not mount a military campaign when it published its first elementary schraoking in
British Columbia, buit is possible to thinkabout the publishing of elementary (and
secondary) school rankimgsymbolically as beingan assault on the state of public
school education byhte Fraser Institute because private and independent sch@wid
the systems within which they operatedyere consistently held up as being model

schools.



Twothousandandfour (2004) was significant to the Fraser Institute for three
principal reasons: (1the thinktank turned thirty, (2) the secondary school report card
was publishedn New Brunswick for the first time, which meant that the Fraser Institute
had a coasto-coast influence on how parents across the country perceived scfibols
and (3) the Faser Institute ventured into the life world of Aboriginal students by
publishing a secondatw S LJI2 NI  / | NR 2y . Any ihgFe Brie \6fli-tHese 9 R dzO | (i ;
achievements could be viewed as a milestone in the life of the Fraser Institute, but
taken collectvely they speak to an expanded presence the institute was mounting on

the school wide accountability field, not only geographically, but culturally as well.

New Brunswick School Rankings

The Fraser Institute used the same techniques they had developeBritish
Columbia from 1992003 to promote its Maritime school report card in 2004. A posting
on Canada NewsWiremphasized how the ranking used a variety of publicly available,
objectively relevant, school performance indicators toganeral, answer thguestion:
How is this school doing academicalljy@w Brunswickers were drawn to the overall
A0NHzOGdzNBE FyR ShaS o0& gKAOK daLINByildas a0K2:
GFELI @8SNAR wO2dz R6 Fylftel S FyR O2YLINB (KS
(Anonymous, 2004, p.® ¢ KS ySga NBLRNI FFROFYOSR (KS CNJ
F3ISYRI gKSYy Al y20SRI aGKS wSLE2NIL /FNR fS)
appear toK+ @S Y2 NB SFTFFSO0 A ABnonyndusRBDMA O IMaNE I NI YA €
importantly, however, theCanada NewsWireeport identified the kind of school leader
that would accept theNB a dzf 6 a LINBaSyGdSR Ay GKS CNJI &aSNJ
anything but arbitrary. The report card, the article indicated, was useful to those
GHaBOK22f | RYAYAAGINT G2NB &Andnyrhodsb200@,.3R1) OF G SR
Thisstatementis relevant to note because it underscores how the Fraser Institute casts
school leaders in one of two lights. Principals were either: (1) caring and effectual

because they valued the relési of a school report card made for them by the Fraser

" The Fraser Instituteonly ranked Anglophone schools Mew Brunswick.Their Francophone and
bilingual counterparts were not included.
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Institute, or (2) uncaring and ineffectual because they devalued the relevance and
legitimacy of the school report itself. What is noteworthy about the New Brunswick
school ranking, therefore, is ndhe statistical nuances of the ranking that make it
different from its British Columbian counterpart, but the parallel capital acquisition and
discursive strategies the Fraser Institute used to present its secondary school report
card to a Maritime audieree At its core, the discursive techniques used were identical
to the ones that have been described previously: (1) they were anchored in a parents
right to know and choose; (2) they emphasized visible asymmetries that made possible
distinctions between satols and school systems; (3) they were hermeneutically
packaged to discount important contextual interpretations that were relevant in the life
world of students; and (4) the report card was promoted as being objective. Together
these report card elementsvere leveraged by the Fraser Institute to gain political

capital on the broader field of power in New Brunswick.

Aboriginal Report Card
These sameéliscursive techniques wele & LJ I @ Ay (1 K8w INZ IS NI LN |
on Aboriginal Education in Britigh2 f dzY a repof@that established what Aboriginal

leaders, educators, and provincial and federal ggowmnent officials already knew:

. NAGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAll Q4 SRdzOFGA2y aeaidisSy Aa 7Tl
(Cowley &Easton, 20044, p. 3Cowley andaston were surprised to learn this was true

2F 1 02NARIAAYlIE addzRSyda FGdSyRAy3a aS@Sy GKS
(Cowley &Easton, 2004a)While it is beyond the scope of this project to analyze a

corollary school ranking that focuses on the performance of Aboriginal students
attending British Columbian high schools, it is relevant to note that the Fra&ei lh G dzi S Q &
LINR L2 &l € G2 (KS & aal sthodl bodils, endbarigitaldeddcailion2 y = f 2 O
FdzK2NAGASE woK2 KIF@S 02ttt SOGAPStee AyaSyRS
for these agents tamplement two key strategies: (1) to allow Aborigin@arents to

enroll their children in any school they chose, and (2) to provide interested parties with

I 00Saa -ib-andestédnd, asehodby-d4 OK 2 2 € NEBLI2NIa 2F addzRSy
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(Cowey & Easton, 2004a, p. 3Yhe Fraser Institute, therefore, not only felt authorized
to promote its school ranking report to improve the educational experience of
Aboriginal students, but as importantly it called on members of government and the
AboA AA YL O2YYdzyAdGe G2 | R2doibf friemarketdrNéna SNJ Ly &
educational reform.

wSalLkyasS (G2 GKS CNIaSNI LyadAaiddziSQa ! 02NAIA
opposition in many circles. In an article appearingTieacher Newsmaga® the
5ANBOG2NI 2F GKS ./¢CcQa tNRFSaarAz2ylt |yR {20;
abouttheWwS L2 NI /I NR 2y ! 62NARIAYLFE 9RdzOIF GA2Y AY

GOUBKS FLIINRFOK (GKS CNIaSN LyadaAaddziS Aa
of the biglie strategy in public relationisrepeat often enough, and belief

0S3Aaya (2 asSidi AyXe 2SS (y2s GKIFIG Fy 20
focus our attention only on what is counted. For students who come to

school with a complex array of issues from povertgutiural dislocation,

factory-model approaches to learning are too often exactly the wrong

thing to do. A loclstep devotion to testing for example, is a good way to

1SSLI 'o2NRIAY T AGdzRSY (i &(Clarkel 2004)F N2 Y & O0OK2 2§

QX
w

/I TNy SQa LRaAuAz2y A& NBfS@OlILyd 060SOFdzaS Al KA

about how to improve the educational experience for Aboriginal students attending
NAGAAK [/ 2fdzYoAl Qa a$S 02y RdoNdetedpdsifich fodhe® ¢ KA a L

CNJY aSNJ Ly aidaAdddzi S ddvenleudafional @figrmsiiléad i anydvexd] S {

improvement in student achievement. Here is an example of how two different political

agents (the BCTF on one side, and the Fraser Instituteother) compete for capital

I OljdzA aAdAz2y 2y GKS FASER 2F LIRoSNI 6& YI 1Ay

experiences. Whereas the BCTF-@gs Clarke) focuses on socioeconomic and cultural

F&LISOGa 2F G(KS 1 62 NA 3 A yan tadveisélyzmBayt (s@dent S E LIS NA

achievement patterns in secondary schools, the Fraser Institutea{uiss Cowley)

focuses on provincial examination data; Clarke speaks for the Professional and Social

Issuesdivision of the BCTF, while Cowley speaks for the@cdPerformance Studies



department of the Fraser Institute. Their respective positions are at epistemic and
ontological odds.

With the publication of elementary school, secondary school, and Aboriginal
NBLIZNI OFNRa 6AGKAYSZ |y Brders, She2FyaseE Instittteh G A & K/
declared in its2004 Annual Reporti K & a N} y{1{Ay3a @woeSNBEB OKIy3
RS 0 | ({[H® éFraser Institute, 2004, p..6 record nine school report cards were
LJdzof AAKSR o0& tSGSNI /26fSeQa {OKz22f t SNF2N)Y
approximately 3,100,000 students in almost 5,900 schools in British Columbia, Alberta,
hyGF NA253S v dzSoS 03I (TheyFRsebliStitute, 200zypa 1&YitHin] Béitish
[ 2fdzYoAl X F GRSIENIK 2F RIFEGFé¢ NBIFNRAYy3I 20K
Fff26 GKS CNINBINRIW AGRE dAEBOdd 22 GKS wSLR2 NI
achievement measurg€owley &aston, 2004, p. 5)

While the dearth of (statistical) information appealed to the datntric nature
of the Fraser Ingtiite, one B.C. educatorDavid Denyar6 St A S@SR GKS LINR D
a0K22ta 6SNB Gdz2NYyAy3a Ayid2 as2N] OF YLA 6 KSNB
OFLWAGEE G2 0S Sl dzA L)Sefenhager 2004%, p.MDéwer liad S & 1 A f
been involved in developing B.C. curriculum for B.C. schools and was repoitéeé in
Vancouver Sutbo say,d w8 86 S I NS @A Gy SaaAStefenhagen, 208 2y OKA f
p.AlY 5Sye@SNNa ONARGAOAAY F20dzaSR lFa ¢Sttt 2y 0

come to dominate the public discourse around accountability. He noted,

GIKASPSYSyld R2SayQi AyOfdzRS YSydaArzy 27
recreation. Instead there araccountability, data collection and, most

recently, supervision of teachers, conducted by principals who are

themselves supposedly supervised by directors and superintendents, who

FNBE Ay GdzNYy &adzLJSNWAAaSR o6& GKS -RSLlzie YAy
down, paternalistic model of continuous surveillance, ostensibly aimed at
AYLINRGAY3A AyadaNHzOGAzy FyR 2F O2dzNES | OKA
(Steffenhagen, 2004a, p. Al)

This statement is relevant because it illustrates an underlying frustration that many

educators had about the relational role between dajathering and sensmaking as
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that relationship was articulated against an expandaatpool accountabilitypackdrop.

Here is an example of how hierarchical observations (dathering) combines with
sensemaking and is used as a technique of disciplinary power by the Frasémténs
When individual cases (schools) are introduced by the Fraser Institute to the field of
accountability through documentation disciplinary power is exercised. Embedded,
therefore, in thetechnology of representatiois the politic of representationPolitical
agents on the school wide accountability field, therefore, play the accountability game
according to visible asymmetries that are rendered by the Fraser Institute through a
technology of representation that has as its principal factise rankingof individual

schools.

School Improvement Discourses

With the publication of the third ranking in 2000, the Fraser Institute had
analyzed enough information that had been collected about secondary schools from
19931999 that it felt confident to publicly O1 y26f SR3IS St S@Sy 2F GKS
improved high schoolsini# ¢ KA NR ! yydzZr t wSLE2NI /FNR 2y . NJ
{ OK2@2 f GIKDD 4 0K22fa KIFEIR GNBO2NRSR I+ aAA3AYAFAOL
WSLI2ZNI /I NRQa TAJ3YyROIOREENEEtIS RIBR2 NBThey O S
Provincdeatured an article about one of the Fraser Institute endorsed schools.

Chatelech Secondary was located in the Sunshine Coast District. It had managed
to move up 4.8 points in the ranking from a low of 3.8 to 8.6. The article attributed the
a0K22tQa AaAIAYATFTAOIYG AYLINROGSYSyd G2 GKS €SI
Bruce Janssen signed a fiwear contract at the schoolthe first in a long lineof
previous principals to commit to the school in that way. Before Janssen became
LINK Yy OA LJ £ GKSNB:Z [/ KFEGSEtSOK {SO2yRINE KIR ¢
SA IK G S SKusti,2000LF. A9 his revelation has tremendous implications in the
context of a secondary school ranking that focuses primarily on examination results
because it shifts the emphasis away from a focus on effective teaching practices in

classrooms towards a focus on effective leadership practices in schools. In thisevay th
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LJdzo f AO0Qa 3IIT S A&d NBRANBOGSR | vthetpeopl®dl® ¥ (S OK
which teachers report
It is important to note as well that a number of other articles about the ranking

appeared in smaller regional newspapers throughout the proviAdéelson Daily News
22dzNy It Aad RSAONAROGSR {lFfY2 {SO2yRINERBQ&a Of AY
to 4.6 in 2000(Schroeder, 2000, p. 1pchroeder continued to document the overall
improvement in two other regional schools: L.V. Rogers (8.4 to 8.8) and J. V. Humphries
6cdn (02 c ®dn O Peace IRiFel Blgck DaMB\éparted on therankings
I OKASPSR o0& GKNBS NBIAZ2YI KoMK aIAKKAY2 E & I HyC
(Anonymous, 2000)They were: Tumbler Ridge (ranked F23South Peace Secondary
(ranked 201, and ®etwynd Secondary (ranked 2B@f a possible 271 school$rail
Time® jaurnalist, Raymond Masleck, described in his frlodit 3S | NI A Of S K2g /|
Stanley Humphries Secondary managed to achieve its 9.2 rankirgy S 2 F 2yt & (¢
schools outside of the A OG2NA I | yR (GKS [26SNJ alAyflyR G2
Fft2y3 gAGK az2dzyi { SyMastegkSZ00, p. B | f2 d&zi K 2P/ AT Yy &
A0FTFF S6NRGSNE DSNNE 2 NYSNE RSAZONAROSR K2¢
YAYOSNI SeQa {St1AN] {SO2yRI NWarn@rk28d0mp. 1) KSA NJ 2 ¢

That regional newspapers throughout the province republished the rankings of
their regional schools in articles written about their regional schools underscores-the in
roads the Fraser Institute S Ay (12 (GKS Lzt A0Qa O2ftf SOGAGS
school ranking matteredh just three years. For by the spring of 2000, school rankings
clearly mattered in the province of British Columbia. They mattered in Vancouver. They
mattered in Victoria.They mattered in Nelson. They mattered in Dawson Creek. They
mattered in Cranbrook. They mattered in Kimberley. And they mattered in Trail. They
mattered enough that Fraser Institute ranking datariginally published in thelhe
Province newspaper some terto fourteen days earliar was republished in local
(regional) papers with comments from local (regional) school authorities about what the
rankings really meant. For example, an article publishéddiil Yy O NP 21 Q& 51 Af & ¢z
underscored one of that regighda A OK22f LINAYOALI & K2 R2gY LI

16=



the ranking. Selkirk Secondary School Principal, Terry Oscarson, said about the report
OF NRZ aAGQa olFl&SR 2y yINNRg OMEries ROOGp.2F SEI Y
1). This sentiment was countered by a report appearing in another regional paper, the
Trail Times KootneyColumbia superintendent, Pat Dooley, was reported say,
Gl 8f K2dzZAK YIFI22NJ SRdzOF GA2y 3INRdzLJA Ay (GKS
condemning the rankings as so simplistic as to be misleading, the Fraser Institute does
LINE DA RS &a2YS dzeMastedzf 20000 FI2 N I (G A 2y €
The voices represented in these public (regional) spaces not only highlight the

response educational professionals have to a provnmke ranking & secondary
schools in general, but they speak to an expanding sphere of influence the Fraser
Institute has on local and regional school authorities in particular. It could be argued
GKFdG SOARSYOS T2N) GKS CNJI &SN Lihepidovindedai SQa SEI
British Columbia was the extent to which local school authorities were called on by
regional newspaper reporters to comment on the ranking itself. In this way local and
regional media discourses had a representational effect because #egdto create
Yy AYLINBaaiaAzy Ay (GKS LdztAo0Qa YAYyR GKFG (K
important news worth rereporting. The more a message gets repeated in the public
domain the more likely it is to take hold.

The call to respond to the FIANJ Ly aG A Gdzi SQa Lildzof AaKSR aol
well beyond local and regional boundaries. The then president of the British Columbia
{ OK22f ¢NHzaGSSa !3a20AFdA2y> [/ FNRES WFYSas
can be examined in a single thrleur sitting in a paper and pen format does a huge
RAAAaSNIAOS (2 ¢KI G @dodgRh&@uy, 2000)his/pdsitionlstgdd inOl y R 2 €
marked contrast to an article published The VancouveBunl 6 2 dziT 2y S 2F (KS
oldest independent schools. The headline red@ihe widely known secrets of success: St.
DS2NHSQad KFa | LINRPGSY NBO2NR 2F I OKASGSYSy

G§SIF OKSNAR RSaSNDge articlef egtgiled 26 CONKIRIASTHE 2 F {F Ay
GLINE @SY GNIF O1 NBO2NR 27F | OKB®KWE00G Y. M13p A G K 3IS
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/| 2y aARSNI 6KFG {0SLIKSY | dziOKAy&azys GKSy 9ESO

about the school.

G{FAyGa A& NARIKG GKSNBP® 2 paygSteda (GKS a
CN}Y aSNJ LyadAGdziSQa €I GSalone@ikaghli / I NR
in the worldwide Cambridge Comparability Study, where the Vancouver

02e8a o0SIG 2dzi hyGFNA2Q& DNIeRBS wmo & dzRS
candidates in a wideanging academic éxY rook, 2000, p. A13)

2 KFG GKS IINIAOES RAR y2i0 YSYyilAz2ys K28SOSNE
' Wwi2LIQ NIy{1SR a0OK22f Ay . NAGAA&AK /2t dzYoAl dzy
in 2000. In actual fact, Saints was beat out by two public high schools in ¢veps
@8SIFNRA NIylAy3ayY ! NHetS {SO2yRINE YR tNAYyO
impossible for Saints to return to ¥ (i Pdsifion because Saints had never achieved a
W {i pdsitbn in the Fraser Institute Secondary School Report Card from 28 but
I NBIFfAGe SFFSOUG 61 a ONBIFIGSR Ay (GKS Lzt A0Q
top ranked school. This fact was omitted from published discourse that shaped the
LJdzo f A OQa dzy RSNREGIYRAY3I 2F 2yS> KAIWE & NBIAF D
headline, howeverdid make special note of t# R S RA O (i Swrkirig &t BatishS NE Q
/| 2f dzYo Al Qa . ™e Biscirdve @eSdade 2ént to the public was that-non
unionized, private school, teachers were not only dedicated to their profession, bu
GSNBE |y AYyadSaNI{t LINL 2F SadlofAakKAy3d . NRAGA:
consideration because it highlights an essential difference between public and private
school teachershe Fraser Institute tacitly promotes in publishing its aahsecondary
school ranking that public and privateschool teachersoperate according to two
distinct ethics of work and that privatsechool teacherdelp their schools achieve top
ranked marks not only in the FraserL y & G A U dzitSoQual NUIyY | RPRRNE QW 5 2 NI
a0K22ft | OO02dzydtroAtAGe NIylAy3a GKFEG O2YLI NJ
d0dzRSyGa | GdGSYRAY Andh MR i Nevef @idlentk X1 kefer2rOifg2 2 f &

of other provincial and international ranking systems to the pnesentead by the Fraser



Institute demonstrates how schools acquire social capital on the field of accountability,
which they leverage in ways that promote the school itself.

The kind of discurge seedplanting that was sown o the accountability field of
publicdJAYA2Y o0& GKS NIylAy3aQa GKANR AGSNYIGAzZY
discourses became enmeshed with knowledge discourses. This was an important
strategic next step for the Fraser Institute. With three years of published rankings to
draw from, it wa now in a position to shift the locus of attention away from recurring
performance indicator debates toward school improvement debates. In this way
AYLINRGSYSYyld RA&AO2dzNESEa 06SOFYS GKS TF2dzyRIGAz
choice movement that was2t F2f f 26® LG RARY QG YIFOGGSNI (KI
attack the overall relevance of the five performance indicators used by the Fraser
Institute to rank secondary schools anymore; that collective response was, if nothing
else, predictable and the #wors of the ranking had seemingly gained enough
O2yTARSYOS Ay UGUKSANI g2N] G2 RAaAYAAEA GKS y2A.
f2aAy3 LI GASYOS 4A0GK SRdzOF G2 NRAR (Bdpede?, T FSNI (K
2000, p. 1) What mattered more to the Fraser Institute by the spring of 2000 was that
parents could use their published schooltah y 34 (2 RSGSNXYAYS AT GK
was improving or slipping in the ranks and that parents could read the Fraser
LyadAaddziSQa aoOKz22f NIylAy3a NBLER2NI OF NRa Ay
Editorial published iThe ProvinceewspaperThen editorin-chief, Michael Cooke, had
GKAAa (2 aleé Fo2dzi GKS CNIaSNI LyadAddziSQa &2 N

Gb20KAY3I Aa Y2NB AYLRNIFy(d G2 2dzNJ T dzi dzNB
t I NByda KFEZS | NRIKG (2 1y26 K2 GKSANI ac
delighted to give th¥ (1 KA & A YEHi®MIY2000Ap2ALZ)

Evidence that the Fraser Institute afide Provincehad established an alliancsas
confirmed by The Provincenewspaper itself in the spring of 2000. The Editorial
FOly26f SRASR AlGa NBfFOA2yaKALl oKSy Al

P
>
QX
O
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Institute, The Provinceach year publishes rankja forevery* B.C. secondary school on

an evefA Y ONB | A Ay 3 Y dziEditbrid] Z®OG p. (A22)JRhG &isclosure s
important for three principa reasons: (1) it highlights that partnership existed
between a provincial newspaper and the Fraser Institute from the beginning, (2) it
establishes the increasing presence the Fraser Institbhs on the educational
landscape insomuch as it feels authorized to speak on an ever increasing number of
topics that (in turn) get published byhe Provinceand (3) it serves to effectively
diminish any future claims the provincial newspaper can makganding its journalistic
objectivity surrounding the school accountability and privatization movements in British

Columbia.

Economic Discourses

In January of 2003, the Fraser Institute produced a report entitlgthe
$100,000,000 Giveaway: Who Says EdiicA 2y 52 Say Ui Dhéautdos2 dzZaK a2
2T GKS NBLRNI O2yO0f dZRSRX daGKIFG GKS Fff20I1 G
presents school districts with incentives that are contrary to the best interests of
& G dzR $Gbwley &Easton, 2003, p. 5At issue was the seeming disproportionately
high level of Ministry funding allocated to high schools in support of-fyae students.
The perstudent operating grant provided to districts throughout thpeovince for a
studentenrolled in a single Ministef LILIN2 SR O2dzZNBS 6+ & bPoXood a
NI NSfte ddSyRa Oflaa FyR &dzo CBWeyzEasind, 8 RNR LIA
Li, 2003, p. 3)Especially irksome to the Fraser Institute was thegtedent operating
grant allotted to districtsenrolling fultime students’? That amounted to $5,343an

increase of just 60%. The Fragestitute determined that peistudent funding in this

Tt is important to note thatnot every secondary school was included in the ranking. Excluded were
schools at which fger than 15 students werenroled in Grade 12. These schools did not generate a
sufficiently large set of student data to allow for a fair and reasonable analysis and presentatfen of
results. Also excluded from the rankinggre: centres for adult edwation and continuingeducation;
schools that catered largely to nemsident foreign students; and certain alternatigehools that did not
offer a full program of courses.

2 A fultime student takes eight, Ministrgpproved courses.






