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Purpose 
Clarify the purposes & extent of 
supports in the education system; 
 
Help schools plan for and be 
accountable for all supplementary 
supports;  
 
Keep the focus on ‘what works’; 
 
Support schools to pick up the 
pace to ensure all students  
achieve. 

STUDENT 
AGENCY  

- prior knowledge 
and learning 

resources 

TEACHER 
AGENCY  

- pedagogical 
knowledge, skill 

and beliefs 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
CORE 

the interactions 
between students, 

teachers and 
curriculum 

CURRICULUM 



Rationale: There is a national problem 
that needs solving  
National, regional & local student achievement data show pockets of 
success (e.g. NCEA, NEMP, National Standards data) 
 
There is often confusion about how to respond to particular student needs 
(Borderfields 2008) 
 
There is a propensity not to respond differently (ERO 2012, 2013) 
 
The system has not developed a mediating layer to support capability 
building (McKinsey 2010) 

Therefore the system needs do things differently 
 It needs to focus on all students and build capability through a 
system response that is contextualised to meet individual needs 





System theory of action: design 

Community 

Hapu/iwi 

Family/whānau 

Students 

Teachers 

School leaders 

RegOps 

National 
office 

Tier 3: Intensive 
response 

A few students will 
access this during 

their schooling  
Tier 2: Teaching to 
accelerate learning 
Some students will 
access this at some 

stage in their schooling 

Tier 1: Effective classroom teaching 
All students will access Tier 1 support for successful 

learning and achievement outcomes.  



Using achievement data to 
trigger a different response 

National Standards
A national summary of National Standards 
data suggested that, in 2011, around 
70% of Year 1–8 learners achieved at the 
standard expected for their year level in  

each of the standards areas (reading, 
writing, mathematics). This is a similar 
proportion as for secondary school 
learners who leave school with at least 
NCEA Level 2. 

Learners meeting the National Standard for mathematics, 2011

Learner 
 type

Well below Below At Above Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

Boys 12,403 6.6 40,155 21.5 90,376 48.3 44,055 23.6 186,989

Girls 9,692 5.5 38,426 21.8 93,860 53.2 34,296 19.5 176,274

Mäori 6,906 9.1 21,652 28.5 37,007 48.6 10,539 13.8 76,104

Pasifika 4,117 11.5 11,340 31.8 15,659 43.9 4,570 12.8 35,686

Total 23,931 6.1 84,112 21.6 196,460 50.5 84,759 21.8 389,262

Learners meeting the National Standard for reading, 2011

Learner 
 type

Well below Below At Above Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

Boys 16,758 9 36,218 19 76,363 40 60,063 32 189,402

Girls  9,557 5.3  25,878 14.3  74,531 41.1  71,365 39.4 181,331

Mäori  8,357 10.7  17,728 22.8  31,641 40.6  20,127 25.9 77,853

Pasifika  5,613 15.5  9,186 25.4  13,306 36.9  7,998 22.2 36,103

Total  27,511 7.0  65,833 16.8 158,580 40.4 140,948 35.9 392,872

Learners meeting the National Standard for writing, 2011

Learner 
 type

Well below Below At Above Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

Boys 18,795 10 52,018 29 87,622 48 23,906 13 182,341

Girls  9,617 5.4  34,501 19.5  94,644 53.6  37,820 21.4 176,582

Mäori  9,238 12.2  23,034 30.3  34,865 45.9  8,771 11.6 75,908

Pasifika  5,262 15.3  10,582 30.9  14,255 41.6  4,187 12.2 34,286

Total  30,526 8.0  92,011 24.0 194,356 50.8  65,965 17.2 382,858

Note: Overall totals do not match the sum of the gender totals because gender 
breakdowns of the data were not available for some schools.

Resourcing
The Government funds most schools in  
New Zealand through three main 
components of operational funding:

f� staffing ($3,497 million in 2011) 

f� property maintenance (on which the 
Government spent $1,210 million  
in 2011)

f� property capital works ($491 million  
in 2011). 

Most schools have sound financial 

management. Schools achieved a 

combined operating surplus of 0.6% of 

total revenue, which is an increase on 

2010 (0.2%). Over 92% of all state and 

state-integrated schools had at least 

enough current assets to cover their 

short-term debts. Public equity for 

schools increased 4.7% from 2010.

Foundation
NCEA
To achieve an NCEA Level 1 qualification, 
learners must fulfil specific requirements 
for the foundation skills of both literacy 
and numeracy. The proportion of learners 
meeting these requirements by the end of 
Year 11 increased on last year, continuing 
a trend of improvement since 2004. 
Mäori and Pasifika learner groups are still 

achieving below other ethnic groups.

f� 78.4% of all Year 11 learners met the 

literacy and numeracy requirements 

for NCEA Level 1.

f� 67.3% of Mäori Year 11 learners 

met the literacy and numeracy 

requirements. 

f� 72.8% of Pasifika Year 11 learners 

met the literacy and numeracy 

requirements.

Figure 1: Proportion of learners who met the literacy and numeracy requirements  
 for NCEA Level 1 by the end of Year 11, 2004–2011  
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System theory of action: big ideas 
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Broadly speaking, ERO believes there are three levels of self review. Figure 2 shows how these 
work and relate to each other.

Strategic self review is long term and focused on key goals related to the early childhood 
service’s vision.

Regular self reviews are about ‘business as usual’. They are smaller, focused and ongoing, 
feeding regular information into the strategic self review.

Emergent self reviews are in response to unplanned events or issues as they arise. They are 
one-off spontaneous reviews but should fit with overall goals and link to other reviews.

All self review involves gathering information which is used as evidence to support 
judgements and make decisions about service direction and priorities.

Highly effective self review
In 2008, ERO undertook a national evaluation19 that focused on how well self review was 
understood, supported and implemented in early childhood services. ERO found that where 
self review was highly effective:

improvement and accountability were understood to be the main purposes of self review
management and educators shared the same understandings about self review
it was embedded in practice and integral to the service’s operation
reviews had a clear focus
it was strongly focused on improvement and with well-established procedures to guide 
practice
reviews were both planned and spontaneous
planned reviews included scheduled policy reviews and more in-depth reviews of 
targeted areas of practice
spontaneous reviews were responsive to emerging issues.

The factors that emerged as common to all services where self review was well understood 
and implemented included:

strong leadership to promote self review

19 Education Review Office (2009) Implementing self review in early childhood services
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Initiating supplementary supports inquiry 

Quality Improvement 
Framework (QIF) 

System theory of 
action 

Initiating 
supplementary 

supports inquiry (ISSI) 

• One coherent system 
• Designed to build capability 

• Focuses on "what works" to accelerate 
progress & raise achievement 
• Six design elements 

 

•  Integrated system of support for learners 
•  A system thing not an individual thing 
•  System design 
•  Big ideas 
•  A system focus: Tools to support 

coherence 

• Timely self-review that triggers a supplementary 
& different response 
• Implementing a system of support 
• Tools to support the ISS inquiry 

 



Identify the level of 
support groups of 

students will need to 
access this learning 

focus 

Describe what students 
know and do (describe the 

rich resources  students 
can bring to the next 
learning experiences) 

TEACHING 
INQUIRY 

What strategies will 
help my students 

learn this? 
What do I need to do 

differently? 

TEACHING AND 
LEARNING 

SUPPLEMENTARY 
SUPPORT INQUIRY 
Scaffolded learning 

(inside and/or outside 
of the classroom) that 

leads to  
acceleration of 

progress so students 
able to engage with 

classroom curriculum 

TEACHING AND 
LEARNING 

Rich classroom 
experiences for all 
students based on 
school curriculum 

LEARNING 
INQUIRY 

What happened as a 
result of the 
teaching? 

An evaluation of 
impact, including 
whether students 
are at or above 
standard and/or 
progressing as 

expected 

FOCUSING 
INQUIRY 

What’s important to 
learn?  

(socio-cultural 
learning, school 

curriculum) 

Using “Teaching 
as Inquiry”  
to trigger 

supplementary 
supports for 

some students 



Outcomes for students when all three tiers are aligned 
to the school curriculum 



Implementing a 
system of support 



Tools to initiate a supplementary supports 
inquiry: resource selector tool 
 
 



An invitation to use the tools 

 
Tools to initiate supplementary support inquiries  

 
http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/System-of-support 

 


