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Abst­ract

The aim of the stu­dy was to in­vestigate the teachers’ and stu­dents’ perception of ran­king schools and 
stu­dents in national examinations. A descriptive survey design was used and secon­dary schools in Kaka­
mega south district formed the stu­dy popu­lation. The sample frame con­sisted of 75 secon­dary schools 
stra­ti­fied ac­cording to performance into low, avera­ge and top ranked ca­tegories. The sample si­ze con­
sisted of 36 schools (12 from each performan­ce category) selected by simple ran­dom sampling and 252 
respon­dents selected purposively from the 36 schools. Data collection in­stru­ments were qu­estion­naires. 
Reliability was established by use of test retest technique. Most of the stu­dents and most head teachers 
approved of ranking whi­le most of the teachers di­sapproved of ranking. Despi­te this stand on ranking, 
both the teachers and stu­dents felt that ran­king should be improved and thus called for a system of asses­
sment that en­compassed all the aspects instead of focu­sing on academic performan­ce on­ly. This would 
en­su­re that ran­king of schools and stu­dents did not glorify academic achievement at the expen­se of talent 
and other virtu­es. 
Key words: ranking, perception, performance, ta­lent and virtu­es.

Background

Ran­king in Ke­nyan edu­cation history started af­ter the estab­lishment of Local Native Coun­cil 
(LNC) and in­de­pen­dent schools (Bogon­ko, 1992). The­se schools we­re ran­ked alongside the exis­
ting missionary schools and by the early 1940s, their performan­ce was way above that of missio­
na­ry scho­ols. Ranking was also do­ne among the Go­vernment Af­rican Scho­ols (GAS) who­se first 
batch of pu­pils sat the Primary School Examinations (PSE) in 1938. Du­ring colonial pe­riod, exami­
nations we­re organized by the British. Af­ter in­de­pen­den­ce, the organization of examinations was 
localised in East Af­rica. The Camb­ridge syn­dicate that was con­ducting examinations was re­placed 
by East Af­rican Exa­mina­tions Council in 1973 which of­fered East Af­rican Certifica­te of Educa­tion 
(EACE) and East Af­rican Advanced Certifica­te of Educa­tion (EAACE). In 1980, an act of parlia­
ment empowe­red the Ke­nya National Examination Coun­cil (KNEC) to manage examinations in 
Ke­nyan schools (Eshiwani, 1993).

With the intro­duction of 8-4-4 system of educa­tion, Certifica­te of Prima­ry Educa­tion (CPE) 
was re­placed by KCPE from 1984. The Ke­nya Ju­nior Se­con­dary Examination (KJSE), Ke­nya Cer­
tifica­te of Educa­tion (KCE) Exa­mina­tion and Kenya Advanced Certifica­te of Educa­tion (KACE) 
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Examination we­re also phased out in 1985, 1987 and 1989 in that order (Eshiwani, 1993). Un­der 
the 8-4-4 system, the four year seconda­ry scho­ol educa­tion cycle ends with the Kenya Certifica­te 
of Se­con­dary Edu­cation (KCSE) examination which re­placed KCE in the old 7-4-2-3 system of 
edu­cation. This was followed by a radical chan­ge in the ran­king of schools according to a perfor­
man­ce in­dex. Up to 2007, the­re have be­en se­ven cate­gories of ran­king examination re­sults at the 
se­con­dary school le­vel used. The­se are: the ove­rall, National schools, Provin­cial schools, District 
schools, Private schools, most improved schools and Stu­dents’ cate­gories. The pub­lication of me­an 
performan­ce statistics for the top schools in the respective cate­gories and top stu­dents in the nation 
and provin­ces was me­ant to make it possib­le for schools to compare their performan­ce with other 
schools. This form of ran­king was strictly based on stu­dents’ acade­mic performan­ce in national. It 
also fails to take in­to con­side­ration the dif­fe­ren­ce in facilities and stu­dents’ in­take mark in form one 
among other factors. 

To en­han­ce equity and qu­ality of edu­cation, the re­port on Totally In­tegrated Qu­ality Edu­ca­
tion and Training not on­ly focussed on te­acher training and motivation but also re­commen­ded that 
school ran­king system be abolished (Re­pub­lic of Ke­nya, 1999). The pressu­re of examinations and 
ran­king of schools according to performan­ce we­re blamed for lack of depth in le­arning and the 
te­aching process. Te­achers ge­ared their te­aching to the examinations en­cou­raging rote le­arning. 
Focu­sing on exam re­sults ignored many other important outcomes of schooling like physical well 
being, life skills, integrity, confidence and deportment. It also led to a narro­wing of the curriculum 
due to the ne­glect of non-examined sub­jects (World Bank, 2001). 

The issue of assessment is critical to the functioning of schools. It serves as a motivator of stu­
dent performan­ce. In addition, it provides a fe­edback to the te­acher on the ef­fective­ness of te­aching 
and stu­dent achie­ve­ment. It also commu­nicates to the stu­dents, parents and others what has be­en 
le­arnt (James 1998). The pub­lication of le­ague tab­les showing performan­ce in pub­lic examinations 
is both a symptom and a cau­se of gre­ater compe­tition (Bray, 2003). The pub­lication of re­sults may 
le­ad to schools that are perceived to be doing well to attract stu­dents of high le­vels of ability while 
those perceived to be doing badly will be left with lower achie­ving stu­dents (Kellaghan 1996). It 
may also le­ad to the transfer of more ab­le te­achers, lower morale in in­dividu­al schools and cre­ate 
ghetto schools. Although, Burgess et al (2002) argue that, provision of in­formation on school per­
forman­ce is a pre-re­quisite for in­formed paren­tal choice, the World Bank (2001) fe­el that whe­re 
parents with social and/or economic advan­tage are en­cou­raged to support schools with good re­sults, 
morale and performan­ce in poorer performing schools can be depressed. 

In the United States, te­achers’ unions, school le­aders, prin­cipals and te­achers have ten­ded to 
oppose policies lin­king assessment to accoun­tability on the grounds of perverse ef­fects inclu­ding 
narrowing the curricu­lum to the practice of te­aching to the test and in­cen­tives for te­achers to che­at 
(Evers and Walberg, 2003). Eviden­ce suggests that agen­cies alter the timing of their actions and 
enga­ge in cream skimming in response to specific performance mea­sures (Hickman, Henrick and 
Smith, 2002). They exclu­de we­ak stu­dents from sitting for examinations. Che­ating was men­tioned 
as another un­productive type of respon­se to accoun­tability in­cen­tives and misre­porting of school 
dropout rates (Pe­abody and Markley, 2003). Schools also exclu­ded we­ak stu­dents by en­gaging in 
cre­am skimming at the point of admission. This is be­cau­se the higher the ability of stu­dents admit­
ted, the better the out-put and the higher the schools re­lative position in the le­ague tab­les (Wilson, 
2001). 

Performan­ce tab­les for En­gland have be­en pub­lished an­nu­ally sin­ce 1992 (Wilson, 2003). 
Currently they are used to describe the dif­ference between ‘ma­terials brought in and the finished 
product’ and thus me­asu­res the value added by the production process (Wilson, 2003). Howe­ver, 
other stu­dies in­dicate that, despite the use of le­ague tab­les in Ke­nya, Se­ne­gal and elsewhe­re, se­ve­ral 
factors in­dicate that their use is complicated and misle­ading. If stu­dents dif­fer from school to school 
in their le­vel of achie­ve­ment when joining the schools, a me­asu­re of achie­ve­ment at a later date that 
does not take this in­to account will be ine­quitab­le and misle­ading in that it will not ade­qu­ate­ly re­
flect a scho­ols success in mo­ving students from their initial entry level to their present level of achie­
vement as reflected in a public exa­mina­tion (Kellaghan and Grea­ney, 2001b). At a general level, 



PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 

IN THE 21st CENTURY
Volume 20, 2010

12 high stakes may be associated with malpractice. In their ef­fort to ob­tain high grades, stu­dents and 
some­times te­achers re­sort to various forms of che­ating de­signed to give a can­didate un­fair advan­ta­
ge over others. This takes many forms inclu­ding copying from other stu­dents du­ring examinations, 
collu­sion betwe­en stu­dents and su­pervisors, use of mate­rial smuggled in­to the examination rooms 
and purchasing of examination papers (Kellaghan and Gre­aney, 1996b). 

In New South Wa­les, a student’s final mark in each subject is determined by a combina­tion of 
scho­ol-ba­sed assessments conducted throughout the Higher Scho­ol Certifica­te (HSC) compo­nent of 
the course which forms 50% and externally administered final exa­mina­tions held in Octo­ber or No­
vember of eve­ry year (Board of Stu­dies-NSW, 2008). In Chile schools are evalu­ated on the basis of 
their improve­ment in stu­dent assessment scores, physical improve­ments by school administrators, 
working con­ditions of te­achers, equ­ality of opportu­nity through re­ten­tion rates, promotion and avoi­
dan­ce of discrimination practices on basis of gen­der or disability and te­acher- parents in­tegration 
in scho­ol. The factors are weighted and adjusted to arrive at a final sco­re entitlement for scho­ol. 
Enrolment in the winning scho­ol accounts for 25 % of the sco­re. The scho­ols are stra­tified into ho­
moge­ne­ous groups so that compe­tition is roughly betwe­en schools that are comparab­le in terms of 
stu­dent popu­lation, socio-economic status of the commu­nity whe­re the school is based. Schools are 
ran­ked within each group according to score in­dex and awards given to te­achers of schools in that 
order to be divided among themselves according to hours worked (McMakin, 2000).

In Ke­nya, the low le­vels of tran­sition rates betwe­en stan­dard 6 and 7 was partially explained 
by the fact that schools discou­raged we­aker pu­pils from taking KCPE for fe­ar that it would lower 
the me­an scores in pub­lished le­ague tab­les (Akers, Migoli and Nzomo, 2001). The pub­lication of 
me­an performan­ce statistics for each school and for each district in le­ague tab­les made it possib­le 
for schools to see whe­re they stood with respect to other schools in the district and for districts to 
compare themselves with other districts. This was a key fe­atu­re of the Ke­nya examination re­form in 
which this kind of in­formation was called in­cen­tive in­formation (Somerset, 1987). The un­derlying 
idea was that disse­mination of in­formation would cre­ate compe­tition betwe­en schools which would 
motivate te­achers to chan­ge their in­structional practices (Chapman and Syn­der, 2000). Howe­ver, 
according to Nda­go (2004), there is no mo­ral justifica­tion in ranking scho­ols where no genuine 
compe­tition re­ally existed be­cau­se some schools admit the best KCPE can­didates and have the 
best re­sources which cre­ates une­ven playground. In addition, IPAR (2004), main­tain that ran­king 
in na­tio­nal exa­mina­tions at the individual student and also at the scho­ol level has resulted in fierce 
competition. The fierce competition so­metimes led to departure from teaching to prepa­ra­tion for 
passing examinations. Ndago the­re­fore argu­ed that, inste­ad of ran­king schools using the percen­tage 
of can­didates who attained a certain le­vel of performan­ce, we should use de­viations (positive or 
ne­gative) of the KCSE grades from the KCPE mark. Mare­nya (2007) also argu­ed that the an­nu­al 
ritu­al ran­king was not in ke­e­ping with the best practice in­ternationally.  In addition, it was immoral 
to rank schools as if they we­re compe­ting on equ­al terms when others we­re facilitated to do well by 
taking the cre­am of stan­dard 8 can­didates, giving them re­asonab­le facilities and en­su­ring that they 
we­re taught by compe­tent and conscien­tious te­achers while stu­dents in other schools we­re con­dem­
ned to inescapab­le failu­re by the ab­sen­ce of the same con­ditions. He advocated for a grading system 
that captu­res and re­wards eve­rything that the school te­aches and nurtu­res inclu­ding talent.

Sta­tement of the Problem

Ran­king of schools and stu­dents in national examinations en­cou­rages positive compe­tition. Ho­
we­ver, the extent to which this af­fects socie­ty and schools in particu­lar has be­en eviden­ced by the 
anxiety of the sta­ke-holders during relea­se of Kenya Certifica­te of Seconda­ry Educa­tion (KCSE) 
re­sults in Feb­ru­ary eve­ry year, when the names of champion stu­dents and schools have graced the 
print and electronic me­dia. The posting of re­sults has rein­forced a wide­ly held be­lief that the­re are 
good and bad schools in Ke­nya. The national ban of ran­king not withstan­ding, schools are still ran­
ked at the provin­cial and district le­vel. This system of ran­king has be­en criticised for promoting un­
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fair compe­tition among schools be­cau­se the comparison betwe­en schools fails to take in­to account 
dif­fe­ren­ces in the KCPE in­take mark, social and physical con­ditions un­der which the dif­fe­rent scho­
ols opera­te.  Ranking individual students and scho­ols crea­tes fierce competition which so­metimes 
le­ads to de­partu­re from te­aching to pre­paration for passing examinations and che­ating. The­re­fore, it 
is against this background that this stu­dy in­ten­ded to in­vestigate stu­dents’ and te­achers’ perception 
of ran­king. 

Ob­jec­ti­ves of the stu­dy
1.	To in­vestigate te­achers’ perception of ran­king
2.	To in­vestigate stu­dents’ perception of ran­king.

Instruments and Met­hods

The stu­dy was a descriptive survey de­sign. This de­sign was de­e­med most ide­al for this stu­dy 
be­cau­se although the stu­dy cove­red the 2003-2006 pe­riod, the practice was on­going and its ef­fects 
we­re still being felt. It was also appropriate in assessing the te­achers’ and stu­dents’ perceptions of 
ranking. To obtain a representa­tive sample, the 75 scho­ols in the district were stra­tified into three 
cate­gories of 25 schools each. The schools we­re ran­ked from the best to the last and divided in­to 
three even ca­tego­ries of 25 scho­ols each. This stra­tifica­tion was ba­sed on mean performance in 
KCSE examination re­sults betwe­en 2003–2006.   A total of 12 schools we­re ran­domly se­lected from 
each of the cate­gories. This sample of 36 schools comprising 48% of the target popu­lation was con­
side­red ne­ither too small nor too big for the stu­dy (Mu­lu­sa, 1990; Cohen et al, 2000 and Polland, 
2005). A pur­po­si­ve sam­pling tech­ni­que was used to select the par­ti­ci­pants for the study. Te­achers 
and stu­dents participating in the stu­dy we­re the­re­fore purposive­ly se­lected to inclu­de he­ad te­achers 
of participating schools and three te­achers from each school (1 he­ad of an acade­mic de­partment, 1 
he­ad of a non-acade­mic de­partment, and 1 te­acher in a non-administrative position in the school).  
Three stu­dents we­re also purposive­ly se­lected from each school. The stu­dy se­lected the he­ad-stu­
dent, the games captain and one stu­dent in the school who was not a pre­fect. It was assu­med that 
this se­lection achie­ved even repre­sen­tation of the te­acher and stu­dent popu­lation found within the 
school commu­nity. In addition, it was also assu­med that the se­lected participants could provide the 
re­quired in­formation. The­re­fore, a total of 252 respon­dents participated in the stu­dy. The summary 
is provided in tab­le 1.

Table 1.	 Respondents and the number from each ca­tegory.

School Performance 
Category No. of schools No. of H/

teachers No. of teachers No. of students Total

Top 12 12 36 36 84
Average 12 12 36 36 84
Low 12 12 36 36 84
Total 36 36 108 108 252

Perceptions of the te­achers and stu­dents we­re pre­sen­ted using cross-tabu­lations and percen­ta­
ges. The chi squ­are was then used to de­termine whether the­re we­re any dif­fe­ren­ces in the percep­
tions of the dif­fe­rent respon­dents.

Teachers’ and Students’ Perception of Ranking

The te­achers’ and stu­dents’ perception of ran­king we­re de­termined by use of a varie­ty of open 
and closed en­ded qu­estions which sought to estab­lish their own assessment of their school position 
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year was influenced by the fact that it was the la­test exa­mina­tion year and the results were still fresh 
in the respon­dents’ mind. In addition, it was assu­med that most of the te­achers who we­re in­volved 
in the pre­paration of the can­didates we­re most like­ly to be still in their stations. The qu­estions also 
tried to estab­lish what they thought was the most important factor that con­tribu­ted to their school 
rank in that particu­lar year, how the re­sultant school rank af­fected their self este­em, progression and 
their schools’ re­lationships with other schools. In addition, the respon­dents we­re expected to state 
their state whether they approved or disapproved of ran­king and if this practice had improved re­
sults. The analysis of perceptions was done at the le­vels of the respon­dents (he­ad te­achers, te­achers 
and students). The chi-squa­re sta­tistical test at 0.05 level of significance was used to determine whet­
her there were significant dif­ferences among the head teachers, teachers and students in their percep­
tions of ranking. In educa­tio­nal circles, the 5 per cent(0.05) used as level of significance indica­tes 
that the dif­fe­ren­ce would have re­sulted from error in less than 5 out of 100 re­plications. Con­verse­ly 
the­re is a 95 per cent probability that the dif­fe­ren­ce was not due to a sampling error.

Assessment of School Rank in the 2006 KCSE Results 

He­ad te­achers, te­achers and stu­dents of the sample schools we­re asked to rate their school 
positions in the district in the 2006 KCSE re­sults. A total of 47 (18.7%) of the respon­dents ra­
ted their schools’ performan­ce in 2006 KCSE as good while 171 (67.9%) rated them as ave­rage 
and 34 (13.5%) as poor. Ge­ne­rally, most respon­dents rated their schools’ performan­ce as ave­rage  
(Tab­le 2).

Table 2. 	 Assessment of school posi­tion in 2006 KCSE results.

Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Good 8 19 20 47 (18.7)
Ave­rage 24 75 72 171 (67.9)
Poor 4 14 16 34 (13.5)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

From the in­formation collected using the qu­estion­naires, those who rated their schools’ po­
sitions in the 2006 KCSE re­sults as good felt that they had re­alised a positive performan­ce in­dex 
de­noting an improve­ment as compared to the pre­vious year while others attribu­ted the me­an grade 
to the commitment of the te­achers and in­dustry of a few of the stu­dents that led to positive perfor­
man­ce in­dex.

Those who rated their schools as ave­rage pegged this assessment on the low ability of stu­dents 
they admitted. They also thought that the performan­ce was a me­re ave­rage be­cau­se the majority of 
the stu­dents lacked self-drive so that sin­ce the te­achers in­put was more than that of the stu­dents and 
this could not transla­te into sterling performance. This is according to the justifica­tion of their ra­ting 
ob­tained from the qu­estion­naires. 

Those who agre­ed with the fact that their schools re­alised poor re­sults felt they could have done 
better with support from the commu­nity in terms prompt payment of fe­es and a positive attitu­de. 
Howe­ver, some of the commu­nities had given up on the schools and so had the stu­dents. It was 
poin­ted out that af­ter re­gistration which is usu­ally in term one, some can­didates stayed away from 
school and on­ly re­surfaced to sit for exams. This was one of the factors that con­tribu­ted to the poor 
performan­ce. The others who rated their performan­ce as poor in spite of having be­en grou­ped in 
the top ran­ked schools cate­gory re­garded their position and me­an scores as a challen­ge and thought 
they should have done much better given the fact that most of the stu­dents they admitted had ve­ry 
high KCPE marks.
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Factors that Contri­buted to the School Posi­tion in 2006 KCSE Results

Factors that we­re found to directly af­fect school ran­king we­re te­achers, stu­dents, the school ad­
ministration, the commu­nity and the govern­ment. The majority of the respon­dents (94, 37.3%) felt 
that the stu­dents con­tribu­ted gre­atly to the school rank. Te­achers we­re named by 75 (29.8%) of the 
respon­dents. On­ly 4 (1.6%) said the govern­ment played a role in the ran­king (Tab­le 3).

Table 3. 	 The factor that contri­buted to the school posi­tion.

Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Te­achers 14 30 31 75 (29.8)
Stu­dents 13 36 45 94 (37.3)
School administration 5 28 26 59 (23.4)
Commu­nity 4 12 4 20 (7.9)
Govern­ment - 2 2 4 (1.6)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

In cases whe­re the­re was poor performan­ce, it was blamed on stu­dents who had ve­ry low abili­
ty on admission be­cau­se of ve­ry low en­try marks. It was re­ported that, parents in­sisted on admitting 
stu­dents with the lowest KCPE marks in low ran­ked schools but struggled to take those with better 
marks to other schools. Some of the can­didates stayed away from school af­ter re­gistration and on­ly 
re­surfaced to sit for examinations. Most district schools we­re co-edu­cational as well as day schools. 
As a re­sult, stu­dent love af­fairs we­re pre­valent in most of the­se schools which divided the atten­tion 
of the can­didates. 

According to the respon­ses re­ceived, the commu­nities we­re re­ported to have failed to de­ve­lop 
and equip the schools. They we­re un­coope­rative, and en­cou­raged laziness among the stu­dents. In 
addition, they con­doned in­discipline and failed to pay fe­es and support school activities. Stu­dents 
blamed the poor performan­ce on fellow stu­dents being un­coope­rative, not following in­structions, 
lacking commitment, being ge­ne­rally un­disciplined and cre­ating un­rest in the schools. The stu­dents 
lacked a compe­titive spirit and self drive.  In addition, they had poor stu­dy habits, we­re ge­ne­rally 
lazy and un­disciplined. They we­re blamed for un­rest in some schools which in­terfe­red with perfor­
mance. The go­vernment was bla­med for lack of financial resources in so­me scho­ols because it was 
felt that it had not provided ade­qu­ate bursary funds. In­ciden­tally, the te­achers we­re not men­tioned 
by both stu­dents and te­achers in re­lation to poor performan­ce and a low school rank.

Whe­re good performan­ce was re­alised, the te­achers we­re comple­men­ted for their hard work 
and sacrifice which resulted in a po­sitive impro­vement index in so­me scho­ols. This was because of 
their support and guidan­ce of stu­dents, early syllabus cove­rage through the te­aching of extra lessons 
that pa­ved way for tho­rough revision, rigo­rous testing and marking, and general selflessness.  The 
school administration not on­ly motivated te­achers and le­arners but also provided a con­du­cive en­vi­
ron­ment for le­arning and te­aching. 

Effect of the School Rank on the Respondents’ Self Esteem

A total of 57 (22.6%), most of who we­re stu­dents said their school rank made them fe­el su­pe­
rior; 44 (17.5%) said it made them fe­el in­fe­rior while the majority 151 (59.9%); most of who we­re 
he­ad te­achers and te­achers said it made them fe­el ne­ither su­pe­rior nor in­fe­rior (Tab­le 4). This shows 
that ge­ne­rally, the school rank has no ef­fect on the self este­em of the respon­dents. 
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Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Su­pe­rior 3 11 43 57 (22.6)
In­fe­rior 3 14 27 44 (17.5)
Ne­ither 30 83 38 151 (59.9)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

Tab­le 4 shows that the­re was a dif­fe­ren­ce in the perceptions of the He­ad te­achers, te­achers and 
stu­dents. While the majority of the he­ad te­achers and te­achers expe­rien­ced no ef­fect on their self 
este­em, most of the stu­dents felt su­pe­rior as a re­sult of their school rank. Those who felt su­pe­rior 
might be the members of the schools which main­tained a positive improve­ment in­dex du­ring the 
four years and we­re the­re­fore proud of their positions. This shows they we­re proud of being associa­
ted with what they con­side­red good re­sults. The majority and most of who we­re he­ad te­achers and 
te­achers, felt that the school rank had no ef­fect on their self este­em be­cau­se they re­garded their role 
in the­se schools as a du­ty. A smaller percen­tage of 44 (17.5%) felt in­fe­rior showing that they did not 
re­gard te­aching or enab­ling stu­dents to perform well as being good enough. 

The Effect of the School Rank on Respondents’ Progression

This stu­dy also sought to estab­lish te­achers’ and stu­dents’ perceptions of how their schools’ 
ranks af­fected their progression in terms of promotions for the te­achers and promotion to the next le­
vel of edu­cation for the stu­dents. The majority of the respon­dents 118 (46.8%) felt that their school 
rank de­termined to a large extend whether they we­re promoted or passed KCSE. Those who felt that 
their school rank decre­ased or had no ef­fect on their progression we­re 65 (25.8%) and 69 (27.4%) 
respective­ly.

Table 5. 	 Effect of school rank on respondents’ progression.

Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Incre­ases chan­ce 14 25 79 118 (46.8)
Decre­ases chan­ce 13 34 18 65 (25.8)
No ef­fect 9 49 11 69(27.4)
Total 39 108 108 252 (100)

Chi-squ­are value 60.23      df   4        p value    0.0001

There was a significant dif­ference in the responses of the Head teachers, teachers and students 
in their perceptions of how the school rank af­fected their progression (p value 0.0001, tab­le 5) at 
0.05 level of significance. The chi va­lue of 60.23 is grea­ter than the critical va­lue of 9.49. General­
ly, the majority of the stu­dents felt that their school rank incre­ased their chan­ce of success in KCSE 
while the majority of te­achers felt that the school rank had no ef­fect on their promotion.   

The Effect of the School Rank on the Inter-school Rela­tionship

The majority of the respon­dents 147 (58.3%) felt their school rank earned their school respect 
from other schools, 61 (24.2%) said it earned their schools disrespect from other schools while the 
minority 44 (17.5%) said it had no ef­fect on their in­ter-school re­lationship.
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Table 6. 	 Effect of school rank on Inter-school rela­tionships.

Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Respect 20 51 76 147 (58.3)
Disrespect 8 29 24 61 (24.2)
No ef­fect 8 28 8 44 (17.5)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

Chi-squ­are value 16.71    df 4    p value 0.002  

Ana­lysis by chi-squa­re shows that there was a significant dif­ference in the perceptions of the 
He­ad te­achers, te­achers and stu­dents on the ef­fect of the school rank on their schools’ re­lationship 
with other scho­ols (p va­lue 0.002, table 6) at 0.05 level of significance. The chi va­lue of 16.71 is 
gre­ater than the critical value of 9.49.

Respon­dents se­e­med to unanimously agree that  being in a school that performed well in KCSE 
earned their schools respect from other schools implying that it is prestigious to be in a what they 
con­side­red good performing schools. Despite being in ave­rage and low performing schools, some 
respon­dents we­re still proud of their performan­ce in the 2006 KCSE examination re­sults. Probab­ly 
they rea­lized an impro­vement that they were proud of the scho­ol rank and classifica­tion notwithstan­
ding. Ho­wever, a significant number felt that their scho­ol ranks earned their scho­ols disrespect from 
other schools.

Respondents’ Views on the Ranking of Schools Using Na­tional Exa­mi­na­tion  
Results

Respon­dents we­re asked to state whether they approved or disapproved of national ran­king. 
Those who approved we­re the majority at 146 (57.9%) of the 252 respon­dents. The approval rating 
was highest among stu­dents at 90 (83.33%) as compared to 34 (31.48%) of the te­achers and 22 
(61.11%) of the he­ad-te­achers (Tab­le 7).

Table 7. 	 Respondents views on the ranking-Respondents.

Statement H/ teachers Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Approves 22 34 90 146 (57.9)
Disapproves 14 74 18 106 (42.1)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

Chi-squ­are value 59.75    df   2    p value 0.0001 

Ana­lysis by chi-squa­re shows that there was a significant dif­ference in the stand ta­ken on ran­
king ta­ken by head teachers, teachers and students (p va­lue 0.0001, table 7) at 0.05 level of signifi­
can­ce. The chi value of 59.75 is gre­ater than the critical value of 6.00. While the he­ad te­achers and 
stu­dents approved of ran­king, the te­achers did not.   Most stu­dents felt that ran­king en­cou­raged posi­
tive compe­tition among schools and stu­dents which was bound to improve performan­ce. It also hel­
ped we­ak le­arners and low performing schools to iden­tify their we­aknesses and map out strate­gies 
for improve­ment. It also provided in­formed choice to the parents and stu­dents on which schools to 
choose. Other proponents of ran­king said it provided a score card upon which schools evalu­ated 
their pre­vious and current performan­ce so as to arrest falling stan­dards and lay down strate­gies for 
improve­ment like bench-marking.  Such con­sultation helped schools to iden­tify and strengthen 
their we­aker are­as le­ading to improved performan­ce. The spiral ef­fect of improved performan­ce 
was a better position in the school rank, incre­ased self-este­em by the stu­dents and te­achers, incre­a­
sed en­rolment and attraction of better qu­ality KCPE products.
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scho­ols for the top ranked ones lea­ding to under staf­fing, under enrolment and under development 
in tho­se scho­ols. Conversely it caused over staf­fing, over enrolment and infra­structural develop­
ment in the re­ceiving schools. It made we­ak stu­dents to be re­giste­red in the low ran­ked schools 
further lowe­ring their me­an scores and af­fected promotions to se­nior positions. It also re­sulted in 
che­ating to main­tain a positive improve­ment in­dex and false rank, low self este­em among some stu­
dents from low ran­ked schools and ge­ne­ral in­discipline.   

The­re we­re those who felt that ran­king was un­fair be­cau­se compe­tition was ske­wed by a num­
ber of factors for example, scho­ols did not ha­ve level pla­ying ground as they were diversified in 
terms of availability of re­sources and the en­try be­haviour of the stu­dents. It led to te­achers being 
overworked. Some schools and stu­dents re­sorted to unorthodox ways of achie­ving good re­sults like 
te­aching exam orien­ted mate­rials in order to main­tain or improve their ran­king.  It also violated so­
me of the national edu­cational ob­jectives like edu­cation for all be­cau­se of en­forced re­pe­tition that 
some­times re­sulted in dropping out of school altogether. 

Factors that Should be Consi­dered in the Ranking Schools and Students in Na
tional Exa­mi­na­tions

Respon­dents we­re asked to suggest any other factors that could be used in ran­king schools 
and stu­dents in national examinations. From the stu­dy, 50 (19.8%) of the respon­dents felt that the­
re should be use of con­tinuous assessment tests, 39 (15.5%) re­commen­ded the use of en­try marks 
at KCPE and value added at the end of form four and extra –curricu­lar activities while 37(14.7%) 
wan­ted the number of can­didates put in­to con­side­ration du­ring ran­king and 23 (9.1%) of the respon­
dents of­fe­red no suggestion (Tab­le 8). 

Table 8. 	 Ot­her suggested factors for consi­dera­tion in ranking.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Extracurricu­lar Activities 4 14 21 39 (15.5)
En­try and value Added 9 25 5 39 (15.5)
Availab­le re­sources 4 8 5 17 (6.7)
Le­vel of wastage - 2 1 3 (1.2)
Do re­gional ran­king 1 2 4 7 (2.7)
Con­tinuous assessment 6 15 29 50 (19.8)
Just rank stu­dents 5 10 7 22 (8.7)
Con­sider discipline 1 5 5 11 (4.4)
No suggestion 4 8 11 23 (9.1)
Number of can­didates 2 16 19 37 (14.7)
Con­sider gen­der - 3 1 4 (1.6)
Total 36 10 108 252 (100)

Most of the he­ad te­achers and te­achers formed the bulk of those who favou­red the use of en­try 
marks and value added. It was important to assess what value a school had added to a stu­dent given 
the KCPE mark du­ring ran­king sin­ce some schools put in little ef­fort and added ve­ry little value yet 
they re­ceived all the glory while others went un­re­cognized even af­ter adding a lot of value to ve­ry 
low KCPE marks.  

Most of the stu­dents wan­ted the use of con­tinuous assessment tests. This is be­cau­se stu­dents 
we­re tested and graded throughout the four years they we­re in school so it was on­ly fair that their 
cumula­tive achievement during this entire period of study forms part of the final assessment. 

A significant number of teachers and students also suggested that extra curricular activities 
be­cau­se it was felt that they con­tribu­ted to the building of an all round in­dividu­al. This would also 
fa­cilita­te nurturing of ta­lent which had been stifled by so­me pa­rents and scho­ols in fa­vour of the 
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acade­mic work. In addition, even schools con­side­red as non-performing be­cau­se of the emphasis on 
the acade­mic would also get a chan­ce to show whe­re they can excel as talent is equ­ally important 
to the de­ve­lopment of the nation. 

The number of can­didates en­te­red for the examination should was the other key factor for con­
side­ration. This is be­cau­se some schools re­giste­red too many can­didates while others cut down on 
their numbers through re­pe­tition and re­gistration in other cen­tres in order to attain a positive me­an 
score. This would also be an in­direct way of checking wastage in schools. The le­vels of wastage and 
gen­der con­side­ration we­re the le­ast favou­red factors (Tab­le 8).

A General Assessment of the ot­her Effects of Ranking

Respon­dents we­re asked to ge­ne­rally assess the ef­fects of ran­king by use of a likert scale. He­ad 
te­achers and te­achers had a six item likert scale while the stu­dents had a two item likert scale. 

Te­achers and stu­dents we­re asked whether ran­king of schools and stu­dents de­stroyed their 
morale by cre­ating je­alou­sy. A summary of their respon­ses shows that, 123 (48.8%) agre­ed, 121 
(48.0%) disagre­ed, while on­ly 8 (3.2%) we­re un­de­cided (Tab­le 9). 

Table 9. 	 The effect of ranking on mora­le and jea­lousy.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Disagree 17 25 78 121 (48.0)
Un­de­cided 3 3 2 8 (3.2)
Agree 16 80 28 123 (48.8)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

Most of the respon­dents who agre­ed we­re te­achers while those who disagre­ed we­re stu­dents. 
This me­ans that, while the stu­dents felt that ran­king did not de­stroy their morale by cre­ating je­alou­
sy,  the te­achers on the other hand felt that ran­king actu­ally did just that and this explains why they 
had disapproved of ran­king.

Respon­dents we­re asked to say to what extend they felt that ran­king in­culcated a spirit of com­
pe­tition and hard work among schools. A few 34 (13.5%) disagre­ed and the majority 211 (83.7%) 
agre­ed. On­ly 7 (2.8%) we­re un­de­cided (Tab­le 10). From the respon­se of the overwhelming majori­
ty it can be conclu­ded that ran­king in­de­ed had the positive ef­fect of cre­ating compe­tition and hard 
work.

Table 10. 	 The effect of ranking on competi­tion and hard work.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Stu­dents Total %
Disagree 4 24 6 34 (13.5)
Un­de­cided 1 4 2 7 (2.8)
Agree 31 80 100 211 (83.0)
Total 36 108 108 252 (100)

The spirit of compe­tition and hard work is cle­arly de­picted by what is happe­ning in most se­
con­dary schools whe­re te­achers and stu­dents have doub­led their ef­forts in order to improve their 
ran­king in the local le­ague tab­les. This has be­en done through bench marking, extra te­aching and 
re­me­dial lessons for early comple­tion of the syllabus and rigorous re­vision.

When asked to show to what extend they agre­ed or disagre­ed with the suggestion that re­sults 
could be improved by promoting te­achers who excelled in their respective sub­ject are­as irrespective 
of school rank, 74 (51.4%) of the respon­dents and most of who we­re te­achers disagre­ed. Those who 
stron­gly agre­ed and most of who we­re he­ad te­achers we­re 65 (45.1%). Those who we­re un­de­cided 
we­re on­ly 5 (3.5% tab­le 11). 
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Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Total %
Disagree 11 63 74 (51.4)
Un­de­cided 1 4 5 (3.5)
Agree 24 41 65 (45.1)
Total 36 108 144 (100)

From the findings, it can be concluded that generally, results cannot be impro­ved by pro­mo­ting 
te­achers who excel in their respective sub­ject are­as irrespective of school rank.

Respon­dents we­re also asked to say to what extend they agre­ed or disagre­ed with the fe­e­
ling that promotions in the service we­re based on the me­an score of ones school in national exa­
minations. Ge­ne­rally respon­dents disagre­ed with this ob­servation as shown by the fact that 76 
(52.8%) disagre­ed and on­ly 50 (34.7%) agre­ed but 18 (12.5%) of the respon­dents we­re un­de­cided  
(Tab­le 12).  

Table 12. 	 Ranking leads to promotions in the servi­ce.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Total %
Disagree 23 53 76 (52.8)
Un­de­cided 3 15 18 (12.5)
Agree 10 40 50 (34.7)
Total 36 108 144 (100)

This shows that promotions in te­aching service are not ne­cessarily based on the performan­ce 
of ones school in national examinations be­cau­se the­re are other factors that come in­to play like ex­
pe­rien­ce and number of years in the service.

Respon­dents we­re asked to say to what extend they agre­ed that re­sults had be­en improved by 
promoting te­achers from top ran­ked schools to he­adship positions in low ran­ked schools. A total of 
96 (66.0%) disagre­ed, while 39 (27.3%) agre­ed but 10 (6.0%) we­re howe­ver un­de­cided. Half of the 
he­ad te­achers disagre­ed while most of the te­achers either disagre­ed (Tab­le 13). 

Table 13. 	 Ranking and headship.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Total %
Disagree 23 73 95 (66.0)
Un­de­cided 2 8 10 (6.9)
Agree 12 27 39 (27.1)
Total 36 108 144 (100)

That an overwhelming majority re­fu­ted this shows that re­sults had not be­en improved by pro­
moting te­achers from top ran­ked schools to he­adship positions in low ran­ked schools.

Finally, respon­dents we­re asked to state to what extend they felt re­sults had be­en improved 
by ran­king schools and stu­dents in national examinations. A total of 67 (46.5%) respon­dents, most 
of who we­re te­achers disagre­ed, 69 (47.9%) most of who we­re he­ad te­achers agre­ed while on­ly 
8 (5.6%) of the respon­dents we­re un­de­cided (Tab­le 14). 

Table 14. 	 Ranking and improvement of results.

Statement 15H/ teachers29 Teachers Total %
Disagree 14 53 67 (46.5)
Un­de­cided 1 7 8 (5.6)
Agree 21 48 65 (47.9)
Total 36 108 144 (100)
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The dif­fe­ren­ce betwe­en those who disagre­ed and agre­ed is on­ly 2 (1.39%) le­ading to the conc­
lusion that, there is no significant rela­tionship between ranking and performance as the respondents 
are divided on whether ran­king has actu­ally improved re­sults.

Discussion of Findings

Te­achers and stu­dents are the primary stake­holders in edu­cation and they are more af­fected 
by the posting of examination outcomes either positive­ly or ne­gative­ly more than anybody else. 
It was the­re­fore found ne­cessary to estab­lish their perceptions of ran­king and to be­gin with, they 
we­re asked to assess their schools’ positions in the district in the 2006 KCSE examinations. Most 
of them assessed their schools’ performan­ce as ave­rage (tab­le 2). On the most important factor that 
con­tribu­ted to the stated school position in 2006, the majority of the respon­dents, 37.3%, said the 
stu­dent was respon­sib­le. They focussed on a number of stu­dent factors espe­cially their en­try be­ha­
viour. Top ran­ked schools had the priority over low ran­ked schools du­ring form one se­lection and 
we­re the­re­fore re­garded as admitting the cre­am of the stu­dents in the district. In addition, they had 
better le­arning and te­aching re­sources. Respon­dents felt that the system of ran­king was the­re­fore 
un­fair in so far as it did not take in­to con­side­ration the en­try be­haviour of the stu­dents and the fa­
cilities thus con­curring with sen­timents that we­re expressed by Ndago (2004) and Kellaghan and 
Gre­aney (2001b). 

Whe­re the school administration was rated positive­ly by 59 (23.4%) of the respon­dents, it was 
in­stru­men­tal in con­tribu­ting to the school position through motivation of te­achers, cre­ating te­am 
work and a con­du­cive en­viron­ment for te­aching and le­arning. The Re­port of the Provin­cial Working 
Committee on the Improve­ment of Edu­cation in Western Provin­ce (1998) similarly noted that, the­re 
was motivation in some schools by the PTA members who bought and gave awards to performing 
school te­achers and stu­dents in order to stimu­late hard work. In Chile, the­re was a cle­ar cut motiva­
tion practice whe­re the schools we­re ran­ked within each group (stu­dent popu­lation, socio-economic 
status of the commu­nity whe­re the school was based whether the school we­re ru­ral or urban) accor­
ding to the score in­dex and awards given to te­achers of schools in that order to be divided among 
themselves according to hours worked (McMakin, 2000). 

The perception of the ef­fect of ran­king on self este­em re­ceived mixed re­actions with the ma­
jority of the stu­dents respon­ding that it made them fe­el su­pe­rior and the­re­fore the better the school 
rank the higher the self este­em. On the con­trary, the he­ad te­achers and te­achers felt that their school 
rank made them fe­el ne­ither su­pe­rior nor in­fe­rior (tab­le 4). Similarly, the majority of stu­dents felt 
that their school rank de­termined to a gre­at extend whether they we­re promoted to the next le­vel of 
edu­cation. The te­achers felt that it re­ally had no ef­fect on their progression (tab­le 5). The majority 
of respon­dents from all the cate­gories we­re unanimous in their perception of the ef­fect of the school 
rank on their schools’ re­lationship with other schools. A good school rank earned it respect from the 
other schools (tab­le 6).

On their views on ran­king, the majority of respon­dents (57.9%) approved of it. An equ­ally lar­
ge number (42.1%) disapproved of it (tab­le 7). The majority who approved of ran­king felt that it 
was the perfect performan­ce me­asu­re which also stimu­lated compe­tition that led to improve­ment 
in performan­ce. It kept te­achers and stu­dents on their toes as it helped them to evalu­ate themselves 
and step up the pressu­re of hard work. This agre­es with James (1998), that the issue of assessment 
is critical to the functioning of schools as it served as a motivator of stu­dent performan­ce. It also 
serves the function of providing a fe­edback to the te­acher and commu­nicates to the stu­dents, pa­
rents and others what had be­en le­arnt. Similarly, it agre­es with Somerset (1987) who adds that the 
pub­lication of me­an performan­ce statistics for each school and for each district in the le­ague tab­les 
made it possib­le for schools to see whe­re they stood with respect to other schools in the district and 
for districts to compare themselves with other districts. Proponents of ran­king also felt that ran­king 
of schools and stu­dents provided in­formed choice to the parents and stu­dents on which schools to 
cho­o­se which equally agreed with the findings of Burgess at al (2002). 
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a number of factors. Scho­ols did not ha­ve level pla­ying ground as they were diversified in terms 
of availability of re­sources and the en­try be­haviour of the stu­dents which is in line with Kellaghan 
(1996) and Ndago (2004). Other opponents of ran­king also felt that in order to main­tain or improve 
their ran­king te­achers we­re over-worked. Some schools and stu­dents re­sorted to unorthodox ways 
of achie­ving good re­sults like che­ating and te­aching exam orien­ted mate­rials. This con­curs with 
IPAR (2004), that ran­king in national examinations at the in­dividu­al stu­dent and the school le­vel 
had resulted in fierce competition which so­metimes led to departure from teaching to prepa­ra­tion 
for passing examinations. According to Kellaghan and Gre­aney (1996b), at a ge­ne­ral le­vel, high 
stakes we­re associated with malpractice be­cau­se in their ef­fort to ob­tain high grades. Stu­dents and 
some­times te­achers re­sorted to various forms of che­ating de­signed to give a can­didate un­fair advan­
tage over others. This took many forms inclu­ding copying from other stu­dents du­ring examinations, 
collu­sion betwe­en stu­dents and su­pervisors, use of mate­rial smuggled in­to the examination rooms 
and purchasing of examination papers. 

It was found that ran­king made both the te­achers and stu­dents to aban­don low ran­ked schools 
for the top ranked ones lea­ding to under staf­fing, under enrolment and under development in tho­se 
scho­ols. It caused over staf­fing, over enrolment and go­od development in the receiving scho­ols. 
This agre­es with Kellaghan (1996) that pub­lication of re­sults may le­ad to the transfer of more ab­le 
te­achers, lower morale in in­dividu­al low ran­ked schools and cre­ate ghetto schools.

Both those who approved and disapproved of ran­king felt that it should be improved upon by 
putting in­to con­side­ration a number of other factors. A total of 19.8% of the respon­dents, most of 
who we­re stu­dents, re­commen­ded the use of con­tinuous assessment tests (tab­le 8). This suggestion 
agre­es with the practice in New South Wales whe­re the examination system at the se­con­dary school 
level consists of continuo­us assessment and final exa­mina­tions (Bo­ard of Studies-NSW, 2008). 

The other factors that we­re he­avily favou­red we­re the use of co-curricu­lar activities (15.5%) 
and the use of the KCPE en­try mark and value added me­asu­re at the end of form IV (15.5%). This 
con­curs with the grading system in En­gland whe­re be­fore 2003, the le­ague tab­les we­re based on­ly 
on raw output– unadjusted test score­s–and in­formation was provided at the school ave­rage le­vel but 
sin­ce then, the le­ague tab­les have also inclu­ded in­dicators of the value added by the school betwe­en 
key stages. The value added me­asu­re is used to describe the dif­fe­ren­ce betwe­en ‘mate­rials brought 
in and the finished pro­duct’ and thus mea­sures the va­lue added by the pro­duction pro­cess (Wilson, 
2003). This is the me­asu­re also re­commen­ded by Ndago (2004) when he suggested that that inste­ad 
of ran­king schools using the percen­tage of can­didates who attained a certain le­vel of performan­ce, 
we should use de­viations (positive or ne­gative) of the KCSE grades from the KCPE mark. This ob­
serva­tion is in line with the findings of the study where 39 (15.5%) of the respondents suggested the 
use of en­try marks at KCPE and value added at the KCSE.

Additionally, the number of can­didates, availab­le re­sources, re­gional ran­king, le­vel of wastage 
we­re suggested for con­side­ration du­ring ran­king stu­dents. This would be in line with what happens 
in Chile where scho­ols were stra­tified into ho­mo­geneous groups so that competition was roughly 
betwe­en schools that we­re comparab­le in terms of stu­dent popu­lation, socio-economic status of the 
commu­nity whe­re the school was based whether the schools we­re ru­ral or urban. En­rolment in the 
win­ning school accoun­ted for 25% of the score (McMakin, 2000).

On the general assessment of the other ef­fects of ranking, most respondents af­firmed that it 
cre­ated compe­tition and hard work which again con­curs with Somerset (1987). While ran­king was 
highly favou­red by the stu­dents, the te­achers felt that it de­stroyed the morale of the te­aching force 
by cre­ating je­alou­sy, su­spicion and distrust. The stu­dy also found that re­sults could not be improved 
by promoting te­achers who excelled in their respective sub­ject are­as irrespective of school rank. Si­
milarly, re­sults had not be­en improved by promoting te­achers from top` ran­ked schools to he­adship 
positions in low ran­ked schools. The respon­dents’ views on whether re­sults had be­en improved by 
ran­king had a mixed re­action with 46.53% disagre­eing while 47.92% agre­ed. 

Ge­ne­rally, the te­achers and stu­dents called for a system of assessment that en­compassed all 
the aspects inste­ad of focu­sing on acade­mic performan­ce on­ly. This view agre­es with the argu­ment 
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that the grading system should captu­re and re­ward eve­rything that the school te­aches and nurtu­res, 
inclu­ding talent (Mare­nya, 2007). This would be in line with the practice in En­gland (Wilson, 2003) 
and in Chile (MacMakin, 2000).

Recommenda­tions

Schools and stu­dents should be graded on the basis of con­tinuous assessment tests, extra-curri­
cu­lar activities, en­try mark and value added and the can­didatu­re. This will en­su­re that grading does 
not glorify acade­mic achie­ve­ment at the expen­se of talent and other virtu­es.

Schools and commu­nities should be sen­sitized to the re­alization that a schools’ and stu­dents’ 
me­an scores provide a score card upon which schools evalu­ate their performan­ce so as to arrest fal­
ling stan­dards and lay down strate­gies for improve­ment. The­re­fore while good me­an scores should 
be ce­leb­rated, a poor one should in­vite con­certed ef­fort from all the stake­holders to improve on it. 
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