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ABSTRACT

This study is concerned with the manageability efessment in New Zealand
schools. In order for assessment to be effectivaehools, it needs to be manageable.
This is especially important for New Zealand sckaal the light of the changes in
administration and curriculum introduced in thelyd990s. These reforms which
were termedromorrow’s Schoolsmtroduced radical changes to New Zealand schools
in the areas of governance, management, the clumcuassessment, and quality

assurance.

In the area of assessment, primary schools wereepted with a number of
challenges which included a requirement to assésghdy structured curriculum with
close to 1000 achievement objectives, many of whigtre open to different
interpretation. There was also an expectation sesss against the structure of this
new rapidly introduced curriculum, without any tegrovided for such assessment.
The New Zealand system also departed from othentdes in that it made no
distinction in terms of importance in teaching amssessment between what are
usually considered the core activities of primachal education, literacy and
numeracy, and other learning areas. In light o$¢hehallenges it is not surprising that
a number of the assessment processes that schewddoped and used were
guestionable in terms of manageability and utility.

The aim of this research is to examine the effefctgovernment policy and
international movements in assessment on the mahdigye of assessment practice in
New Zealand primary schools during the period 19006. The research also
examines what is meant by the termanageabilityand utility when applied to the

context of primary school assessment.

By means of case study research, the investigatimhores assessment practice in
three Wellington primary schools during 2006-200he case studies sought to
understand current assessment practices in teritie gEforms of the early nineties,
as well as more recent developments in assessmblew Zealand.



The research illustrated that while these three Mealand schools still faced some
major issues in terms of the manageability andtyitif assessment, their views were

more optimistic and positive than earlier reseatcidies had reported.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

Abbreviation

ABelL Assessment for Better Learning

ARB Assessment Resource Bank

asTTle Assessment Tools for Teaching and Legrni

ATOL Assessment to Learn

BSM Beginning School Mathematics

BOTs Boards of Trustees

CRA Criterion Referenced Assessment

ERO Education Review Office

IEA International Association for the Evaluation of
Education

LPDP Literacy Project Professional Development

MoE Ministry of Education

MinNZC Mathematics in the New Zealand Curriculum

NAGs National Administration Guidelines

NCEA National Certificate in Educational Achewment

NEGs National Education Goals

NEMP National Education Monitoring Project
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NZCF New Zealand Curriculum Framework



NZEI
NZPF
NZQA
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P&A
PIRLS
PAT
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SBA
SEA
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TOSCA

The Exemplars

New Zealand Education Institute

New Zealand Principals’ Federation

New Zealand Qualifications Authority
Outcomes Based Education

Progress and Achievement Register
Progress in International Reading Litgratudy
Progressive Achievement Test

Programme for International Student

Assessment

Standards Based Assessment

School Entry Assessment

Standardised Assessment Tasks
Supplementary Test of Reading Achievement

The Third International Mathematics and
Science Study
Test of Scholastic Abilities

The New Zealand Curriculum Exensplar



Glossary
Cumulative cards

A cumulative card is a card that records studendideand a summary of their
achievement. Their use is not compulsory, and whikviously very common in

schools use is now declining.

Cluster

A cluster is a term used in New Zealand to descabgrouping of schools in a
geographical area. The organisation of clustersnioasfficial status but is usually a
basis for forming school groups linked by membegrsbi a local principals’

association. In the last ten years it has beereasiongly common for clusters to
undertake some professional development togethdr aminister special needs

resourcing.

Professional Development Contract /[LPDP/ATOL

A Professional Development (PD) Contract is a pseaaf professional development
in a school that is usually of between one or twarg duration. It is a whole school
development involving all teaching staff. PD cootsaare commonly led by an
outside facilitator. A school undertaking a PD caat is usually required to make
some formal commitment to implementing the contehtthe contract. Literacy

Professional Development Contract (LPDP) is a PDtragt focusing on either

reading or writing. An Assessment to Learn (ATO&jmerly ABeL is an assessment

PD contract.

Scale A Teacher

A scale A teacher is someone who is responsibléhfgir own class teaching but has
no designated management responsibilities in aobcho

Syndicate

A syndicate is the term used in most New Zealambals to describe a grouping of
classes at a similar level in a school. Syndicaseslly include three to four classes.
Syndicate leader

A syndicate leader is the person who has managenesmbnsibility for a syndicate.

Vi



Topic

Topic is the term used in many New Zealand prinsatyools to describe teaching in
social studies, science, technology and healttaritbe common for these subjects to
be integrated with the English curriculum. It isyeommon for Topic to be taught in

the afternoon in blocks of four to six weeks on armma of the curriculum.

Vil
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CHAPTER ONE

1.1 Introduction to Chapter One

In order for assessment to be effective in schablseeds to be manageable. This is
especially important for New Zealand schools, ie tight of the changes in
administration and curriculum introduced in thelyd®90s. As will be argued in this
thesis, these changes have meant that assessnpeatadions for primary schools

have been often unrealistic and lacking in appedprguidance and direction.

While there are many important indicators of quailit assessment practice such as
reliability, validity and the meeting of ethicabsidards, manageability and utility are
also key features of successful assessment. Abaiirgued, manageability, and to a
lesser extent, utility, have often been neglectedhe development of assessment
expectations, tools and practices in New Zealahods, giving rise to a number of

implementation problems.

1.2 The Rationale for the Research

The rationale for this research is based on theds#ted themes. The first theme
concerns a desire to understand the challenges 2&aland schools faced arising
from the structural and curriculum reforms that evamtroduced during the period
1989 to 1993. A major outcome of these reforms wees increased assessment

requirements that schools faced (Fancy, 2004a).

The requirement of increased assessment assowrdtethe reforms led to questions
being asked about the manageability and utilityaohumber of the assessment
activities schools undertook during the mid to laiteeties and the pressure they were
placing on teachers and principals (Livingston&4t MoE, 1999b; Renwick & Gray,
1995; Thrupp, Harold, Mansell, & Hawksworth, 200énd Wylie 1997, 1999).
However, in order to answer questions regardingnfamageability and utility of
assessment activities it is essential to developraterstanding of what is meant by
these two concepts. For this reason an attempaderno develop an understanding of
the concepts of the manageability and utility odemsment in the context of New
Zealand primary education. Such an understandisgttia potential to improve the

implementation of assessment in schools. For thésan the development of an



understanding of the concepts of the managealaihty utility of assessment is the

second major rationale for the research.

A particular feature of the first years of New Zwal reforms was that schools were
asked to assess a curriculum without the provisibassessment tools to carry out
this process (ERO, 1995). However, since the neemmium, New Zealand primary

schools have been supplied with a rapidly increasiomber of assessment tools.
These include assessment activities associated thgh Numeracy Project, the

Supplementary Test of Reading Achievement (STAReYE=2001), the Exemplars

(Chamberlain, 2001; MoE, 2003a), the revised PAsIstéDarr, Neill & Stephanou,

2006; Darr, McDowall, Ferral, Twist & Watson, 2008hd asTTle (MoE, 2007).

Attempting to understand how New Zealand primarigosts have adapted to the
introduction of these tools is the third rationdethis study.

In summary, the rationale for this research is t@ngt to understand the impact of
the structural and curriculum reforms on the maabdigy and utility of assessment
activity carried out in New Zealand schools durihg period 1993 to 2006. It is
believed that greater understanding of these casazuld lead to more useful and

manageable assessment practices in the future.

1.3 The Context of the Study
1.3.1 The New Zealand Education Reforms

The reforms that began in New Zealand in 1989 (kari®88) were arguably the
most fundamental changes in the country’s educasimme the introduction of
compulsory education in 1877. Schools were to becaalf governingand self

managing with the establishment of Boards of Tes{8OTS).

Self management meant that the BOTs were respensdsl property, financial
operations, employment of all staff, as well asaleping their own individual sets of
policies and procedures. The role of the princgpgdanded from the traditional focus
on such elements as the curriculum, student betagiod the leading of teachers, to
becoming property managers, and developing an stat@ling of both accounting
principles and employment law. Greater accountgbias introduced into the system

with the former inspectorate, which had a strorgmeint of advice and guidance,



being replaced by an independent audit agencyi:theation Review Office (ERO).
ERO reports were to become public documents andtsesere published in the local

press.

While self management gave schools more local cbotr some aspects of decision
making, the curriculum became more centrally cdlgoand directive. The New
Zealand Curriculum Framework (NZCF) (MoE, 1993a)swaublished in 1993 and
was followed by the roll out of the various curfiomn documents. These seven new
curriculum statements were introduced at a verydrggace: Mathematics (MoE,
1992) (which actually preceded the NZCF); ScierideH, 1993b); English (MoE,
1994a); Technology (MoE, 1995); Social Studies (M&E97); Health and Physical
Wellbeing (MoE, 1999a); and The Arts (MoE, 2000&)e rapid pace of introduction
put a great deal of pressure on schools to develgems to implement these
radically new approaches (Fancy, 2004a). The auwe statements were organised
under eight vertical levels and a number of strakadsh strand of the curriculum was
broken down into achievement objectives (0260 in theMathematics in théNew

Zealand Curriculunfrom level one to five alone).

Willis (1992) and Elley (1993) highlighted how thew Zealand reforms were based
on the earlier English reforms. While there werenynaimilarities in terms of the
philosophy of competition, increased accountabilggd the structuring of the
curriculum around a series of levels, the approtxhassessment differed quite
markedly. The English had a far more directed stinecwith the prescribed system of
Standardised Assessment Tasks (SATS). In New Zeakuihools were expected to
assess students but were given little directioh@m to carry this out (Capper, 1991).
Such decisions were to be made at the school l&ha.lack of direction given to
New Zealand schools also produced significant, iffedent challenges, as
documented by ERO in 1995. These included concewves the large number of
achievement objectives to be assessed, the laidolsfto assess the new curriculum,
and the inefficiency of all 2700 New Zealand sckoaleveloping their own

assessment systems.

The MoE’s National Education Goals (NEGs), NatioAaiministration Guidelines
(NAGs) and National Achievement Objectives whicbkeffect in April 1993 spelt
out the requirements of BOTSs. In terms of assesstherNAGs made no distinction



between the traditional core areas of literacy amdheracy, and other subjects.

Schools were expected to assess in detail all afehgs curriculum.

1.3.2 Recent Developments in New Zealand Assessmerectice

Since the reforms a number of assessment tools dewvdlopments have been
introduced. The first of these was the National ¢atiwn Monitoring Project (NEMP)
(Flockton, 1995). The Assessment Resource BankBgARleveloped by the New
Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCERJ)ewbe first tools introduced to
assess the new curriculum and were made availablschools in 1996. The
Assessment for Better Learning (ABeL) professiatalelopment contract began in
1993. The title later changed to Assessment torLéATOL). These programmes
have aimed to develop teacher knowledge of effecagsessment and to raise

students’ levels of achievement.

In the late 1990s there was a push for nationdingeded by ERO (1998) and
supported by the National Government Ministers du&ation, Wyatt Creech and
Nick Smith (MoE, 1998).

At the same time concern regarding the readingeaehient of many New Zealand
students led to the establishment of the LiteraagkTForce (MoE, 1999b) with the
subsequent development of the Supplementary Td®eadling Achievement (STAR)
in 2001 by NZCER (Elley, 2001).

From the late 1990s the Numeracy Project (Higgig®02) was introduced
progressively into schools beginning with thoséhi@ lowest deciles. This method of
teaching numeracy included a comprehensive onewo-@ssessment which was
radically different from previous approaches to Imatatics assessment, especially in
the middle and senior school which had formerly rbésrgely based on school

developed class tests.

The new millennium began with the election of a duab Government and the
appointment of Trevor Mallard as Minister of Educat The pace of change in the
development of assessment tools was accelerateitk Yha plan for national testing
was abandoned, the development of the actual tekish were titled Assessment

Tools for Teaching and Learning (asTTle) (MoE, 200vas continued with their use



being voluntary. The first version of asTTle becaawailable in 2003. The New

Zealand Curriculum Exemplars (the Exemplars) (Chenhain, 2001; MoE, 2003a), a

set of assessment and teaching tools based omtioeis curriculum statements, were
also developed by the MoE.

Under Mallard’s ministry, professional developmewas increased with a greater
number of schools undertaking the revised ATOL @it with its emphasis on

formative assessment. Also a large number of sshaudertook Literacy Professional
Development Project (LPDP) contracts for professiaievelopment which also had a
strong emphasis on formative assessment. In a rggl@pment, and contrasting with
the early philosophy of competition, this periodcasaw schools working together in

clusters (Fancy, 2004a).

In 2001 the government introduced tBéucation Standard@VoE, 2001d) legislation
which required schools to set annual targets amubrteon progress to their
communities and the Ministry. Five years later D0@ the Ministry notified all
schools that over the next two years they woulddagiired to purchase and use an
approved school management software package. Adlettprogrammes included a
large element of assessment recording and reporTimg most recent development
was the publication of the revised draft nationatriculum (MoE, 2007a) released to
schools in July 2006. The implications of this &msessment have yet to be worked

through.

1.3.3 New Zealand Assessment Literature

A brief background on New Zealand assessment titeraover the last 20 years
provides further context for the position of thessearch. A review of the various
perspectives of writers on the subject of assessméddew Zealand primary schools
since 1990 shows that there has been little enapiviork that looks specifically at
actual classroom and school practice. The littlekvibat has taken place has not been
recent enough to take account of the rapidly chapgassessment landscape.
Assessment and its relationship to the curricullawehbeen examined in the context
of changes in the New Zealand education systemempériod 1990 to the present, by
a number of writers. Some of this research (O’'Neigrk, & Openshaw, 2004; Willis,
1992) focused more on the ideological perspectiveusriculum and assessment



reform than on the effects on practice and learnidgwever, Elley (2004) and
Thrupp, Harold, Mansell, and Hawksworth (2000) eied the reforms from the
perspective of both ideology and practice, whileingstone (1994), Renwick and
Gray (1995) and Wylie (1997, 1999) investigatedithpact of the reforms in general
on teachers, principals and schools and each iedlusubstantial sections on
assessment. Livingstone conducted research intavidnkloads of 157 Wellington
teachers and identified the development of newsassent procedures as one of the
five most stressful workload factors. Renwick andhyGreported that teachers had
found the pace of the curriculum reforms challeggivith most reporting increased
workloads. Assessment was an issue with a largebauwf teachers. There was, in
Renwick and Gray’'s words, “uncertainty about howcmshould be assessed and
appropriate assessment methods” (p. 9). Wylie indoaclusion from a series of
teacher surveys up to 1997 reported that teaclzetgteatly increased the amount of

assessment they were doing.

Croft, Stafford, and Mappa (2000) and Dunn, Staffand Marston (2003) examined
the extent of use of individual assessment tooNaw Zealand schools and teachers’
views on their effectiveness. However, there ave detual studies of assessment in
New Zealand conducted in the last ten years, affhdbe works of Brown (2002),
Dixon (1999), Hill (2000) and Knight (2000) standt@s examples of studies where
assessment was the primary focus, and in Hill'e cte research was based on actual
classroom practice. Knight brought to her writingassessment for accountability the
perspective of a school facilitator who was workimigh a number of schools in the

area of assessment.

Through questionnaires and interviews with teachrefesur Auckland schools, Dixon
(1999) illustrated the gap between policy and jcacin assessment. Her research
identified the impact of the Education Review Odfion assessment practice in New
Zealand schools in the late nineties. The study alkistrated the growing
understanding of formative assessment by teachers.

In comparison to the research of Dixon (1999) ailb(BD00), this thesis includes the
most recent developments in assessment, but the sigosficant difference is that
this study focuses more on the school as a systelhthas a heavy emphasis on the
role of principals and other school leaders in ss®ent activity, whereas Hill's work



focused on teachers in the classroom, Brown’'s (RO&2 individual teachers’

perceptions of assessment in general, and Dixolugad principals from her study.
Furthermore, this work looks at teachers’ views specific individual assessment
tools and procedures. In other words, a key distsigng feature of this research is
that the school as a unit of study is the focusufh an examination of the views of
both teachers and school leaders, as well as dgsenaf the interaction between

teachers and leaders, and between the schoolsacohimunity.

1.4 Research Focus
1.4.1 Research Context

Given the rationale and context given above, tlEsearch is focused on how
assessment activity is implemented in schoolsdtrenes how schools make sense of
the requirements and attempt to establish assesamemeporting systems. Central to
this examination are explorations of how manageabl® useful are the assessment

activities schools undertake.

1.4.2 Research Questions

The above aim forms three research questions:

1.What were the major influences and challengessessment in New Zealand

primary schools since 19907?

2.How did three New Zealand primary schools estaldissessment and
reporting systems during the period that were mealblg and maintained a

focus on learning?

3.To what extent do the staff of three case stetipals find the most recent
changes in assessment practice/tools manageabjg@nde useful

information?



1.5 Methodology
1.5.1 Methodology

This section briefly outlines the methodologicapagach used in this study. This will
be covered in greater detail in Chapter Five. fsearch was based on a review of
the assessment literature (question one) and stadies of three schools, examining
how they established and developed assessmeninsyftem the introduction of the
Tomorrows Schools reforms to 2006 (questions twd #mee). The approach
included semi-structured interviews with principalsther school leaders, and
teachers. It also included document examinationsoth artefacts as school
assessment policies, strategic plans, BOT rep&®) reports, and reporting to
parents. The research also examined how the tlulemols were implementing the

most recent changes in the assessment landscape.

1.5.2 Sample

The study required both a deep investigation areltbat takes account of the rapidly
changing assessment landscape in New ZealandhiSaeason the investigation was
restricted to three schools. This small sample,thednethodological approach itself
means that the results will not be able to be gdised across all New Zealand
schools, but in line with qualitative methodologyhich emphasisesredibility and
transferability, the research will provide the thick descriptioreeded for others to

decide what transfers to their own schools andecdnt

It was important that at least one, but not alth# schools, had participated in the
MoE’s Assess to Learn (ATOL) professional develophwntracts. This is important
as ATOL is the only substantial professional depeient programme in assessment
offered to schools. Without including a school that undertaken ATOL, it could be
argued that any conclusions reached could be duthdéoabsence of systematic

professional development in assessment.

In order for the research itself to be manageableas proposed that the selection of
the schools be restricted to those in the greateltivgton region. However this did

create problems. In the last 17 years, | have hwewipal of three Wellington



schools. | know many of the principals well andwmber of them are close friends.
In the interest of validity it is important thatetlschools in the study not include those
where there is a close relationship between myswlfthe principal of the case study
school.

1.5.3 Case Study Research

Chapter Five will also discuss the rationale fangsa case study approach in more
detail. In brief, it is important to make sure thia methodological approach matches
the context of the research. Any research thatssémklluminate what happens in
schools needs to take account of the reality obaklife. Schools are complex
organisations with many competing demands placedhem. The implementation
and management of assessment is just one of the isanes faced by school
leadership teams that include curriculum implemtorta pastoral care, behaviour
management, personnel, financial and property nmanagt, and relationships with
BOTs and parents. Schools attempt to meet thesarddsmwith a finite amount of

resources and limited time frames.

Any project that seeks to understand how schotésngtt to develop manageable and
effective assessment systems begins with a chosteelbn two main research
paradigms that are loosely described as quanttand qualitative. A small number
of quantitative studies have attempted to shed lghthe New Zealand assessment
landscape. These included Dunn, Strafford, and tdar$2003) who investigated
schools’ use and rating of various assessment,taats Wylie (1997, 1999) whose
studies of the impact of the Tomorrow's School'sore included elements of
assessment. However, the research questions isttidy sought to develop a deep
understanding of how assessment operates in tl®lsdin question and how various
key players attempted to make sense of the chalehdnow to assess children in a
manageable and effective manner. As such, quabtatesearch is the most
appropriate approach in answering these questMagens (1997) uses Denzin and

Lincoln’s (1994) definition to describe qualitativesearch:

Qualitative research is multimethod in focus, iV an interpretive,
naturalistic approach to its subject manner. Thisams that qualitative
researchers study things in their natural settiajempting to make sense of,



or interpret phenomena in terms of the meaningplpeoring to them. (pp.
159-160)

Within the qualitative research paradigm, a caselystwas chosen as the most
appropriate methodology to meet the needs of #search. In attempting to define
the concept of a case study, Meriam (1998) stateat ‘a qualitative case study is an
intensive, holistic description and analysis ofragke instance, phenomenon or social
unit” (p. 27). In this research, the phenomena ustiedy are the manageability and
utility of assessment, and the bounded systemshar¢éhree case study schools that

are examined.

1.6 Structure of the Thesis

This first chapter has introduced the rationale tfor research and context of the
study. It has given a brief overview of the methodg. Chapter Two explores the
concepts of manageability and utility. Attentiorgigsen to how these terms have been
used in the literature. The relationship of manbhdiya and utility to validity and
reliability is explored. Chapter Two concludes wattdefinition of each of these two
concepts.

Chapters Three and Four comprises the literatwieweof the thesis. Chapter Three
traces government policy on assessment in New @edtam 1989 to the 2006 and
discusses these policies from the perspective efnhjor challenges to assessment
that developed out of the implementation of the NBaland education reforms and
the impact that these changes have had on schaxdiqa. This chapter also discusses
the major movements in western education in the28syears, covering outcomes
based education, performance or authentic assegsimmative assessment,
evidence-based teaching, and international conmpeisof achievement. The
discussion will include the development of the eedwe concepts, claims made in
favour of each, and their impact in New Zealandaj@ér Four examines assessment
tools and approaches developed in New Zealand shmeeeforms. They include
NEMP, the ARBs, School Entry Assessment, STAR, EkemplarsasTTle and the
revision of PAT Mathematics. While not a recent@&lepment, Running Records are
a pervasive assessment tool and their use willl@sdiscussed. The rationale for the
development of each of these tools will also bemerad and critiqued in terms of

manageability and utility.
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The research methodology will be discussed in ndetail in Chapter Five. Chapter
Six reports the results of the three case studi@teChapter Seven discusses how
they relate to each other and the wider contexddoication. Chapter Eight concludes
with an examination of the limitations of the resda and makes a number of policy
recommendations for assessment practice in Newaddabs well as making

recommendations for future research.

1.7 The Researcher’s Perspective

This section outlines my own personal perspectiveaonumber of issues that are
central to the research. The research is interwaxdnmy own career as an educator
which began in 1980 when | enrolled at the Uniwgrgif Canterbury to study
education. During the following four years | contplé a three year primary teaching
programme at the Christchurch College of Educa#ind a BA in Education at the
University of Canterbury. This was followed by anBd from the University of
Canterbury which | completed in my first four yeafsteaching. At Canterbury |
undertook a number of papers in educational measmewhich mainly focused on

norm referenced testing.

After teaching in state and integrated schools lmisEchurch and the Wairarapa, |
took up my first principal’s appointment in 1993daior the last 16 years have been a
principal of three Catholic Schools in Wellingt@t Anne’s Newtown, 1993-1997; St
Theresa’s Karori, 1997-2003; and St Joseph’s Upfudt, from 2003 to the present.
My time as a principal has therefore largely caled with the period being
investigated in this research.

The fact that | am a practitioner-researcher, rath@n an academic or policy
developer has both advantages and disadvantagesli@ntaking this research. On the
positive side, as a principal | have a comprehengrmowledge of assessment in
primary schools. | report to parents, the BoardTafistees and the Ministry on
children’s achievement. | have experienced six EBR@ews. As a principal | see one
of my main roles as leading teachers in developisgessment practices to enhance
student learning. It is with irony, that | haveconfess that while a motivation for my
research has been to discover how schools cansassgsnore manageable way, over
the last five years this has led to the childrenmgt school undertaking more

11



assessment than possibly happens in many otheplsche | have sought to use,
understand and critique all the assessment toaléahle to New Zealand schools by
trialling each in some way or to some degree w#hious class groupings in our
school. While these experiences, and my studideedtniversity of Canterbury in the

1980s, have given me a substantial background sesasient and how New Zealand
primary schools operate, it not surprising thabwer nearly 30 years involvement in
education and 17 years as a principal, | have deeél views, in fact strong views, on
assessment that need to be acknowledged, indesdspended, in undertaking this
research. From the very choice of the researclt b plain that | have a particular

perspective on assessment in New Zealand schowleuld not be researching the
manageability of assessment if | did not believat tthis was an issue worthy of
investigation. By choosing to devote a substamiaportion of the last five years of

my life to the topic | obviously believe it is assue that needs addressing.

For the research to have validity it is importdra@ttmy own positions are clear. In this
research | am in one sense thetrument of the research.identified the research
topic, developed the research questions, gatharedysed and interpreted the data.
Where the researcher has such a dominant rolentgertant that they identify their

own bias as they approach the study.

The following statements attempt to clarify thewsel held on assessment in 2004
when | began this study. Since the introductiothefNew Zealand curriculum | have
believed that assessment against the levels ofN#n Zealand Curriculum is
unwieldy, illogical and lacking research on chililge learning to support such an
approach. | believe that some form of organisasioch as structuring the curriculum
into levels is appropriate for planning purposes does not provide a standard to
assess children against. Developments that hawmptitd to assess students’
achievements against the levels of the curriculurd the numerous achievement
objectives have largely been a waste of teachieng’ &and produced little information
that is useful.

Associated with this view was my belief that whesmpared with other elements
associated with primary education, assessmentysteehnical and complex. Asking
each school to develop their own system of assedswas not only impractical in

terms of manageability it also asked individualcaadh to carry out a task that they
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lacked the capacity to achieve successfully. It ivdwave been more appropriate for

the Ministry of Education to provide greater difrentin the area of assessment.

A further belief that | held at the beginning ofsthiesearch was the view that the
development of children’s ability in the core are@siumeracy and literacy was the
most important activity primary schools engagelimfact, primary schools are the
only institutions solely charged with this respdutsi. For this reason | held the view
that assessment activity in primary schools shdatdis on these core areas. By
devoting a large amount of teacher time to asse#smeother curriculum areas,
schools risk being distracted from their primarydtion in literacy and numeracy

education.

| also hold the belief that while schools shouldcbacerned with the development of
high level attributes and values, such as foundhe essential skills and the key
competencies, these concepts are extremely diffiolhssess. They are too complex
and it is too difficult to separate the factorsttaee determined by home background
and other influences from what are the result ef $bhool curriculum. While it is
appropriate for schools to set goals to developdam’s’ ability to manage self
(MoE, 2007a) and to evaluate the effectiveness hafirt programmes in this
competency, to extend this evaluation to include fdrmal assignment of scores or
descriptors to individual students is, in my viegyestionable use of the school’s

time.

While the views expressed above are concerned el@ments of the New Zealand
Curriculum Framework (NZCF) (MoE, 2003) | also beghis research with two
strong views that applied to assessment in morenteimes. As already noted, |
believed that the structure established in 1998dkked schools to develop their own
assessment tools (MoE, 1992, 1994b) placed sesimess on the school in terms of
manageability. However, the fact that since 200fre¢hare now a large number of
assessment tools available to schools has alsa grgat deal of stress on schools. In
other words, schools in 1993 were placed undereatgieal of pressure to assess
learning within the curriculum with no tools to pathis out; thirteen years later the

stress comes from having too many tools to sefteot fn order to assess the learning.
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In the last few years a number of professional ibgreent contracts have encouraged
schools to devote what | consider to be an excessinount of time on moderating
the levels they assign to children achievementnting. This is most common in the
use of the asTTle writing tool. | believed thatigssg a lot of time, to what in my

view, was ‘low stakes assessment’ has not beerrthwioile use of teachers’ time.

As stated, | have tried to suspend the views espresbove in analysing the data
from the three case schools and let the particgpamd the schools speak for

themselves.

As this research deals with the implementation o¥egnment policy, it is also
important that in addition to my perspectives oseasment as a school leader |
should acknowledge my own political perspectivelse Period from 1989 to 2006
spans three government administrations: the Lard@d?-Moore Labour
government of 1984-1990 that introduced Tomorro®&thools; the Bolger-Shipley
National government of 1990-1999 that introducesidtirriculum reforms; and, from
1999 to 2008 the Clarke-led Labour government. ulkaescribe my own political
perspective as centre-left, and heavily influenbgda Catholic theology of social
justice. These views have led me to be involvedh wie New Zealand Labour Party.
As stated above, | believe it is important thauimdertaking research that examines
government policy, the political perspective of tkeearcher needs to be transparent.
However, while acknowledging my political views éleve | have striven to be
balanced in undertaking this research. In facg $hidy was begun with the view that
the assessment issues in New Zealand primary sheetled to be investigated from
a pragmatic rather than an ideological perspeclivés view was strongly stated in
my research proposal. | have therefore been mdegested in investigating how
assessment can be made more manageable and effectwr schools rather than
engaging in lengthy debate over ideological perspes of the reforms and
subsequent changes in education policy. Howeveratioption of a pragmatic stance
politically does not preclude the opportunity tonceptualise and theorise on the

phenomenon being studied.
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CHAPTER TWO:
THE CONCEPTS OF MANAGEABILITY AND UTILITY
IN PRIMARY SCHOOL ASSESSMENT

2.1 Introduction to Chapter Two

The aim of this chapter is to develop a comprelvensnderstanding of the concepts
of the manageability and utility of assessmenwilt begin by examining the use of
the terms in the general assessment literature cdimponents of manageability will
be examined and, where appropriate, examples cfipeawill be used to provide a
clearer understanding of the concept. At their nimstlamental level, manageability
and utility concern the interaction between peopiegst often teachers, and
assessment tools and systems. Considerable attemiliobe given to exploring the
human dimension of manageability and utility.

While the major focus of this thesis is on the nggability and utility of assessment
in the New Zealand primary school system, thesadevill also be examined through
the wider assessment literature and from sourdatedeto other educational contexts.
However, because these terms have greater meariirg they are considered in
relation to the purpose for which the assessmemdisinistered, this chapter will

include discussion of the various purposes of assest that are common within the
context of primary school education. The chaptdirtiven explore the concepts of the
manageability and utility of assessment by disegssiow they relate to the more
established concepts of validity and reliabilityhel chapter will conclude with a

definition of each term.

As a starting position, the termanageability of assessmenill focus on concerns
such as the time required to administer, scorerandrd an assessment, as well as
other practical matters such as the amount of tieded for training teachers to
administer and interpret the assessment, and gte associated with all of the above
and the purchase of materials. A further elementhés idea that a manageable

assessment is one which does not distract too fnochnormal teaching activities.
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Similarly, as a starting position, the terrtility will be concerned with the effective
use of assessment results. It matches what Baker,dnd Herman (1996) terthe
action element of utility:* by action we mean the degree to which and how
assessments are actually translated in practicggalrcies: how the assessment is
actually used.” (p. 9). Or as they quote from & géade history teacher: “How can |

use this in my teaching?” (p. 9).
2.2 The Manageability of Assessment

2.2.1 Manageability in the General Assessment Litature

While the termmanageabilityis relatively common in the literature and discoisf
educational assessment, its research coveragerappefito be extensive. As is
evident from the literature, manageability has inguat links with the concepts of
validity and reliability. However, while the condeplisation of validity and
reliability is well developed in the assessmerdréture, based on long traditions of
research, this is not the case with manageabilitg. term has been used more loosely

and, as just noted, been subject to little research

It is common, though not universal, for the conceptmanageability, and related
terms, to be covered in introductory undergradeastsessment texts. In these cases,
the authors generally state thmanageability, usability, utilityefficiency,and other
associated terms are important considerations sigdieg and choosing assessment
tools. However, the coverage is usually so brigkiguestionable that the authors
consider these concepts to be important. An exaraplenis type of coverage of
manageability in assessment is in the introductery Measurement in Assessment
and TeachindLinn & Gronlund, 2000). The authors use the teisabilityto refer to
matters that this chapter would describenamageability.

In selecting assessment procedures, practical denagions cannot be
neglected. Assessments are usually administerednéergpreted by teachers
with only a minimum of training in measurement. Tt@e available for

assessment is almost always in competition witlerotnportant activities for

time in the school schedule (p. 133).
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While it would be difficult to disagree with thisew, the discussion of usability
consists of less than two pages, while the boolotsv27 pages to validity and 25
pages to reliability.

Thorndike, in his introductory text Measurement d&hdluation in Psychology and
Education (1997) uses the term economy to coverynadirihe issues other writers
refer to as manageability or utility. While covegiaarious aspects of assessment and
evaluation, Thorndike’s major focus is on psycharoetesting. In discussing
economy he includes the cost of test materialstaadcost and ease of scoring. He
also includes the time taken for administratiornhef test. However, this discussion is
again relatively brief, covering seven pages coega@o 34 on reliability and 50 on

validity.

While Thorndike (1997) describes various managaghdsues as economy, the term
practicality is used by Ward and Murray-Ward (1999), aqumdctical considerations
by Sax (1997). There is something of a British Canwmwealth versus American
divide in terminology. While manageability is thedsh common term used by British
writers (Connor, 1999; Whetton, 2004; Weedan, WjnfeBroadfoot, 2002) and in
the New Zealand context (Allen, Crooks, Hearn, &ifr, 1997; Elley et al. 2004;
Hall, 2004; Hill, 2003; Knight, 2000), other wriger particularly American
commentators, use the term utility (Baker, LinnH&rman 1996; Messick, 1992).

2.2.2 Manageability and Utility

As is apparent from the above, it is clear thatntemanageabilityand utility have
been used in overlapping ways to refer to matteh sas the time required for
assessment, the cost of materials and the easienaiatration. However, it is evident
that at times the termtility, rather tharmanageability has been used to refer to the
use made of the results and their effectivenessnfigrroving formative decision-
making based on the information provided. In suppbthe distinction made between
these concepts in the introduction to this chapter,termmanageabilityis used to
include factors such as time, ease of administratomsts of materials, and the
professional development needed to administershessment, whereaslity will be
used to include how useful the information is tacteers, other personnel and
agencies.
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Two examples from current New Zealand assessmantige illustrate the distinction
between the use of the terms manageability anityutil this writing. The 6 Year Net
survey (Clay, 2002) is conducted close to a stusléhtbirthday — while this practice
is almost universal, it is not mandatory. The 6 ryiat consists of seven individual
assessments: Running Records, concepts about pettdr identification, word
identification, Burt Word test, 10 minute writingsts, and hearing and recording
sounds. The whole survey takes on average ovewg per child to complete. As
such, its manageability is open to debate. Howether,results are used to identify
which children are achieving well below their pesosthat they can be placed on the
Reading Recovery programme (Clay, 1993). In thig/ wtacould be argued the
information has high utility.

The School Entry Assessment Kit (SEA) (MOE, 199Vias introduced to New
Zealand schools in 1997 and designed to be admiadto children in their first six
weeks of school. SEA consists of individual assesgnm numeracy, oral language
and emerging literacy. The estimated time for dagyout the assessment is
approximately 45 minutes per child (Dixon & Willian2000). The comments of two
writers on SEA highlight the differences betweemageability and utility. Goldring
(1999) investigated the use of the kit in Christchuprimary schools. In her
interviews with teachers she identified major maaduity issues. Comments about
the time needed for administering the assessmeeiaapd repeatedly. “Most teachers
found it impractical and impossible to administeinithe classroom without the child

and the rest of the class being compromised in seayé (p. 41).

Kelly (2000), writing from a ministerial policy pgpective, is more focused on utility
— what happens to the information?

Take for example School Entry Assessment, or ahgrotliagnostic tool.
Using the medical analogy of diagnostic testingless the evidence is
analysed and the teacher is able to use the Idvetobessional judgement
required to put together the most appropriate piogne to meet the student’s
needs; then conducting the test is not worthwipil&’ Q).

2.3 Components of the Manageability of Assessment

Within the search for a fuller understanding of awgaability, it is valuable to

examine how various authors have described the opems that contribute toward
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assessment manageability. Table 2.1 below providesviews of a selection of
authors where manageability components are focasefrmal, psychometric tests
rather than assessment through classroom observaticassessment systems in
general.

It is clear that all the four sources in the tadhephasise the time taken to administer
and score the test, the ease of administration,tl@dlarity of the test layout as

important issues in the manageability of assessment
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Table 2.1: Components of manageability and utilityemphasised in psychometric tests

Thorndike (1997) Linn and Gronlund (1995) Hopkimsl @ntes (1990)

1. Ease of test administration 1. Ease of admatish 1. Frequency of test administration

2. A test has clear full instructions 2. Time reqdifor administration 2. Time to allot for testa@idistration
3. There are few separately timed units and 3. Ease of interpretation and application

close timing is not crucial.

3. Speetifhe for administration

4. Clear layout of the test. 4. Availability of egalent or comparable 4. Announcement of test date

forms

5. Interpretation of the scores 5. Cost of testing 5. Scoring procedures
6. A statement of the functions the test was
designed to measure and of the general

procedures by which it was developed.

6. Score interpretation

7. Detailed instructions for administering the
test.

7. Test assembly procedures

8. Scoring keys and specific instructions for 8. Test directions

scoring the test

9. Norms for appropriate reference groups 9. Test administration procedures

10. Evidence of the reliability of the test

11. Evidence on the intercorrelations of test
scores.

12.Evidence on the relationship of the test to
other variables

13. Guides for using the test and interpreting
results within it.

Sax (1997)

1. Cbeth of test booklets and test scoring

2. Time limits

3. Ease of administratio

4. Format

5. Availability of altem&rms

6. Multiple level examinat

7. Scoring procedures



2.4 Manageability of Assessment Systems

The elements listed in Table 2.1 largely concera mmanageability of individual
assessment tools and, although involving a rangeampbrtant considerations, are
generally less complex than those relating to ttenageability of an assessment
system. An assessment system might involve nationatate qualifications that use
several assessment tools together. It could afsv te all the assessment policies,
tools and strategies that are used within the a@hed. It is this use of the term
assessment systdhat has most meaning for this thesis. However ctitique below
illustrates the greater complexity usually foundewtdealing with the elements of an
assessment system, in this case New Zealand’s rdht(@ertificate in Educational
Achievement (NCEA) administered by the New Zeal&ghlifications Authority
(NZQA).

In part it can be claimed that NZQA has been gimenmpossible task; the
NCEA has all the hallmarks of being a bottomles$dqyidraining educational
resources. The system is unmanageable: there armany standards; too
much assessment needed to support the standasdsiatoy difficulties with
setting examinations and tasks to meet vague predestandards; too much
time spent on cumbersome moderation procedureshwta not work
properly; too many difficulties in communicatingearly with teachers,
students and other stakeholders; and too many reabdity issues that
require attention to detail beyond the capacityNa@QA to handle(Elley,
Hall, & Marsh, 2004, p. 15).

While this statement concerns a secondary schoalifigation rather than an
assessment system in a primary school, it doestrdlte the point that when
discussion is moved beyond evaluation of one padaictool to a whole assessment
system with multiple tools and a number of différpaople involved in the process,
the elements of manageability are more complex thigim a single test. In contrast,
examples of analyses involving the manageability @tility of individual assessment
tools are seen in the evaluations provided withenMental Measurement Yearbook
(Young, 2004). This publication has a long histofycritically examining individual
tests and other assessment tools. Again an Atldivide is possibly evident in some
of the reviews. For example, American writers teéndconcentrate on individual
assessment tools and the British, as a resultef #xperiences with Standardised
Assessment Tasks (SATSs) in the early 1990s, aree nmcused on assessment

systems. As already noted, the teassessment systemeds to distinguish between
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the assessment that schools choose to undertalaessassment that is prescribed by a
central agency. The following section looks at thisinction within the New Zealand

primary school context.

2.5 Four Contexts relating to the Manageability andJtility
of School Assessment

It is possible to identify four different contextelating to school assessment:
individual assessment tools, individual teacheess®ient, school-based assessment,
and prescribed assessment. The four contexts arsorie extent arbitrary and
overlapping. For example, prescribed and schoatdassessment generally include
a number of individual tools. However, a closerk@ manageability issues in each

of the contexts is helpful for clarifying some bgtissues involved.

1. Individual assessment tools:This refers to tests or resources such as the
Progressive Achievement Tests (PATSs), asTTle, GQuscgbout Print (CAP), ARBS,
and STAR. While it can be argued that the litematoin the manageability and utility
of assessment has been under-developed in the thastcontext of individual
assessment tools, especially formal tests, hagheachost attention. The concepts of
manageability and utility are frequently includedaritiques of tests and draw upon
the type of themes covered in Table 2.1. In refatio manageability and utility,
decisions regarding individual assessment toolgyareerally based on choosing the
most appropriate tool for the purpose of assessra&tisions also relate to questions
regarding the time required for administration &meltime required for the training of

teachers.

2. Individual teachers’ assessmentThis section refers to those assessments carried
out in school classrooms on a day-to-day basisok3¢1988) included teacher-made
tests, curriculum-embedded tests, oral questiomsl a wide variety of other
performance activities. This area might also ineladsessment of motivational and
attitudinal variables in addition to the learninfgs&ills. Individual teacher assessment
also includes the internal “headnote” assessmetHil (2000) describes and “log-
in-the-head” as Timperley and Parr (2004) refat.to
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Individual teacher assessment is the most infortngl by no means least important,
assessment carried out in classrooms. It includels #hings as teacher observations,
anecdotal recording, teacher-made tests, quesgioamd giving feedback. It is
extremely hard to quantify the use of these assasisactivities, yet it is crucial that
they are taken account of in order to gain a cohmmsive understanding of
assessment. Manageability and utility issues conttging to get a close alignment

between this area of assessment and school-bastednsy

3. School-based assessmesystems This refers to the assessment activity that is
prescribed by the school management in its poliares procedures. A distinction is
made here between the assessment activity preddripéhe central agency and that
which the individual school decides to carry oueréimanageability and utility issues
relate to questions such as:

1. How many and how often are assessment tools beied) in the school?

2. Is there any unnecessary duplication between diftesissessment tools being

used in the school?
3. How is the assessment information recorded?
4. What use is made of the information?
5. How much class time and teacher education is né€eded

6. Does the assessment meet the purposes that wemdedtby the school and the
teachers?

7. Do teachers have a clear understanding of the parpbeach assessment?

8. Is it time for the school to review its assessnsgstem to ensure the

manageability and utility of its assessment system?

4. Externally prescribed assessmentThis section covers assessment or testing
carried out in a school that is prescribed by atraéragency or local governing
authority. Prescribed assessment includes suchslaa national tests and individual
testing that the school has no choice in carryiag Where manageability and utility
iIssues have serious implications they can only daressed in changing the local,
state or national policy through school and teachdvocacy groups and media
campaigns. For example, Gipps (1994) and Whettd@4pPdocument how the British
SATs were modified to become more manageabless &ithentic, through teacher
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and media pressureThis will be discussed in more detail when exangnihe UK

context of assessment.

2.5.1 The New Zealand Context of Prescribed and Sobl-Based

Assessment

While commentators have traced the reform of edoicah New Zealand in the early
1990s to the earlier British reforms, the New Zedlalevelopments in assessment
were quite different (Elley, 2004; O’Neil, Clark, &penshaw, 2004; Willis 2002).
The reforms did not include a national testing megyi Put most simply, and using the
four contexts above, the prescribed assessmentnsyst New Zealand was that
schools were to develop and implement a schoolebagsgtem. As already noted, the
NZCF (1993a) did not provide the tools to asseasilag against the new curriculum
as required by the NAGs (MoE, 1993c). Schools vadrected to develop their own
assessment tools (MoE, 1992, 1993a, 1994b).

2.6 Manageability in Context: the UK Experience

In the last 20 years, one of the most notable ekssnpf the importance of
manageability in assessment was the controverstebduction in 1991 of SATs
testing of 7 year olds in the United Kingdom. Thquirements were that each teacher
made an assessment of each pupil’s level of atenhmn levels 1-4 of the National
Curriculum scale in relation to the attainment éasgof the core national curriculum
subjects. Teachers were to use a mixture of teséstical tasks and observations
(Torrance, 1995). The assessments took a minimuioriyf hours per class and were

rarely managed without support being availablelierclass teacher.

Gipps' (1994) description of assessment in sciggrephically illustrates what an
absence of manageability looks like in actual clzmss:

Floating and sinking in science was assessed thrauygactical task in which
the children were provided a range of objects atatge tank of water. The
children had to predict which objects would floatstink and try to develop a
hypothesis. Since it could take a week or moresgess a whole class of
children on this particular task at one point ie summer term every infant
class would seem to be full of water, waterloggbgects and rotting pieces
of fruit. (p. 113)
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This ambitious assessment system that sought tdioensummative, diagnostic and
formative assessment across a wide range of scHoalsdered on its lack of
manageability. In 1991 the Scottish education aitike decided not to continue to
participate in the assessment system after tequbézst. In 1992, assessment tasks
were much reduced and increased use was made @f aag pencil tests. However,
testing in that year took 30 hours of classroometiamd in 1993 teachers actually
boycotted the system. This was followed by an @dficeview leading to thénterim
Report on the National CurriculurfDearing, 1993) which described the assessment
system as “unwieldy”. In response to the DearingdRethe government restricted
assessment for 7 year olds to literacy and numeaiadyincreased the use of paper
and pencil tests at the expense of more practiwdlaaithentic forms of assessment.
The movement from an ambitious and comprehensivaubbmately unmanageable
system, which combined summative, diagnostic amchdtive assessment with large
elements of what was described as authentic aseagshas been well documented
(Broadfoot, 1995; Elley, 1993, 2004; Gipps, 1995 Qdllum, Gipps, McMaster, &
Brown, 1995; Torrance, 1995).

2.7 Manageability is about People

A defining feature of manageability and utility tisat they concern people. Baker,
Linn, and Herman (1996) used the term utility whieey wrote insightfully about the

human dimension in assessment:

The heart of our model of utility is the persone thuman dimension, not
abstract methodology, a particular analytic techaiqr any preferred format
or test. For it is, after all, a person who mustkenanferences that are
accurate, fair and appropriate for the particulamppses and students. People
make judgments about whether they can trust, calerstand, and will use
information. People take action or do nothing; tthedioices of action fit to
real limits of available knowledge, sense of benafd understanding of
costs. Creating better methods, high precision nigcies, more inclusive
assessments, and glossier, high tech reports oltgas of little use unless
people use assessment results wisely to achiewaywgoal. (p. 10)

This concept was illuminated by Pole (1993) in $tigdy of the implementation of
records of achievement in one British secondargaikcliRecords of achievement were
introduced into a substantial number of Britishah in the 1980s. Their use was
recommended, rather than mandatory and many sct@aientinued with the system
when a very demanding assessment regime was ic&ddiollowing the 1988
Education Reform Act. Records of achievement ingdhnegotiated goal setting
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between teachers and students. It involved, amdimgr ahings, detailed one-to-one

learning conversations between teachers and stutlmed negotiation sessions

The recording process should help schools to ifjetite all-round potential
of their pupils and to consider how well their ¢cmium, teaching and
organisation enable pupils to develop the geneamitigcal and social skills
which are to be recorded. (p. 2)

In his research, Pole (1993) uncovers the veilhef working lives of teachers and
school managers. Quoting the deputy head of theosch

I mean to be honest... only half the staff were foNbw to persuade some of
them, the main bugbear they saw was time. Now wevinoed them, |
believe, because we said to start with you woniteh® do reports because
records of achievement were going to replace repgt 20)

The implementation of the records of achievememhaischool in Pole’s study was a
constantchallenge in terms of the time required to admamighem. The major
negotiation sessions with pupils took on averagen8tutes each. While most of the
teachers believed that in terms of utility the wmaton had many positive benefits for
teaching and learning, they felt the system hadhifsagntly impacted on their
workload and ability to perform other functions.téf five years the approach had
become part of the bureaucratic functions in theset That is, there were deadlines
for completion of aspects of the task and a magal gf teachers became to meet the
deadlines, complete the negotiation sessions imButes, and not hold up other
teachers’ use of the negotiation room. The probesame focused on the completion
of the target setting and negotiations as sometiarige ticked off, while the ongoing
revisiting of the goals in learning conversatioretween the teacher and the pupll

during the year, which was in many ways the hefati@process, was neglected.

Pole’s (1993) findings were echoed in a recent Nialand study by Lovett and

Sinclair (2005) of the assessment activities cdraet by beginning teachers. Lovett
and Sinclair's description of Danny shows a teachbose assessment focus is
concerned with complying with the school schedalheér than making the process

integral to his teaching.

It seemed for Danny especially, the daily grindtedching and perhaps his
unpreparedness for assessing children’s learnirggosasing him to follow
the school’'s schedule rather than develop his owmemtum and decisions
for classroom assessments. He followed the schastessment requirements
and this took all his energy. Over the five morhshis study, Danny’s talk
about assessment differed from his practices. & l@coming increasingly
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apparent that his assessments were tacked on txgeeof his teaching for
compliance purposes rather than to direct his tegchle was fully stretched
to keep pace with the assessment in his schod1{p.

Both Pole’s (1993) UK study and Lovett and Sin&$a{2005) New Zealand study
capture what is problematic for many elements bbstassessment. The more basic
elements of the assessment process such as caoititige assessment and recording
the results in the timeframe required by the schael compliance requirements.
However, what many commentators see as the mosiriar element of assessment,
such as the use of assessment data to inform tepcre largely voluntary activities

by the teacher; they largely happen behind closedsdand rarely leave a paper trail.

Whether it is voluntary or not, the problem witeatpting to research a great deal of
the real assessment teachers do is that it isisibtes In discussing the problem with
what she termed headnote assessmgh{2000) stated:

Due to lack of documentation it was difficult foremto describe the
assessment practice of these teachers in detailkd®ping assessment
information in their heads they resisted attemputsntake their practice
visible. (p. 253)

A number of the teachers in Hill's study were opiegtwo systems of assessment.
They were meeting the school’'s requirements in $eoh carrying out prescribed
assessments and record keeping. However, theséremguts did not give the
teachers what they considered was a valid and luseflerstanding of their students’
learning. That is, for the teachers themselvesth®ol assessment requirements had
low utility. For this reason they were also cargyiout their own internal “headnote”
assessment. As Hill stated, “many teachers expfe$sestration at recording
assessment in line with school policy while, at$hene time, operating their teaching

according to the learning progressions they havkair minds.” (p. 10).

In a similar fashion, Symes and Timperley (2003)oré the challenges of a South
Auckland school trying to move from merely recogliassessment information to
making more analytic use of assessment data. Abelgening of the study teachers
were very candid on their lack of attention to fatrassessment information. While
all teachers identified test results as being pérthe information systematically
collated for school use, they saw this as soledyititerest and responsibility of the
assistant principal, who administered the proceslufée information provided had,

in the view of the teachers at the start of thelstuittle utility in terms of their
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teaching. On receiving the information they admdittgving the results little more
than a cursory glance. One even admitted to hameer actually looked at the
results sheet because it had been filed away Baehér aide. Teachers saw little
reason in their busy schedule to refer back toethresords and admitted once they
were filed away, they were rarely looked at agdiiney go into the file but you don’t

have time to look at them again”. (p. 37)

Whetton (2004), writing in a British context, prdes a different perspective on
manageability. He challenges the claims by teacheds the media that the SAT

assessment system is unmanageable:

From its very inception, there had been oppositmrNational Curriculum
testing, but this now started to become even greate phrases “The Most
Tested Pupils in Europe” or “The Most Tested Pupilthe World” began to
appear in articles advocating reductions in the warhof testing. Teachers
and educational commentators agreed with this amsistently used such
arguments. The tests are constantly referred téflasmed” and pressure
groups such as “Authors against the SATS” sprang rapeiving media
attention. (p. 11)

Yet Whetton (2004) points out that over the penbdine years of education, English
children only spend 17 hours undertaking compulsesting.

In a similar vein in their evaluation of teachetse of the New Zealand ARBs,
Gilmore and Hattie (2001) found that the resoures wnly being frequently used by
three percent of New Zealand teachers. This relseitstrates the relationship
between utility and manageability where teachenge hdifferent perceptions of an
assessment tool. While time was considered a bdyieow and non-users, it was not

an issue for teachers who made frequent use abthe

Another perceived barrier was time - tinb@ access the computer, search
ARBs, and download and print resources. The wotklohteachers is far
from trivial. This suggests that for ARBs to be dise accessed more often
the perceived importance of the resources as extedlssessment tools for
classroom practices needs to be addressed. Itesl,noowever, that “time”,
or lack of time, was more of a problem for the nmer than for users.
Clearly, the users saw the returns for their inwesit in time, whereas non-
users cited time as a major reason for not usinB#\R is priorities for time
rather than time that is a critical factor. (p. 254
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A further study that illustrated the complex natafeteachers’ perceptions about
assessment was carried out by Brown (2002). In Naw Zealand study, Brown
identified four major and relatively stable perceps individual teachers held about
the purposes for assessment.

1. The purpose of assessment is to improve teachith¢eanning.

2. The purpose of assessment was to identify if olidrad made progress,
achieved in the learning. Brown uses the terentification of learningo
describe this concept.

3. The purpose of assessment is for the accountabflighools and teachers.

4. The rejection of assessment; assessment is irrdlevghe life and work of

teachers and students.

Brown (2002) concluded that teachers see assesamdnielevant when they have
been in situations where a large amount of assedsdata has been collected for
accountability purposes and little use has beerenshdhe information. This view is

also supported by Symes and Brown (2003).

2.8 The Purpose of Primary School Assessment

As stated at the beginning of the chapter, the egtscof the manageability and utility
of assessment take greater meaning when theysesdied in relation to the purpose
of assessment. Within the context of school assassnvarious authors have
documented a range of possible purposes coverfferaht assessment tools. While
much of this writing shares a number of common #®isuch as informing teaching,
reporting to parents and matching students to qp@ate materials and programmes,
there has been a shift in emphasis over time, pitglvaflecting different philosophies
of education and the focus of particular assessnwmis. For this discussion, a
preference has been given in this thesis to Nevaddasources in order to reflect the
context in which this research is based. The dsonswill also focus on assessment
at primary level rather than on secondary andamreducation where certification of

learning (MoE, 1994b) is a major purpose for assess.

The Progressive Achievement Test reading tests ¢lpAlfroduced to New Zealand
forty years ago (Elley & Reid, 1969) and revisedl891 (Reid & Elley, 1991), list
eight purposes for this standardised tests tha¢ nepresentative of that period. The
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purposes of the readings tests were recorded oy &l Elley in their 1991 revision

as:

1. To group children with similar needs and competeseiithin a class

2. To select realistic goals and select appropriatenads for all students

3. To identify readers requiring special diagnostid aemedial treatment

4. To select able readers to be considered for speciahment programmes

5. To identify students who are not working up to estpgon, or who are
performing erratically

6. To provide a frame of reference within which teash@n evaluate the class

work of their students
7. To locate areas of weakness and strength withlass c

8. To help classify school entrants from outside tlesvN.ealand school system
(pp. 25-27).

The recent revision of the test (Darr, McDowall,rag Twist & Watson, 2008)
includes most of the eight purposes above as weilh@uding “measuring progress
over time”; with the inclusion of a reading scaléigh was not a feature of earlier
PAT tests. It should be noted that points 6 ando@va are expanded to include
examination of performance on different texts aifitigent test items. These elements
appear to reflect the movement towards greateysisabf assessment data associated
with the recent trend to evidence-based teachihg Mmovement will be discussed in
Chapter Three. The 2008 edition of the PAT Reatists also includes reporting of
results to parents and caregivers, reflectingribeeased pressure for accountability to
parents over the last two decades. It is alsoastarg to note that purpose eight, “the
classification of school entrants from outside Mew Zealand school system” is no
longer included, suggesting a more sensitive agbrt@ assessing students for whom

English is a second language.

Writing more generally about the purposes of assest at the start of the
educational reforms the MoE (1994b) lists four mpurposes of assessment in its

publicationAssessment policy to practice
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1.

Improving learning

To identify the knowledge and experience which st bring to a learning
task, to plan and /or refine teaching and learpirggrammes and to meet
individual and group needs.

To monitor students’ progress and to gauge whanileguis actually taking
place. Teachers can use assessment tools to fivdhether expected learning
Is occurring (for example, whether the specificealiives set by a teacher
within the broad achievement objectives in thearati curriculum statements

are being met), and whether any difficulties aradpencountered.

Assessment can be used to provide feedback tordtude

. Reporting progress

Information gained through assessment of studgntgjress and levels of

achievement can be provided for parents.

Assessment can be used to provide transition irdbom when a student

moves to the next stage of learning.

Providing summative information
Assessment can be used to build a profile of aestil&lachievement across the

curriculum — her or his knowledge, skills and atfis.
Assessment can help students make decisions aliatg Study options

Improving programmes

Assessment can provide information for the evatumaéind review of
programmes throughout the school. It can help &aathetermine which
programmes are effective, how students are proggeasd where

iImprovements may be needed.

(pp. 7-8)

What is surprising about the purposes statedssessment policy to practiQ&loE,
1994b)is the lack of attention given to assessment faoactability purposes that
was a strong element in the outcomes based edud@mBE) structure of the reforms
of the early nineties. This poinwill be discussed further in a Chapter Three
However, through the use of expressions sucheaming task,and the specific
objectives,the document reflects a view of education that appdo be more
concerned with discrete units (achievement objes)iwvithin a highly structured
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curriculum rather than viewing learning as a camuns process; with the focus on
“the learner” rather than the curriculum commorNiew Zealand education prior to

the reforms. This element will also be discusseahamne detail in subsequent chapters.

In their guide to parents, ERO (1996) includes repg to BOTs as a purpose of
assessment so that appropriate interpretationsbeamade. They also include the
setting of achievement targets as an assessmeyagaunVhile the terrachievement
targetsis similar torealistic goalsused prior to 1989 (Reid & Elley, 1991) it reflect
a shift to the managerial language associatedtivéleforms.

In their argument for the introduction of nationtiesting, ERO (1998) stated clearly
that a major purpose of assessment, in their weas, the accountability of schools to
government and to parents. More recent statementdshé MoE (2004) also

acknowledge accountability as a purpose of assegsme

* Provide assurance about the quality of education
* Provide the means of evaluating the progress tasvaiding achievement and
reducing disparity.
In summary, the main purposes of assessment iootitext of New Zealand primary
school education appear to be: informing learnmegorting to parents; reporting to
BOTs and the government; the evaluation of programrand informing the strategic

direction of the school.

2.9 The Relationship between Purpose, Validity,
Manageability and the Utility of Assessment

The relationship between the manageability, utiliypd validity of assessment is
complex. The following discussion attempts to iiiate the concepts and their
relationship in relatively simple terms. In attemgt this illustration an essential
question to explore is whether the manageabilityagdessment is a separate and
fundamentally different concept from validity or raly an element of validity in the
same way that concepts such as content validitystoact validity and criterion-
related validity are different aspects of the cagc&he same question also needs to
be explored with the utility of assessment.
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Stated simply “a valid assessment task is oneftlifds its intended purpose” (Hall,
2008, p.6). Miller, Linn and Gronlund (2009) explaialidity in terms of four major

considerations:

Content Validity: How the assessment tasks reptesae domain of tasks to
be measured.

Construct Validity: How well the performance or essment can be
interpreted as a meaningful measure of some cleaistat or quality.

Assessment-criterion relationships: How well parfance on the assessment
predicts future performance or estimates currerfopeance on some valued
measures other than the test itself.

Consequential validity: How well use of assessnasults accomplishes
intended purposes and avoids unintended conseqi€pc@4)

It is the concept of consequential validity thats hthe closest relationship to

manageability and utility. Miller et al (2009) cikessick when they state:

Messick (1989, 1994) has argued persuasively thabwerall judgement

regarding the validity of particular uses and iptetations of assessment
results requires an evaluation of the consequerdeshose uses and
interpretations. Assessments are intended to toérito improved student
learning. The question is, do they? And, if so tatvextent? What impact do
assessments have on teaching? What are the possiipeive, unintended
consequences of a use of assessment results?) (p. 95

In discussing consequential validity, Hall (2008)tes the following examples of

consequential validity:

 The extent to which assessment tasks avoid hargifid-effects, such as
creating unnecessary stress in students or proghetirface learning instead
of deep learning (examples @dnsequential validity)

 The extent to which the marking procedures and lfeekl processes help

students improve their future performance (an daspecconsequential
validity). (pp. 6-7)

If a valid assessment task is one that “fulfilsifteended purpose” and, as noted by

Hall (2008), consequential validity is the exteatwhich an assessment procedure

avoids unintended negative consequences, thererosgsimplication that the

manageability elements discussed at the beginrfitigisochapter (see Table 2.1) are

factors that lie within the notion of consequentalidity. For example, Table 2.1

included ease of test administration, time requii@dadministration, and ease of

interpretation and application. All of these, iftrearefully addressed in the design of
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a test, will have negative backwash effects onhiegcand/or learning. As noted in
section 2.7, the literature suggests that unlesssament is manageable, teachers do

not feel that they have the time to look deeplwlaat the assessment data provides.

However, as also noted in this chapter, thereraportant management features that
relate to the wider context of assessment thaharelirectly related to validity of an

assessment tool. These elements include:

* How much other assessment is being carried otigirs¢hool

* The other demands being placed on teachers

» Individual teacher’s perception of the particulas@ssment tool. As discussed
earlier when examining teachers’ use of the ARBBn@e and Hattie (2002)
noted that low users of ARBs perceived the assassprecedures as being
too time-consuming whereas high users of the resobelieved the resource
to be very worthwhile and did not consider the tireguired to undertake the
assessment a problem. The importance of teacheneption is also
illustrated in teachers’ views on the utility anédmageability of the school’'s

assessment procedures (Hill, 1999), or assessmgeheral (Brown, 2001).

The relationship between what has been describeatlisnchapter as the utility of
assessment and consequential validity is evenrclbaa in case of the manageability
of assessment. Miller et al's (2009) definitioncoinsequential validity as “how well
use of assessment results accomplishes intendgobgas and avoids unintended
consequences” (p. 74) largely covers the sametinteas has been used to describe
the utility of assessment in this Chapter. Howeer,with the manageability of
assessment, there are elements of the utility sésssnent that are external to the
original purpose of the test. To illustrate thisrppoassessment procedures such as
PATs and Running Records have high utility whenduiee their intended purposes.
However, as will be described later in the theisse assessment tools were often
used for purposes for which they were never desigher example, principals in the
early and mid-nineties would use them to reportiest achievement to the school’s
BOT in terms of the new curriculum and ERO expéatat however such data were
not sufficiently well aligned with the particulaclaevement objectives and levels of

the curriculum that were being assessed. .
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In summary manageability and utility have a diregfationship with validity, in
particular, consequential validity. If an assesdgmeno meet its purpose and avoid
unintended consequences it has to be reasonaldenis of demands regarding ease
and time devoted to administration and markingthis sense the manageability and
utility elements of the individual assessment tmoprocedures should be considered
to be sub-elements of the larger concept of validitowever, when assessments are
considered in the wider context of both the indidtschool’'s assessment system or
any external requirements of local or national bedother elements of manageability
need to be considered. These include what othersss®nt activities are being
carried out, other demands being placed on teachrtsteachers’ past experiences
and perceptions of assessment. While these impgataments of manageability may
impact on the validity of an assessment, they niedz considered as external to the

concept of validity.

In a similar manner, the concept of the utility agsessment has both direct and
indirect links with the concept of consequentialidity in that the results of testing
and the data obtained should relate to the purfovsehich they were collected and
provide information that is useful, not harmful,dimdents and teachers. The indirect
or external links emphasize that when assessmémiada used for different purposes
or are embedded in a context that extends the daterapplication of the test or
assessment the utility of that information may lb@high.. In the first situation, utility
aligns with “fitness for purpose” — if the resu#tse useful as intended, they are fit for
purpose. In the second situation, the assessmémtnol®y be used successfully for
different purposes, but clearly a good deal of icawis needed to ensure that the data
are fit for the new purposes and do not resultnimtended consequences that would
not normally be an effect associated with the t8sch a situation might arise, for
example, when data collected for formative purpdgeassist decision-making about
each student’s next learning step) is aggregatdduaed for school accountability. A
low decile school, for example, might well faceé&accountability” questions yet be

successful in the formative sense.

2.10 Definitions of Manageability and Utility

It is clear that the manageability and utility afsassment is a significant issue for
schools. While many writers have illustrated thgaiwe effects of manageability in

relation to assessment systems, few actual resestumcles have been undertaken.
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Understanding of assessment would be enhancedtéirsvim the field used a common
term to describe collectively such issues as thme tiaken to carry out assessment,
marking, the amount of training required to admaristhe test and interpret the
results, the cost of testing booklets, and easzafing. A number of different terms
are presently being used: manageability, utilisghility, efficiency and economy. Of
the various terms manageability is arguably the tnappropriate because it is the
most widely used and conforms to the common ugsheofvord. It is not always easy
to separate the manageability of assessment framwedl assessment information is

used; however, it would be helpful to make thididdion.

The concept of the manageability of assessmergpsmtient on the context in which
the assessment is carried out and the perceivea@geahility of the activity in the
eyes of the person or people who are describingagsessment. For this reason the
concept of manageability involves a judgement fkaboth subjective and context
bound. However, the subjective nature of the concépmanageability does not
detract from its importance in any discussion andbvelopment and implementation
of an assessment tool or system. For the purpds#dssothesis, which focuses on

primary school assessment, manageability is detased

The judgment made about the ease or difficulty of arrying out an

assessment activity. The judgement may focus on $ufactors as the time
taken to carry out assessment, the time required fomarking and

analysis of the results, the amount of training reqired by personnel for
administration, and the complexity of the assessmémmaterials. The
manageability of an assessment activity is dependean the context in
which the assessment is carried out and the perspe@ of those people

carrying out the assessment.

This study examines both individual assessmentstamid the wider concept of
assessment systems as they relate to individuabtcland education systems. It is
therefore helpful to expand the above definitionn@nageability by describing the
characteristics of a manageable assessment sygtananageable assessment system
is one which allows a school to carry out its assest and reporting requirements
effectively, while at the same time is balancetkims of the demands it places on all

school staff and the time allocated to teachinge himanageability of assessment
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concerns the interaction between assessment tdelsts,( observations, and
performances) and the people who use those assgssmBuments. As such the
manageability of assessment involves subjectivggotents about the meaning and
value teachers and school leaders make of thesamssetactivities they carry out.

In other words, an individual assessment tool inagaable where it effectively meets
the school requirements, without placing excesdamands on the school in terms of
the time required for administration and the preces of information as well as the

training of staff.

The concept of manageability of assessment is lglaatated to the utility of
assessment. By utility it is meant that the assessprovides useful information; that
Is clearly a major element of “fithess for purpasg’tiefining characteristic of a “valid
assessment.” Utility can be interpreted for bottlividual assessment tools and for
school-wide assessment systems. Quality of infaomaind its use are key elements
in both cases. For school-wide assessment systémsnajor focus is not only on
how much and how time-consuming is the gatherintpefinformation, but the use of
the assessment information to the school. For tinpgses of this thesis the utility of

assessment is defined as:

Judgements made about the quality and usefulness diie information gained
from the assessment activitiesAny consideration or research on the manageability
of assessment needs to make clear the contextighle term is being used. Is the
discussion focused on the manageability of an iddal assessment tool or the
manageability of a school, district or national teys? The analysis of the
manageability of an individual assessment tool éyvimportant but relatively
straightforward. The manageability of assessmestegys is considerably more

complex but deserving of a great deal more atterthan it has had in the past.

As stated above one of the most challenging asgfeekamining the manageability
and utility of an assessment system is that it eors the interaction of people
assessment procedures. As such it concerns suwiijeatd the meaning people make
of the activities that make up their professionaéd, and is therefore, extremely
complex. However, the fact that this is challengamgl complex does not mean that

we should avoid progressing with attempts to furtheerstand these issues.
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2.11 Summary Chapter Two

Figure 2.1 is also an appropriate tool to summeahss chapter. As well as seeking to
explain the relationship between manageabilitylitytiand validity, the diagram
illustrates the rationale for this research. kiigued that the manageability and utility
of individual assessment procedures has had Hitiention in research and other
writing on assessment. However, it is the elementke outer circle of the diagram
that are a particular focus for this research. Thatn exploration of the relationship
between assessment requirements and practicesisgiles of manageability and
utility within context of the New Zealand primargucation system during the period
1990 — 2006.
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CHAPTER THREE:
ASSESSMENT IN NEW ZEALAND
PRIMARY SCHOOLS 1990-2006

3.1 Introduction to Chapter Three

Chapter Three provides the context and backgroarahswer research question one

later in the thesis:

What were the major influences and challenges sessment in New Zealand
primary schools since 19907?

The chapter begins with an outline of assessmeattipes in New Zealand schools
prior to 1989. This will be followed by an examiiwat of Outcomes Based Education
(OBE) which was a major influence on the reformN&w Zealand education. The
discussion on OBE will be followed by Table 3.1,ie¥hprovides a chronological
overview of issues, initiatives and publicationkted to assessment in New Zealand
primary schools during the period 1989 to 2006 sTdtironological overview will be
followed by a brief discussion of the major thenaesl challenges arising from the
reforms in terms of assessment practices in schobls discussion will identify four
major challenges to assessment in New Zealand pris@hools that resulted from

the structure and processes initiated by the reform
1. The lack of direction given to schools in term@as$essment practices and the
initial lack of the provision of assessment toasthe new curriculum.

2. The structure of the curriculum in terms of eightdls and numerous achievement

objectives.

3. The lack of distinction in the NAGs between theecourriculum of literacy and

numeracy and the other areas of learning.

4. The impact of the Education Review Office.
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The response of schools to each of these challewgede discussed as well as
looking at the more general response of schoolght reforms. Changes in

government policy since the millennium will alsodiscussed.

While the focus of this chapter is on New Zealaegtalopments in assessment, to
examine this period of the country’s education dmgtfrom solely a national
perspective would be misleading. While the accduilith movement in many ways
led to the initial reforms, during the last twentgars four other major assessment
movements, common to most western countries, h&e iafluenced assessment

practice in New Zealand primary schools duringpgbgod being examined:

1. Authentic or performance assessment
2. Formative assessment
3. Evidence-based teaching

4. International and national testing

These forces will be examined in terms of theituafce on assessment practice in

New Zealand and challenges they presented in tefmanageability and utility.

3.2 Assessment Activity in New Zealand Primary Scluds in
the 1980s

Prior to the reforms, assessment in New Zealandaryi schools was low-level and
non-obtrusive. In fact, texts that examine primadgcation in New Zealand in the
twentieth century give little attention to assesstmafter the abolition of the
proficiency examination in 1936 (Codd, Harker & Na&990; Lee, 1980; Marshall,
Coxton, Jenkins & Jones, 2000; Mitchell, 1968). Tim@st notable assessment
requirement in the decade prior to the reforms twasProgress and Achievement (P
and A) Registers. All teachers were required tomta@n P and A Registers that rated
children’s achievement on a five point scale ontagé, attitude, and achievement in
a number of curriculum area¥hese records were not shared with parents, the
children themselves or any outside agency. Theinmse was to provide the child’s
next year’s teacher, or in the case of someonsfganimg to another school, their new
teacher some background on the chitdand A registers were compulsory, but were
also low-stakes assessment and required little tomemitment. The five point scale

was in the process of being replaced at the enthefeighties by a criterion-
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referenced system that was based on written déscrspof what children could do,
rather than the norm-referenced five point scalthefP & A system (Hughes, 1982;
Smith, 1982). However, these changes were overtékemhe education reforms
(Crooks, 2002).

In addition to P and A Registers, a large numbegchibols annually administered the
NZCER-constructed PAT tests in Reading (Reid & EIE991), MathematicfReid,
1993), Listening (Reid, Johnson, & Elley, 1994) &tddy Skills (Reid, 1977). While
all of the tests are norm-referenced, the PAT Repdiests did include some
criterion-referenced information. In contrast toaRd A registers, PAT testing was
optional. The results were not analysed in any detail amnc# very rare for the scores
to be shared with parents. PAT results were useuadiop students for instruction and
identify the gifted and those who would require ensupport. By the 1980s, a number
of schools, especially those with a high percentaighlaori and Pasifika students,
had ceased to carry out PAT testing on the grouhdsthey were biased against
minorities (Consumer, 2002; ERO, 1999; Reid & Git01983). The debate on
cultural bias and standardised testing focusedath BAT tests and NZCER’s now
discontinued Test of Scholastic Abilities (TOSCAldareceived full coverage in the
New Zealand Journal of Education Studieghe early eighties (Beck & St.George,
1983; Nash, 1983; Reid & Gilmore, 1983; Shuker, 749Buck, 1983).The overall
impact of the debate was to lessen schools’ rediamt PAT tests for obtaining

external assessment information.

The most comprehensive form of assessment caraeth achools was the battery of
tests known as thsix-year netqClay, 2002). These individually administered gest
were taken as close as practicable to a child't dixthday and were carried out to
select those children who were to go on the ReaBieagovery programme (Clay,

1985). By the late 1980s, Reading Recovery was, if notensal, very widespread in

primary schools. In order for schools to be funtt@dReading Recovery, the six-year
net had to be undertaken. The taking of RunningoRiscwas a significant innovation
in primary school assessment during the 1980s. RgnRecords were based on
Clay’s (1985) work in Reading Recovery. At middiedasenior levels of the school, a
very similar practice was referred to latormal Prose Inventorieghe development

of those tools was based on the work of the Goodn(ib®72) and the whole language

approach to the teaching of reading and writinghB®unning Records and informal
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prose inventories involve a teacher listening tchid read a series of graded texts;
the child’s reading is then scored based on theepésges of words read correctly.
These percentages are translated into reading aagpesding to the grade (reading

age) of the text.

The prevailing approach to the teaching of writimgs based on thgrocesswriting
method (Graves, 1983) that swept the country dutireg 1980s. Fundamental to
process writing was theriting conferencewhere the teacher and the pupil held a
discussion based on a selection of the child'singiso that further developments
could be made. The competencies the child had desdl were noted and the
acquiring or practising of the next most approgriskills was discussed. In this way,
the writing conference was an explicit examplearhfative assessment twenty years

before the term became dominant in education.

In mathematics, assessment included school-dewtlogsic facts tests that prevail in
many schools today. Pre-tests were also commonatfmematics. In junior classes,
the Beginning School Mathematics resource (BSM)iclvlinad been introduced in

1986, included a large element of performance assast (Visser & Bennie, 1996).

Formal and informal tests of spelling, such as Barnd Diack1958),Peters (1979)
and Schonnell were common (Croft, Strafford & Mapp@00), as were handwriting
samples. Reporting to parents largely consistedn&f or two written reports and
parent interviews each year. There were some elsnoérself- and peer-assessment

in individual classrooms.

It may be helpful to summarise the differences sseasment activity between the
decade of the 1980s and the last 15 years by gtatiat was missing from the earlier
period that are common practices now. Assessmetfieimon-core curriculum areas
was either non-existent or at a low level; the ngoal was to have some information
for reporting to parents and completing the P anedisters. Little or no analysis of
data from any assessment was made. Portfolios @&y bheen developing in a very
small number of schools. Reporting to parents ftlsntarough aggregated data, such
as happens now with BOTSs, did not occur. In summasgessment was low key and

unobtrusive.

James (2006) stated that to fully understand asssdsactivity, there is a need to

trace the links between particular learning thexpriearning activities and assessment.
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James also acknowledges that it is common and appropriate for teachers to be
operating multiple theories of learning. If assessimin the decade preceding the
implementation of the reforms is examined, a numifelearning theories can be
observed. For example, basic facts tests in matiesnéetter identification in the six-
year nets, and much of the assessments of speléng based on a behaviourist view
of learning. James describes a behaviourist apprtadeaching as one where the
teacher’s role is to teach students to responddtiuction correctly and rapidly. On
the other hand, the performance assessments of \B&#®l based on a constructivist
view of learning. The student’s prior knowledge vimportant and the child’s ability
to manipulate material in a certain way demonstrgiteir internal understanding and
the schema they brought to the task. On a diffetak, the conferences associated
with process writing were examples of assessmeséd@n what James terms a
socio-cultural theory of learning. Although Gray@®83) does not link the process
writing approach to Vygotsian theory, the writingnéerence had many of the
characteristics of such an approach. There wappreatice—master relationship and
teachers were encouraged to model their own writibgarning was socially

constructed and involved peer interaction andatsiti.

In summary, prior to the reforms, assessment wagkk&y and drew upon,

inferentially or explicitly, a range of differergdrning theories or beliefs.

3.3 The Accountability Movement and Outcomes-Based
Education

OBE has been used to describe the raft of changssciated with the education
reforms in New Zealand 1989-1993. From the 1970svaments began throughout
the western world that challenged the pervading nésian economics and the
structure of the welfare state. A number of terrasehbeen used to describe these
movements. They includ€eo-Liberalism(Weiner, 2007),The New Righ{Peters &
Marshall, 1996; Sullivan, 1992) andonetarism(Gordon, 1991). All these terms
cover similar views of government services that hagramatic effect on education

policy and practice.

Simon (1993), writing about the causal factors it for this dramatic change in
education practice, traces one of the reasonshéorise of a monetarist approach in

education to the economic events of the seventies.
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Certainly the industrial, financial and state fismasis of 1972/1973 marked a
crucial phase in the introduction of new policie®ducation (and elsewhere).
The fiscal crisis provided the material groundrfwonetarist policies which of
course, particularly afflicted the social serviselsose expenditure must be
tax raised. Keith Joseph, perhaps the leading Tooyetarist in the late
seventies, consistently stressed the extent tohnduch expenditure reduced
resources available to the wealth producing sectufrsthe economy.
Educational expenditure, in this scenario, was easingly seen as an
unwelcome drain on productive investment and dgtivias parasitic. (p. 30)

Tomlinson (2007) also writing from a British perspee, saw the impact of

monetarist or neo-liberal policies in educatiorthesbreaking down of a consensus in
education policy that lasted from 1945 to 1979 thas based on the idea “that the
governments should regulate and resource eductticaachieve some measure of

social justice and provide equal opportunitiesaitir (p. 173).

The influence of neo-liberal policies in educatibas also been acknowledged in
other descriptions of developments over the pasty@@rs. These includehe
accountability movemen{Sleeter, 2007)putcomes basedducation(OBE) (Hall,
2007; Tomlinson, 2007); antanagerialism(Alphonce, 1999; Knight 2000). In this
section, OBE will be the dominant term used becaudeas a strong focus on

assessment.

3.3.1 The Development of the Accountability Movemedrand OBE

As stated above, from the 1970s onwards there wgi®wing demand in western
economies for increased accountability in all pukctors including education. This
can be traced through the OECD (1983) both in a N&smland context and
internationally (1995). Dixon (1999) cites Ewing9{lY) who identified increased
frequency in the use of the termecountabilityin education discussions during this
decade. Dixon also traces the loss of public ceniteé in the capacity and will of
education professionals to undertake effective atiic reform. This movement led
to a reconstruction of education in general, widintipular emphasis on how schools

operated, their governorship, curriculum and assess

Writing in an American context, Ward and Murray-W4A999) trace demands for

accountability to the same time-frame.

The 1970s saw a shift in focus from the federathte state level and the
advance of the accountability movement and of mahiocompetency testing.
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During this period, an increasingly disgruntled lpybimpatient with what
were perceived as small educational gains, demactia “evidence” of
educational attainments. (p. 52)

The culmination of the accountability movement imérican education was tiido
Child Left Behind(NCLB) Legislation in 2001. NCLB is federal legsion that
designates specific outcomes for schools systends stetes in America. Sleeter

(2007) summarises the purpose of the legislatidolbmsvs:

The NCLB mandates that states receiving federatlihgn To implement
statewide accountability systems covering all pulsichools and students.
These systems must be based on challenging Statdastls in reading and
mathematics, annual testing for students in gr&@sand annual statewide
progress objectives ensuring that all groups otlestts reach proficiency
within 12 years. Assessment results and state psoobjectives must be
broken out by poverty, race, ethnicity, disabilignd limited English
proficiency to ensure no group is left behind.2p)

The first large-scale legislative evidence of OB#liqy being put into practice was
the 1988 UK Education Reform Act. A number of aush(Elley 1993, 2004; Gordon
& Whitney 1997; Sullivan, 2002; Thrupp, 2005; W4lli1992)consider the New

Zealand reforms in education to be derived fromUkel988 Education Reform Act.

3.3.2. The Nature of Outcomes Based Education

OBE has been seen as the process by which therdabdity movement philosophy
of education has been put into operatiobhis approach to education is concerned
with more than just the teaching of the curriculamd assessment of learning; but
nearly all aspects of an education system arededuTo quote Hall (2000):

OBE is a comprehensive system of education orgammsalt covers the
contractual relationship between the government pradiders (and other
education bodies); the organisation and manageofesthools; curriculum
design and implementation; summative assessmemstudient work; staff
development and appraisal; and audit and reviemstitutional performance.

(p- 1)

Hall (2000) reports that within the New Zealand Miry of Education, OBE was

sometimes euphemistically referred to asight—loose—tightmodel of monitoring.

The firsttight describes the objectives and standards that mustebéy the system.

For schools, this meant the introduction of moghhy prescribed national curriculum

with eight achievement levels and hundreds of aemeent objectives. Thiose

referred to the autonomy that self-management dgavechools to implement the
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curriculum. The secondight referred to the process by which schools were
accountable for meeting their objectives. This wasake place through ERO and
reporting to the Boards of Trustees. All three atpef the tight-loose-tight model
had manageability implications for assessment iw Kealand primary schools.

3.3.3 The Curriculum and Assessment in OQutcomes Bed Education

OBE requires a direct relationship between theicuirm and assessment. This
relationship has been described by Hall (2007):

OBE comprises, in its simplest form, the declaratbthe intended outcomes
(objectives) of an education system or operatiohe tdesign and
implementation of a programme or activities aimdd aahieving these
outcomes, and the monitoring of the actual outcoagmnst the intended
ones. (p. 1)
Such a model of education has been associatedavpérticular view of teaching that
requires a particular type of curriculum. Dixon 9989 describes this approach as a

technocraticmodel of teaching:

The teacher is considered to be a skilled techmicéaad good practice is
reduced to a set of predefined skills or competmnavith little or no

acknowledgement given to the moral dimensions ofcation (Codd, 1993;
Ingvarson, 1995). As Codd (ibid) has stated, lewynis reduced to the
observable and measurable with the curriculum desigo produce specific
learning outcomes. Of prime importance, are thedyets or outcomes of
education. (p.14.)

The New Zealand Curriculum developed in the nisetwith its tight framework of

seven essential learning areas, eights levels bfewement, and hundreds of
indiviudal achievement objectives, is an examplethaf type of highly prescribed
curriculum associated with OBE. Such a model ofcatlan also requires national or
state education systems, or in the New Zealand, ¢adevidual schools, to have
assessment systems that were capable of demamgttagir pupils had learnt or

mastered the achievement objectives.
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3.3.4 Outcomes Based Education, Standards Based Assment, and
Criterion-Referenced Assessment

There is a strong relationship between OBE andctirecepts of standards-based
assessment (SBA) and criterion-referenced asses¢@RA). SBA has been defined
by the Ministry of Education (2007b) as:

A standards based assessment assesses learngemamein relation to set
standards to show what students know and can dmd&tds are written
statements that can describe what a child has ¢evlkand be able to do in
order to be awarded a unit or achievement staraaddherefore gain credits
towards the NCEA (or other qualification). A stutienachievement is
benchmarked to compare it to an expected levekrdtian other students’
achievement (norm-based assessment).

In a less formal manner, Elley (2005) describes $B#e following way:

What do we mean by standards-based assessmenih dopefly, it refers

to a kind of assessment where a student’s achievaesgidged by whether it
meets a pre-ordained standard, or level of perfoo@aMary can or cannot
recite all the letters of the alphabet. Jack cacamnot type at 30 wpm. | can
or cannot run a marathon in less than 3 hours. Siocam or cannot ride a
bike. The activity to be performed is clear to go®se, and most observers

can agree on whether it has been reached or noknée what the student
“knows or can do.”

(para. 4)

As such, SBA is closely related to criterion-refered assessmef€RA) and the

terms are often used interchangeably. Linn and I8noin(2000) define CRA as:

A test or other type of assessment designed toiggoa measure of
performance that is interpretable in terms of artyedefined and delimited
domain of learning tasks. Other terms that are E#sn used but have
meanings similar to criterion referenced: stand®dased, objective
referenced, content referenced, domain refererasetiuniverse referenced.

(p. 42)

Because the achievement objectives of the New Adalaurriculum did not include
criteria to pin down their interpretation for assegnt purposes, they could not be

correctly termed “standards”. This point will besclissed further in Section 4.2.4.
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3.3.5 Implementation in New Zealand

OBE presented fundamental changes for all elenwdritew Zealand education. The
first major change was at the level of governandé e establishment in 1989 of
self-managing schools through the Board of Trustagcture. Under this structure,
elected parents’ representatives would govern thed; and each school was to
develop its own set of policies and procedures thet the needs of that particular
community (Lange, 1988). In the view of many wigtemplicit in this approach was
a market model where schools were to compete veith @ther for students (Dixon,
1999; Elley, 2004; Gordon, 1997; Gordon & Whitt99¥; Lauder, Hughes, Watson,
Waslander, Thrupp, & Duplis, 1999; O’Neil, Clark &penshaw, 2004; Sullivan
1993, 2002; Thrupp, Harold, Mansell, & Hawkswor200). A rationale behind
these reforms was that a more competitive environmeould lead to improved
schools. A further assumption was that differenneschool communities in terms of
geography, school structure, size and compositiothe student population were
more significant than the things that schools lladommon. Both these assumptions

led to a great deal of duplication of policies gmndcedures (ERO, 1995a).

As stated above, the change in the governance egahisation of schools was
followed by the introduction, during the period 298 2000, of the New Zealand
Curriculum with the NZCF (MoE, 1993) and seven muum statements. In line
with the OBE model, the 1993 Curriculum saw rephaest of the very general and
loosely structured previous syllabi with a veryhtigramework of seven essential

learning areas, eight levels of achievement, aosecto 1000 achievement objectives.

In 2001, the approach was further developed wighitiroduction of the Education
Standards Act, which required each school to sétamsess annual targets that were
sent to the MoE.

3.3.6 Criticism of OBE in New Zealand

Elley (1993, 1996, 2004) has been a long-standnitgc of the OBE curriculum
reforms in New Zealand. His 2004 description of tégonale behind its introduction
Is particularly direct:

As stated in the Ministry’s outline of the new ¢aatum, the Government’s
hope was that the curriculum documents would “dpextear objectives” and
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identify for “boards of trustees, teachers, stusepiarents, and the wider
community, a progression of desirable standardeafing against which
students’ progress can be assessed” (Ministry afc&tibn, 1993). This |
believe was the hallmark of the new curricula —t tttee progression of
outcomes in each subject would be clearly specifidety would be spelled
out in the form of achievement objectives to baiatid at each successive
level, in each learning area, and students’ pragcesild then be assessed in
relation to those levels. Then achievement levaslavraise across the board
and the education dollar be better spent. Thdgaat, was the rhetoric. The
new model was deemed suitable for all subjectspaodded the main thrust
of the Minister’s justification for a complete ratimg of all areas of the New
Zealand curricula. (p. 91)
The detailed criticisms of Elley (1993, 2004) anldews relating to the structure of the
curriculum and the implementation of OBE in New [&ed will be covered later in

the chapter.

Given the criticisms stated by the authors abavis, appropriate to consider whether
there were any positive aspects in the move to OBEheir largely critical summary
of the reforms, Thrupp et al. (2000) noted fourifwes impacts of the change as
mentioned by some teachers:

1. There was greater clarity about what should berhtaupw it should be
assessed and the way it should be reported totgafenwick and Gray
(1995) also reported two teachers who were positibait changes in

assessment procedures for this reason.

2. There was greater linkage between the curriculuouhents, planning,
resources, teaching and assessment. This poirdla@snade by a number of

teachers in Dixon’s (1999) study.

3. There were more school-wide structures for curdoutoverage and

assessment than in the past.

4. There was more individualisation. Thrupp et alorégd many responses where
teachers felt that they were more aware and focaseddividual learning
needs in their planning of teaching and assessmbigt.was also supported by
68% of the teachers that Wylie (1999) surveyed.
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3.4 Four Major Assessment Challenges

This section briefly introduces four major asses#nehallenges within the New
Zealand reform context. Each of these is then dsmdl in more detail in the

following four sections.

The mathematics curriculum statement (MoE, 1992) e NZCF (MoE, 1993a)
presented New Zealand teachers with the first rstatés on the curriculum reforms.
While the New Zealand documents were similar incttire to the earlier British
reforms (Willis, 1992; Elley, 1993) they lacked thehly prescribed assessment
systems based on SATs activities. New Zealand $shwere expected to assess
students but were given no tools to assess leaagamst the new curriculum. While
the various documents often promoted progressie@s/ion assessment, the fact that
not enough direction and support was provided ¢ed thallenging environment for

schools in terms of the development of assessnystdras.

A second major challenge that schools faced indineclopment of effective and
manageable assessment systems was the structudargpuge of the curriculum
documents and the requirement to assess againgvitle of the curriculum in the

seven essential learning areas with their numexob®vement objectives.

The third major challenge associated with the etimcaeforms was the requirement
to assess all areas of the curriculum equally. &4 as differing from the British
model in terms of not having a prescribed systemssessment, the publication of the
NAGs (MoE, 1993c) stated that in New Zealand aleselearning areas were to have
the same status in terms of assessment. New Zesthiools were required to assess
and maintain individual records of all studentslinearning areas. This differed from
the British model where a distinction was made leetwwhat were termed the core
subjects of numeracy, literacy and science androtreas of learning titled
foundation subjects. This requirement to assessithahl progress in all areas of the
curriculum also presented schools with major cingiss.

A key feature of the reforms was the establishnr®@nERO as an external audit
agency. A significant change was that ERO repodsevavailable to the public and
media. In the new competitive environment, schease very strongly motivated to
obtain positive reports ERO reports, and thus teeidRv Office’s views on education
came to dominate practice (Dixon, 1999; French028Might, 2000).
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3.5 The Lack of Direction Given to Schools in Assesent

As stated above, MiNZC (MoE, 1992) gave New Zeal@agthers and school leaders
the first indication of what the new structures Ydomean in terms of teaching and

assessment. The statements on assessment weresghogyr

Assessment should focus on what students know amda, and on how they
think about mathematics. It should involve a braatige of tasks and
problems and require the application of a numbemathematical ideas.
Skills assessed should include the ability to comigate findings, to present
an argument and to exploit an intuitive approaca psoblem.

Assessment should as far as possible, be intemthletnormal teaching and
learning. Continuing assessment as part of thehitegcand learning
programme increases the range and quality of assesswhich can be
carried out for good diagnosis, and avoids thdi@ei intrusion on learning
and teaching time which is associated with sepaaggessment sessions.
Assessment should involve multiple techniques uidg written, oral and
demonstrative formats. Grouping and team activéiesuld also be assessed.
(p. 15)

The document also suggested strongly to teachexs nttore was required than
standard paper and pencil tests.

Traditionally, assessment in mathematics has besiséd on quite a narrow
range of procedures. Procedures such as pencpapet tests of algorithms
skills do not always reveal students’ difficultiesr do they allow assessment
of the full range of student achievements. (p. 18)

Included in MINZC was a direction toward performanassessment and emphasis
was given to diagnostic assessment. The documenmided sample assessment

activities:

This curriculum statement provides, at each lewadach strand, examples of
activities in which teachers might engage studentssess their current level
of achievement. An assessment programme modellédese examples will
help teachers to plan the next stage of learningttalents.

The activities illustrate assessment techniqueschviaire not disruptive to
normal classroom activities. They could be caroetl as an integral part of
the teaching programme rather than at times spatifiset aside for “tests”.
Assessment and evaluation strategies of this keaglire teachers to make
systematic observations of students at work, armeédord their observations
carefully. (p. 18)
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However, the examples in MINZC (MoE, 1992) would ede considerable
development in order to be used in a classroontlood programme. Furthermore,
this document stated that teachers and schools e&grected to develop their own
assessment activities. “The few assessment aeswstiggested in the statement were
exemplars which teachers could imitate in develgpiheir own assessment

programme” (p. 19).

Thus the new curriculum was published without asseasment tools with which to
assess these new structures. The suggestion thatdividual teachers and schools
should develop their own assessment tools did al@ account of the demands on
teachers (ERO, 1995a; 2001). Some of the strongéstism of the idea, albeit in

hindsight, of schools developing their own assessmmw@me from ERO:

Half the schools in New Zealand have fewer than dttdents. They have a
small staff and teachers have to commonly teackraklevels at once. It is
clearly beyond them to design assessment toolseisamd unreasonable to
expect that of them. (Whalley, cited in French, 208 20)

Where assessment is covered in MINZC (MoE, 199®),fbcus is on assessment to
enhance learning. There was no coverage in thifcation given to assessment for
accountability. However, the gazetting of the NABsL993 made it a requirement
that schools developed their own systems for agsassfor accountability purposes.

The extent to which schools were meeting the requents of the NAGs became a
focus of ERO reviews (Dixon, 1999). In this wayhasols were being asked to

develop methods to assess this new curriculumenatitsence of tools designed for
this purpose and from a different perspective thas covered in the Curriculum

Statements themselves.

The NZCF (MoE, 1993a) published the year attéiNZC was designed to “provide a
coherent and integrated structure for the schooiatdum” (p. 27). The approach to
assessment was similar to the Mathematics curncidtatement with a strong focus
on diagnostic and performance assessment and vitly dn assessment for

accountability.

Assessment is an integral part of the curriculunine TNew Zealand
Curriculum builds on the close relationship betwksnining and assessment.
It provides clear learning outcomes against whittlents’ progress can be
measured.
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Assessment in the New Zealand Curriculum is cardedfor a number of
purposes. The primary purpose of school-based ssges is to improve
students’ learning and quality of learning prograasmOther purposes of
assessment include providing feedback to parents samdents, awarding
qualifications at the senior secondary school lemall monitoring overall
national education standards. Assessment alsoifidenkearning needs so
resources can be effectively targeted.

School-based Assessment

Assessment of individual students’ progress is regdly diagnostic. Such
assessment is integral to the learning and teagiriogramme. Its purpose is
to improve teaching and learning by diagnosing newy strengths and
weaknesses, measuring students’ progress agairistedleachievement
objectives, and reviewing the effectiveness of hesax programmes. The
information which teachers record from these assests enables clear
profiles of individual student’'s achievements to thelt. These profiles are
used to inform teachers about each student’s leguamd development and to
provide the basis for feedback to students andhpsrép. 24)

As with MINZC (MoE, 1992), the NZCF (MoE, 1993a) gave very litiigention to
assessment for accountability purposes. The NZ@BdancedThe Essential Skillg
the New Zealand school system. The eight esseskils were: Communication
Skills, Numeracy Skills, Information Skills, Proble Solving Skills, Self
Management and Competitive Skills, Social and Cerafve Skills, Physical Skills
and Work and Study Skills. These were broken dawm a further 58 sub-skills. The
assessment of the essential skills proved problerfa@t schools. A number of them

were largely straightforward:

Communication Skills

Communicate competently and confidently by listgnispeaking, reading
and writing, and by using other forms of communaatvhere appropriate

Information Skills

Identify, locate, gather, store, retrieve, and psscinformation from a range
of sources. (p. 18)

Others were more challenging, some because of ¢ébd to assess very high level
skills:

* Problem Solving Skills
» Think critically, creatively, reflectively and locally
* Exercise imagination, initiative, and flexibility

* Identify, describe, and redefine a problem
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* Analyse a problem from a variety of different pasives. (p. 19)

Others were either far too subjective to measureneolved life-long issues that

would be inappropriate for teachers to assesspthr. b

Self-Management and Competitive Skills
Show initiative, commitment, perseverance, couayggenterprise

Develop constructive approaches to challenge aadgeh stress and conflict,
competition, and success and failure. (p. 19)

The developers of the NZCF acknowledge this issoienwhey state in a footnote:

It is acknowledged that some qualities and valuesh sas rangimarie
(tolerance) and integrity are difficult to measurBlevertheless, the
development of these attributes is vital to a sttidelearning and will be
assessed as part of the school curriculgm21)

When evaluating schools’ assessment systems, ERS&llymdid not distinguish
between those essential skills that were withichesl’s capacity to measure and the
latter, where those making the judgements would me¢reme wisdom to “divine” a
student’s ability on some skills, or to spend aagdeal of time in and out of school to
judge if they could, for instance: “Participate eguiately in a range of social and
cultural settings” (p. 24). While it is a widelyldeview that education should be
about high ideals and life-long development, it b@nargued that there is a serious
limitation on how realistically these goals candssessed within normal classroom

contexts.

In 1994, the MoE attempted to further clarify assasnt issues with the publication
of Assessment Policy to Practi¢®oE, 1994b). The MoE still held the view that

teachers and schools should develop their own stssss tools.

Although the examples in the national curriculuatestnents provide a source
of ideas, the sets of tasks described are neitkieaustive nor definitive.
Teachers will also need to locate and devise theim assessment tasks for
diagnostic, monitoring, and review purposes. (p. 5)

Associated with this belief, the MoE approach wal Isased on the idea of each
school developing their own policies and procedufgse purpose of the policy is to
translate national requirements into practice,ngkinto account the school’'s own

community, strengths, resources and special ciramoes” (p. 12). Unlike the
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previous MINZC (MoE, 1992) and NZCF, the documekdsessment Policy to
Practice (MoE, 1994b)acknowledges the role of summative assessmenportieg

to stakeholders. The publication even includedatsttatement on the manageability
of assessment. “Assessment must be manageableeirtldssroom. There is an
inevitable tension between validity, reliabilitypdh manageability. Compromises are
often necessary and should be acknowledged andeallor in evaluating the results

of assessment” (p. 25).

In response to the lack of assessment tools testise new curriculum, schools often
reverted to using assessment tools that they waraliér with but which did not
match the new curriculum (ERO, 2001; French, 20BR0 also recognised this lack
of guidance and the provision of assessment tosla groblem (ERO, 1995b).
However, their solution was more radical; a campdm introduce national testing
(ERO, 1998).

3.6 The Structure of the Curriculum

While the lack of specific guidance on assessmedtlae absence of assessment tools
for the new curriculum provided challenges to sdsiott could be argued that the
structure of the curriculum provided an even biggeallenge. MiNZC (MoE, 1992)
introduced New Zealand teachers to the structueegbit levels of the curriculum and
the corresponding achievement objectives that weiag to be used in the other

seven curriculum documents.

Critics challenged the structure of the curriculuthe number of achievement
objectives and the lack of precision in languagedur both the levels and the
objectives. Elley (1993, 2004) pointed out theres wa rationale for dividing the New
Zealand curriculum into eight levels or the Britisitio ten. There was no research on
children’s learning to support the level structute. also stated that the level structure
was unhelpful for teachers and they often had éater additional structures such as
low 3, middle 3, and high 3, to implement them lassrooms. Elley (2004) concedes
that a hierarchical level-based curriculum may bipfal in such things as psycho-
motor skills and where there are clearly definabtenpetencies such as some
elements of mathematics learning. Such an approactprding to Elley (2004),

makes no sense in many areas of learning.
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Many researchers have tried to identify the pragoes in reading and
spelling, scientific thinking and intellectual démement and moral maturity,
to name but a few, with only modest success. Ratelyesearchers agree,
and their stages or levels are fraught with reveraad mid-classification.
The problem is that students’ knowledge growth iosmtopics in the
curriculum is individual and idiosyncratic. Theimdwledge develops in
unique networks of partially-mastered concepts eudtiples of particulars.
Each student organizes his or her cognitive systemmdividual ways,
depending on their unique experience. Rarely ag& ttoncepts mastered in
an all or nothing fashion. Typically their undersdang expands in irregular
spurts, sidetracks, inconsistencies, and new itsi@o students master Level
5 objectives before Level 4 in some specific arghse lagging at Level 2 in
others of the same strand. (p. 94)

A further problem with the structure of the curtiom lies in the language of the
achievement objectives. As Elley (1993) stated:

The futility of trying to impose a tight level striure on a subject like English
was well illustrated in the actual wording of theheevement objectives for
successive levels. How can teachers decide whel pewpils have reached in
“Close Reading” when the level structures are waides this?

Level 1: Respond to language and meanings in texts.

Level 2: Respond to language, full meanings anéddda different texts,
relating them to personal experiences.

Level 3: Discuss language meanings and ideas amger of texts, relating
their understanding to personal experiences andr aéxts. (Ministry of
Education, 1994).

In my view, these vague statements do little tawapthe key differences in
close reading between 5 year-olds at Level 1 angea@-olds at Level 3.

Looking more closely at the National Curriculumtstaents cited above, |
suspect that a logician would have a field day witme of the progressions.
We could ask, for instance, what is the differebeédween meanings and
progressions? What is the force of the change fiiartexts” to “in different
texts” or “in a range of texts”? (pp. 95-96)

ERO (1995, 2001), Le Metais (2002) and DonnellyO@20also expressed concerns
about the language of the achievement objectivesveder, their arguments differed
from Elley (2004) in that they should not be sesnaacriticism of the curriculum
model itself, rather a view that a lack of preasio the language of the achievement
objectives meant that they were inappropriate fer successful implementation of
such an approach. As ERO stated in their 1995 gatidn Assessing Student

Achievement
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Many of the achievement objectives in the NatioG@alriculum Statements
are also not sufficiently specific for a judgment be made about their
achievement. For example, a Level 3 achievemerdctisg in Mathematics
in the New Zealand Curriculum is: “perform measueebtasks using a range
of units and scales”. In this objective neither thasks” nor “range” is
sufficiently defined for an inference to be madewbwhat a student is
actually required to do to achieve this objectiewill therefore be difficult
to know whether a student has met this objectwe. 4-5)

In another publication, ERO (2001) stated “achieseimobjectives are often too
broadly stated to indicate what can be reasonablyexpected of students. Most
curriculum statements lack clarity about how thehiemement objectives are
differentiated between levels, and are vague imgeof the content of the levels” (p.
2).

Le Metais (2002), in a MoE funded evaluation of tdew Zealand Curriculum,

expressed concerns about the achievement objectives

The achievement objectives are the most contentang arguably, the
weakest, element of the curriculum documents. Tdreyperceived, and act,
as a constraint on teaching and learning, but teeyot lend themselves to
reliable assessment and meaningful recording ddopeance. (p. 16)

Donnelly (2007) stated that the achievement ohjestishould not be confused with

standards:

The use of words such as levels in National CulwiouStatements, the New
Zealand Curriculum Framework and the National Qigaliions Frameworks
implies a consistency of standards. This is notaat, the case.

Standards of achievement are to be found moreeimhigtoric than the reality.
The National Curriculum Statements do not defirendards but describe
achievement objectives for a number of levels.

The sheer number of achievement objectives andvdration in their
specificity means that teachers individually antdamally will have difficulty
in reaching consistent judgments about when stgdeatch certain levels of
achievement. (p. 32)

A criticism of the achievement statements introduaéth the curriculum is that the
approach is essentially behaviourist in its nataréhat it reduces learning to closed
and prescribed units of study. Such an approaahasids with much of the teaching—
learning context in our schools, which is basedconstructivist and socio-cultural
views of learning (Dixon, 1999; Knight, 2000).
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There is not a great deal of evidence availablerd@rds what schools were actually
doing during the early period of the reforms inp@sse to the requirement to develop
assessment based on the levels of the curriculuntltaa achievement objectives.
However, the written advice given to teachers addosls by those working as
professional development advisers does provide sami@mation on school
practices. Writing during the period 1995 to 19Bé@ker and Lorrigan (Baker, 1997;
Baker & Lorrigan 1995, 1996) suggested a numbesssessment developments for
schools:

» Establishment of an assessment committee

« Areview of the school’s existing assessment policy

» Consultation with the community

* Develop a school wide assessment statement

* Develop an assessment plan for each specific leparea

» Develop achievement statements in each specifiniteparea
» Develop an Analysis/Log/Mark Tracking book for eaehcher
* Develop student portfolios

» Develop school assessment portfolios for each ilegurea. That is a
portfolio that explicitly states the school’s stands and exemplars for each
learning area

» Develop record of achievement/Individual studewfifgs. This is the
translation of class data onto individual studdasfto fulfil legal recording
and reporting obligations

(Baker & Lorrigan, 1995, p. 4)

The ambitiously titledEasy Assessmeint Social Studie1999) by two Wellington
school advisers, McMaster and Bonallack, also tiaiss the advice schools were
being given during this period. They suggested thatach social studies unit, one
knowledge outcome and one process skill shouldsbessed and recorded. They also
suggested an annotated sample of each child’s Werkollected and placed in the
individual pupil folder. At the end of the unit, Miaster and Bollanack suggested the
gathering of summative data. They also suggesthrtea point assessment against the

achievement objective:
3 = Can do it well;

2=Cando it

1= Can'tdo it yet
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(p. 45)

Such advice when applied to all curriculum aread #re numerous achievement
objectives they contained was highly questionablegerms of manageability and
utility. It was also questionable how such processeuld lead to improved student

achievement.

In their mathematics teaching resource which tra@g 0 other schools, Wellsford
School (2001) suggested a similar three-point apgrofor assessment. “CA for
Competent Achievement, SA for Satisfactory Achieeatnand HD for Having
Difficulty” (p. 2). As stated earlier, this type dhree-point assessment became
common in many New Zealand schools (Hill, 1999; @0Dixon, 1999; Knight,
2000) and was seen as a response to governmeireragats for accountability and
had little if any formative or diagnostic purpos&be quote below from a teacher in

Hill's (1999) study summarises the approach:

In my roll book I'll have the learning outcomes...it tick, plusses and
minuses...l try to cut it down and keep it to yes, sometimes that sort of
thing.

| am teaching to level 3, then that's what | ameassig unless a child is
below that and then | probably write level 2 nextheir name [I know they
are below] if they haven’t got a tick with a tarfl @ cross through it.

So as the children are working, the assessmenbns, chot based on tests
alone...and so we mark them off with a dot, slastross. (p. 181)

Knight (2000), whose work brought her into contath many schools, questioned
the utility of such activity:

In my capacity as a facilitator for the MoE Asseesifor Better Learning
professional development programmes, | have vieweahy teachers’
planning and assessment folders which contain leaisdof carefully listed
specific learning outcomes. These are systematitiaked or dotted when an
outcome is achieved or not achieved. When askedtabe value of this
practice in enhancing student learning, teacheragge to comment
positively! (p. 42)

Dixon (1999) concluded from her study of the aswesd practice of Auckland

teachers that:

The use of assessment methods informed by beh@tiassumptions about
teaching and learning (for example checklists) hadn used frequently by
teachers in their initial attempts to assess abidr curriculum achievements.
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These were viewed quite critically by teachershay uestioned the amount,
relevancy, dependability and usefulness of such. dpt 161).

In the area of reporting to parents, the MoE’s 19&4$essment Policy to Practice

publication gave directions that in hindsight wohlze been hard to justify.

As part of the report to parents, there shouldriotutded a statement of the
level at which a student is working in each curuou area. As each student
may be working at different levels within each aulum area or strand of
each curriculum area, this information should beey for each strand of
each curriculum area specified in the national iculum statements, for
example, in mathematics, separately on Mathemakcatesses, Number,
Measurement, Geometry, Algebra and Statistics. [€hel(s) the student is
working at should be determined by the teachersfgssional judgement
based on sound evidence. (p. 38)

Planning and Assessment in Engli@fioE, 1997b) gave more detailed guidance to
teachers on the implementation Bfglish in the New Zealand Curriculu(voE,
1994a) and included information on reporting toepés. This publication included
the concept of &est fitapproach to reportindt was suggested that teachers needed
to sample students’ achievement from a number mnds and levels of the
curriculum before deciding where the best fit warsdfach individual. This suggestion
addressed concerns that children progress at eliffestages in different strands of
curriculum. Whether using a best fit approach dr, ae stated above, many teachers
found assessing against the levels to be a bundgnvas no use to them in terms of
real assessment or teaching (Dixon, 1999; Hill, ORnight, 2000). While the
approach was also based on the idea that studsfiteevement would be reported to
parents in terms of the level of achievement, Re@@0d00) concluded that this was
not a common practice. Whatever the logic or measftshe approachassessment
against the achievement objectia®l using a best fit modebr more commonly the

lack of it, became a common phrase in ERO reportsfiny years:

Summative assessment judgements are not explioitted to curriculum
levels. Therefore, the school cannot report to tarer the board how well
students are progressing according to the levetseo€urriculum.

(St Josephs Upper Hutt, ERO Report, February 2004)

Thus in terms of the manageability and utility ssessment, the NZCF presented
problems. As stated above, there were a high nuoftechievement objectives to be
assessed. In addition, the level structure was tdbleaand the language of the

numerous achievement objectives lacked clarityefE11993, 2004; Donnelly, 2006;

61



ERO, 2001; Le Metias, 2002). The rushed developrotttie curriculum meant that
it was not until 10 years later with the developmehasTTle that the levels of the
curriculum were subject to a level of professiosaiutiny that was required for such

major documents.

3.6.1 asTTle and the Levels of the Curriculum

The challenge presented by attempting to assesssadiae levels of the curriculum
was illustrated in the development of asTTle. TheCN (MoE, 1993a) and each
Curriculum Statement provided a table that gaveesgoidance between the match
for year level and curriculum level. A copy of théble is shown below as Figure 3.1.
For example, Level 4 was located as being somewhdretween year 8 and year 9.
Included in the brief given to the developers of Els, was a requirement to develop
a test that measured reading, writing and mathematihievement in the context of
the prescribed levels of the New Zealand curricul&s part of the development of
asTTle, a curriculum mapping exercise was undentakehis lengthy process
involved experienced teachers, and literacy and emaay experts unpacking
achievement objectives and matching them againgusatest questions (Ell, 2001;
Thomas, Tagg, Holton, & Brown, 2002). In order floe achievement to match more
accurately and finely each level of the curriculdeviels were further broken down
into sub-levels described haasic, proficienandadvancedEll, 2001; Hattie, Brown,
Keegan, Irving, McKay & Sutherland, 2003; Meaghemntberg & Brown 2000).
Thus, instead of the original four levels of ther@uwlum that asTTle was originally

designed to measure (Level 2 to Level 5) thesetbaadks were expanded to twelve:

Level Two Basic Level Two Proficient Level Two Aalvced
Level Three Basic Level Three Proficient Level ThAedvanced
Level Four Basic Level Four Proficient Level F&udvanced
Level Five Basic Level Five Proficient Level Fivelyanced

The final asTTle tests (MoE, 2007) reported therygaup mean as much as two

levels lower than the guidelines given in the araiCurriculum Statements regarding

the match between year level and achievement |&td.is a complex, but important

point. Thus, according to asTTle Reading, the ageengear 8 student is operating at

Level 3 basic — considerably lower than the guidatihat teachers were given when

English in the New Zealand Curriculunvas published in 1994. The effect of
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asTTle’s considerable work on the levels has, if take their views as correct,
dramatically lowered equivalence between the lewélsurriculum achievement and

where the average child was thought to be operating
Figure 3.1: Curriculum Levels and Year Levels in ttre New Zealand Curriculum

(Mathematics in the New Zealand Curriculum MoE, 192, p. 17)

Y1 (Y2 | Y3 | Y4 [ Y5 | Y6 | YF [ Y8 | YO | Y10 (Y11 | Y12 [ ¥13

JT | J2 | J3 | 52 | S5 | 5S4 (F1 | F2 | F3 [ F4 | F5 | F6 | F7

Furthermore, asTTle’s view on curriculum levelsstated in their technical reports
(Ell, 2001; Hattie et al., 2003; Meagher-LundbergBgown, 2000) and the tests
themselves (MoE, 2007) brings into question ER@sgtstanding criticism that
some schools were not operating a best fit assedssystem for levels of the
curriculum. If the curriculum developers had itisasly wrong in the first place, why
should individual schools have been expected tatgeght? Given that asTTle has
spent thousands of hours to come to the conclusianthe levels of achievement
were inaccurate in the original curriculum documsefar mathematics and English,
the safe assumption is perhaps to treat all cuumcuareas as being potentially

inaccurate in relation to the match between yeachboling and curriculum level.

The above discussion illustrates that while levafishe New Zealand curriculum
might have provided appropriate guidance for teecha planning purposes, they
were inappropriate for assessment. This makes tied for the development of
asTTle extremely challenging as it is very diffictd base an assessment system on

something that itself is lacking in well articuldtéogic, consistency or a well-

63



developed understanding of how children learn ¢£I993, 2004). It would appear
that far more work has been put into the asTTIgeptan measuring the levels of the
curriculum than was ever put into their initial @gdishment. The asTTle Project has
certainly left a far more substantial paper tr&il,(2001; Hattie et al., 2003; Meagher-
Lundberg & Brown, 2000; MoE, 2007) than was the ecagith the original

development of the curriculum documents.

3.7 The Lack of Distinction between the Core Currialum
and the Other Areas of Learning

The NAGs (MoE, 1993c), which took effect in Apri®43, detailed the requirements
for BOTs.

The new guidelines will form a major part of thentactual arrangements
boards of trustees have with the Crown. As such Wik be a significant part
of the basis for audits and reviews conducted kg Haucation Review
Office.

In the area of assessment and reporting they stated

Through the principal and staff, boards of trustesrequired to:

l. Implement learning programmes based on the underlgrinciples, stated

essential learning areas and skills, and the ratechievement objectives;

[I. Monitor student learning progress against the natioachievement

objectives; and

lll. Assess student achievement, maintain individuabros; and report on

student progress

(Education Gazette, 30 April, 1993, p. 3)

The Review Office took these statements literdftycarrying out their audit function
they reviewed schools’ assessment systems in afhsaiof the curriculum, all
achievement objectives, and all essential learanegs (ERO, 1994). That individual
schools could be expected to develop both assesssysiems and tools that carried
out these functions, while at the same implemengingdically new curriculum was
recognized later as demanding too much (Fancy, [20R4ight, 2000; Renwick &
Gray, 1995; Wylie, 1997, 1999).
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Schools’ responses to the requirement to assesaredls of the curriculum and
maintain individual records led to the keeping widents’ assessment information in
variety of formats and names, which includgddent foldersprofiles, clearfilesand
in some caseportfolios The use of the worgortfolios was to some extent
problematic, as many of what were ternmumttfolios would not comply with how
advocates of performance assessment understoodethe This issue will be

discussed in more detail later in the chapter.

In the same way as schools were guided in adoghegthree-step achievement
objectives, school advisers were advocating theotiseudent folders. To quote Baker

and Lorrigan (1995) again, schools were advised to:

» Develop student portfolios

» Develop school assessment portfolios for each ileguarea. That is a
portfolio that explicitly states the school’s stands and exemplars for each
learning area

» Develop record of achievement/Individual studewffipes This is the
translation of class data onto individual studdasfto fulfil legal recording
and reporting obligations

(p. 4)

While the evidence is not extensive, it appears tiwa utility of these folders was
guestioned by teachers: “it's done for the nexthea and | know she won’t use the
information even if she bothers to read thefdill, 2000 p. 173). The same attitude
was also expressed by teachers in Symes and Teyp@003) and Knight (2000).
Williams (1999), in her study of assessment propesiat a Marlborough school,

captures some of the same concerns with what weresticlearfiles

The clearfiles also contained other formal testseasments and samples
collected by individual teachers. However no cidtevere set for samples and
formal tests contained a raw score but rarely aetaikkd analysis. Once
again no school-wide system guidelines seemedly @amd at the beginning
of each year as files moved on with the child gaelcher would delete or add
to the file as they saw fit. (p. 14)

In line with the direction of the NAGs (MoE 1993&) common phrase in early ERO
reports was thdack of a balanced curriculunand the implication that too much
emphasis was being given in teaching and assessvhditéracy and numeracy in

comparison with the other essential learning afE&O, 1995a).
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The Literacy Task Force (1999a), a group of teaclaad academics formed by the
government to address perceived concerns abouwditdevels, expressed concern
about the amount of assessment teachers were eddoircarry out. Their concern
focused on the NAG requirement to teach a balacoedculum and, by implication,

how ERO was interpreting that requirement in sclieviews.

The taskforce was concerned that the way in whiehNAGs requirements
“to monitor student progress against the natiormgaiives” and to “assess
student achievement, maintain individual recordsd aeport on student
progress” have been interpreted and implementedotisreasonable. The
taskforce was aware of teachers being requiredatbeg large amounts of
detailed data to record the progress of individohlldren across the
curriculum at the expense of quality instructiomei It is difficult for
teachers to maintain an emphasis on literacy ancheracy in these
circumstances. The taskforce believes that alkegsential learning areas are
important particularly for those children in thegat groups because of the
rich experiences they provide, for example, inaad physical education, but
the workload associated with monitoring in this vedien intrudes on quality
teaching and time. (p. 15)

The Taskforce’s Report was influential in having MioE modify the NAGs in 1999

to give greater priority to literacy and numeracyjears 1 to 4 (MoE, 2000b).

However, it needs to be noted that this modificatomly applied to years 1 to 4.

Expectation for the assessment of older childrgorimary school had not changed.

3.8 The Impact of the Education Review Office

The Education Review Office had a troubled birtlwas established in October 1989
and carried out its first school review in July 09%rench, 2000). However, before
its first review had been carried out, the Offieellbbeen reviewed and its funding cut.
In October 1990 ERO'’s first CEO, Maurice Ginaattisigned a year after the Office’s
establishment. By 1992, there had been two rourfdsedundancies for newly
appointed ERO staff. However, by 1992-1993 the &evOffice had, under the
direction of its new CEO, Judith Aiken, implementeaining of its staff and clarified
for the Office itself (if not for schools and otheducation institutions) its roles and
procedures. From 1993 onwards, it began to havaaeasingly strong influence on
education in New Zealand. In the words of its $tBRO reports beyond this period
became “sharper, clearer and more direct” (Frepci24). French also notes that
under Aiken’s leadership, ERO made skilled andbaetite use of the media.
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The influence of ERO was strengthened because #ve Zéaland reforms differed
from those of other western countries in that aesgsof national testing was not
introduced. This absence of a national testingmegineant that ERO reports became
the main form of high stakes assessment in the Mealand primary school
education system (Fancy, 2004a). In 1999 Dixonarebed assessment practices by

questionnaire and interviews in four Auckland sdeo8he stated:

However, it was the Education Review Office (ERBattwas considered to
be the agency which enforced these increased desmemdl requirements.
Writers such as Clark (1998), O’Neil (1998) and Bason et al. (1997) have
argued that ERO in its monopoly position as thenalte arbiter of acceptable
practice, have been a driving force in bringing wbchanges in school and
teacher practice, particularly in the area of agsest. Many of the teachers
in this study supported this view:

“ERO forced changes on us.”
“Because ERO expected them.”

“It is required, ERO look for these.”
“...because of the pressure of ERO,

| understand more individual assessment is domaeet the requirements of
ERO.”

“l feel assessment is being driven by ERO.” (p. 67)

From her research, Dixon concludes that duringoéméod 1993 to 1999, ERO had a
major influence on assessment practice in New Adgbaimary schools.

Within the context of this study professional atsnto initiate change had
been tempered by the Education Review Office. Was true for all schools
involved in the study as it appeared the prospkatreview, either in a given
year or at some unknown time in the future, loornaegde in teachers’ minds.
ERO'’s requirement that school performance be regdart relation to outputs,
contractual compliance and the attainment of speoiftcomes had resulted
in a professional dilemma for teachers as theyigyaated in certain

assessment practices which were at odds with pleegonal beliefs about the
efficacy of such practice. In an attempt to meeteeral accountability

requirements, teachers engaged in practices, miawhioh they themselves
did not consider relevant to the improvement othéag and learning, but
which they perceived as important if their schoalsvio be judged, by ERO
and the wider community, as providing quality edigea (p. 42).

However, the Review Office was not unaware of thesees:
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“They [primary schools] do a lot of assessment, @hén they found out we
were asking about it they did even more”; and “hesis were desperate to
get some information for us”; and “they would gak#o old fashioned tests
that didn’t match the curriculum” (Frances Saltediin French, 2000, p. 24).

Robertson, Thrupp, Dale, Vaughan, and Jacka (1&&Tied out a review of ERO for
the secondary teachers union, the Post PrimaryhEesssociation (PPTA). This
review concluded that the focus of ERO reviews were compliance factors
(managerial and administrative) rather than edanagirocesses and encouraged a
preoccupation with paperwork and a failure to l@bkpractice. They also suggested
that ERO “create a production regime in schoolsciwheads to the manufacture of
artefacts and ritualistic displays in order to malagk visible” (p. 6). This report did
note that “many respondents were largely or corepletatisfied with ERO officers’
practice in the school but with teachers less feadishan principals” (p. 6). Such
views were supported by Snook, Adams, Adams, Cl@édd, Collins, Harker,
O’Neil, & Pearce (1999).

While teachers and principals often blamed ERCafsessment in schools becoming
unwieldy and increasingly dominating teaching dgrihe period of the mid-nineties,
the Office’s first publication on assessmefigsessing Student Achievem@RO,
1995a), was a perceptive criticism of a numberanfité with the MoE’s policies.
ERO pointed out that with more than 200 achievenodjgctives in one curriculum
statement alone (Mathematics) in Levels 1 to 4rethgas a risk of assessment
becoming unmanageable. The Office noted that wahileational transition point
assessment was being developed, the items wouldovet all learning areas. They
also criticised the lack of assessment tools amal#o assess the curriculum. The
publication also made the point that the majoritythe MoE’s publications focused
on the assessment of individuals and gave littlentibn to the type of summative
assessment that schools were required to do irstefraccountability. The issue of

each school having to reinvent the wheel was a@sed.

It is inefficient and unrealistic to expect eaclttug 2700 schools nationally to
devise its own tools and practices. Schools caesingignificant time and
energy in developing assessment policies and pupesdvhich result in each
school “re-inventing the wheel.” (p. 34)
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3.8.1 ERO and National Testing

The last years of the 1990s were concerned withighige of national testing. The

debate was initiated by ERO (1998). The Office mad&mber of claims in favour of

national testing. They stated that there was littkependable information about

students’ achievement. Where school-based assessrasrtaking place against the

achievement objectives, there was no way of enguttiat there was consistency
between schools. The Office also expressed con@rast the effectiveness of all

schools having to develop their own systems andsagsent tasks. They argued that
the existing system did not provide adequate in&diom for accountability purposes

for parents, boards of trustees and the Crown. d\ataal with this argument was the
view that without some form of standardised natidasting, ERO was incapable of

performing the auditing function it was chargedhwiERO also stated that national
testing would provide schools with better qualitjormation with which to improve

teaching and learning.

The Assessment for Success in Primary SchGoten Paper(MoE, 1998), which
echoed ERO’s concerns, contained the MoE’s drafpgsals on national testing. In
addition to national tests there were to be a nunobbether assessment initiatives
developed (Phillips, 1998).

However, the introduction of national testing hadd been a concern of the teachers’
union, the New Zealand Educational Institute (NZE&nd the New Zealand
Principals’ Federation. Their concerns were théwosts would be ranked ileague
tablesand the focus of teachers would be on teachirtbadest (Dominion, 8 May,
1988). Observations and horror stories from the asd the USA dominated many
comments. While their concerns were very understaled they came out as

defending the existing system.

Information for better learningMoE, 1999c¢) was the MoE response to submissions
to the Green Paper and contained their policy tdoes and initiatives for the future.
There was to be development of new diagnostic tegecially in literacy, numeracy
and Maori medium education (Phillips, 1998). Thisvelopment was to be

accompanied by a stock-take of existing tools (M&E)2a). Exemplars were to be
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developed in English and Maori for Levels 1-5 oé tburriculum in each of the
essential learning areas. The contract for the ARBs to be extended, with the
ongoing development of curriculum-based assessraetivities in mathematics,
English and science. This was to be accompaniezhbgdependent evaluation of the
ARBs. NEMP was to be expanded to provide more médion on the achievement of
Maori and Pasifika students. It was also decideidd¢tude probe studies with NEMP

to explore data further. More NEMP tasks were todbeased to schools.

However, the controversial decisionlimformation for better learningMoE, 1999c)
was the introduction of a pilot of externally refaced tests in literacy and numeracy.

The aim of the pilot was to develop assessmens tihalt could:

* Monitor student learning
* Inform decision making with respect to teachinggrammes

* Improve the consistency and effectiveness of r@pptd parents using
nationally comparable information. (p. 22)

The contract for the pilot was allocated to the vwemity of Auckland, with
Assessment Tools for Teaching and Learning (asTbkihg the final product.
However, with the election of the Labour Governmieni1999, the plan for national
testing was, if not dropped, definitely shelvedl He was released to schools in 2003

but its use was optional.

3.8.2 The Changing Role of ERO

In 2000, the roles and responsibilities of the Edion Review Office were reviewed
by a committee chaired by former cabinet ministemSRodger. The report (MoE,
2000) recommended moving from a model with lessigaan compliance and include
a capacity toadvise and assistAlthough not dramatically changing their apprgach
the new century saw ERO reviewers spending more tibserving in classrooms and
less reviewing paper work. The Office also put éasing emphasis on formative

assessment and the use of assessment informatchadols.

3.9 The Response of Schools to the Assessment Reguents
of the Reforms

The increased documentation as suggested by BaterlLarrigan (1995) and
McMaster and Bonallack (1999), and illustrated kit 2000, 2000a, 2003), had a
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serious effect on the morale of teachers. Similattye rapid pace of curriculum
change put a great deal of pressure on schoolsuelap systems to implement this
radically new approach to the curriculum (Capp®91t Fancy, 2004a; Livingstone,
1994; Renwick & Gray, 1995; Willis, 1992; Wylie, 9B, 1999).

The response of schools was illustrated in a nundfestudies. Bridges (1992)
surveyed Christchurch teachers who reported ineteasorking hours and a
pessimistic outlook as a result of the changes ractiges brought about by the
Tomorrow’s Schools reforms. Livingstone (1994) cocteéd research into the
workloads of 157 Wellington primary school teachéss the Wellington region

NZEI. The six most stressful workload factors idied by teachers were:

* Amount of paper work required

* ERO reviews

* Implementation of the new curricula

* Development of new assessment procedures
* Number of hours teaching/ at work

* Ways in which change is being implemented

(p. 31)

Renwick and Gray (1995) and Wylie (1997, 1999) pmies insight into the effects
that the curriculum reforms were having on teacgheactice. Renwick and Gray
reported that teachers had found the pace of threcglum reforms challenging with
most reporting increased workloads. While manyhaf teachers in the seven case
study schools were positive about the curriculuateshents, assessment was an issue
with a large number of teachers. There was, in Reavand Gray's words,
“uncertainty about how much should be assessed appufopriate assessment
methods” (p. ix). Wylie in her conclusion from aries of five teacher, principal,
trustee and parent surveys (covering 1989 to 189&)rted that teachers had greatly
increased the amount of assessment they were ddhide it was reported that this
increased assessment did have some benefits sughirdeg a better picture of
individual children (40% of respondents), concemesre raised that increased
assessment was leading to less attention for uhg@ichildren during class (44%),
less time for planning and preparation (39%), ademvork out of class hours.
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3.10 The Professional Development of Teachers: Assenent
for Better Learning

For assessment to be effective and manageabils, iihportant that teachers and
school leaders have a well-developed understandingssessment. In 1996, ERO
expressed concern about New Zealand teachersbfgatofessional understanding of
assessment. Hill (2000), in her study of teach@&ssessment practices, also expressed

concern about New Zealand teachers’ lack of assgditeracy.

The Assessment for Better Learning (ABelL) profasaialevelopment contract began
in 1993. The title later changed to Assessmentdarih (AToL). By 2004, 27% of

primary schools had participated in the programResg¢ Hague, pers. comm., 18
July 2005). The programmes have aimed to develaghts knowledge of effective

assessment and to raise students’ levels of achmve It includes elements of
reviews of schools’ existing assessment systenvglal@ng understanding of the role
of formative assessment, effective use of assedstoels, analysis of assessment

data, and improved reporting to parents and BOTSs.

In 2000, Auckland University (Peddie, 2000) wastcacted to evaluate the contract
from the period 1995 to 1999. The report conclutieat ABeL had successfully
provided participating schools with effective syste which included data
aggregation, school policies, better reporting &wepts and BOTs, and increased
understanding of formative assessment. Howevemodsd earlier in the chapter,

Peddie identified that very few of the schools thatl undertaken the professional

development were reporting to parents on levebchfevement

3.11 Planning and Reporting

In October 2001 the Education Standards Act (MdIB13 was passed and included
what has been termgdinning and reportingThe changes required schools to update
their charters on an annual basis and include fspéargets for children to achieve
each year. At the end of the year schools wereport on their achievement of the
targets. These changes increased the workloadlmolsc The fact that each school
was to develop their own targets and assessmenegses meant that Government
retained some commitment to the concept of selfageny schools (McMahon,
2000).
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3.12 Recent Developments

The changes announced limformation for Better LearnindMoE, 1999c) and the
National Assessment Strate¢g€hamberlain, 2000) addressed some of the issues
associated with the rushed and shallow developwietite curriculum released only
seven years before. With the development of The N&aland Curriculum
Exemplars, the expansion of the ARBs and externrafigrenced tests, there would
now be a number of tools available for schools $3eas learning within the
curriculum. The concept of each school developmgrtown assessment tools had
largely been abandoned. Furthermore, there waslsaton that schools needed to
do less assessment (MoE, 2000a). Other initiatiyethe Ministry of Education since
2000, included in theNational Assessmerfstrategy, have aimed at supporting
teachers and addressing current issues in assdsdrhessessment Communin
the TKI (http://www.tki.org.nz/r/assessment/website provides comprehensive

support for teachers. This includes access to thi@ mssessment tools (ARBs, The
Exemplars, and asTTle), school case studies, avfédgsional reading. This site and
the MoE publicatiorCurriculum Updategives guidance to teachers on the Ministry’s
major assessment themes of increased formativessassat and evidence-based
teaching. These changes also reflect an emphasispraving the quality of teaching
in New Zealand as a major strategy in addressirdgmachievement (Alton-Lee,
2003; MoE, 2004; Thrupp, 2004, 2005).

In 2000, the Ministry of Education began reviewihg curriculum, resulting in The
New Zealand Curriculum: Draft for consultation (MdE06) and, after consultation,
The New Zealand CurriculuntMOE, 2007). The new curriculum contains eight
learning areas with a substantial reduction inrttsaber of achievement levels of the
curriculum. Another major change is that the EsakSkills have been replaced by
five Key CompetenciesThinking, Making Meaning, Relating to Others, Maingg
Self, Participating and Contributing

The competencies and the essential skills do ffif@rdjreatly in terms of assessment
issues. While it seems reasonable that educationldhnclude a focus on learning
and life-long goals, the challenge is that suchiggage extremely difficult to assess

validly and reliably without devoting a lot of tinad resources to this goal. While it
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is relatively simple for schools to demonstratet ttheey are providing programmes
that address these skills and competencies, ittreraely challenging to assess how
successful an organisation is in achieving thesdsgfr individuals and groups of
students as well as reporting these to parentgrgment agencies and BOTSs.

At the start of this chapter, it was stated tha ohthe arguments put forward for the
changes associated with the reforms was the viewdbmpetition between schools
would lead to increased student achievement arfidrsgiaging schools would make
schools more responsive to their local communitiBg. 2004, the Ministry of
Education had retreated from this position, boththe views of its leader and its
operations. This speech from Howard Fancy (2008agretary of Education 1995-
2007, captures the change:

Tomorrow's schools emphasised self managementwlse® the "emerging
paradigm” acknowledging that a successful systeso aleeds to be
characterised by networks of relationships thatrdoute to a system and all
its constituent parts being unambiguously focusedaising achievement. |
think we have learned that schools cannot be ‘tedleslands” in themselves
but also need to be seen as archipelagos with mesasfiboth independence
and interdependence.

This view is also evident in a number of initiagvby the Ministry. These include
projects by the MoE, such as the South Aucklangjqamme titledPicking upthe
Pace (Phillips, McNaughton, & MacDonald, 1992), | CANqfua) and the Taita
Central Literacy Project (Mallard, 2000, 2003), afhall involved clusters of schools,
academics and the Ministry working together to @gkastudent achievement. One
particular assessment feature of such initiatigeheé more scientific application of
assessment information to teaching in what has texemedevidence-based teaching

and the increase in the assessment literacy dieesmvolved in the projects.

3.13 International Influences

At the start of this chapter, it was argued thafuity understand developments in
New Zealand assessment practice, it is necessaxatoine not only local policy and
initiatives but also influences from overseas orwN#&ealand assessment practice.
This final section of the chapter examines four anajlevelopments and their
influence on assessment practice in New ZealandotehAuthentic or performance

assessment; formative assessment; evidence-basfihig and international testing.
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3.14 Authentic or Performance Assessment

Advocacy for what has been termed performance theatic assessment began in
earnest in the eighties and had a significant eftec policy and practice in the
nineties. However, several authokgaflaus & O’Dwyer, 1999Ward & Murray-Ward,
1999) have traced performance assessment back @0 BEZ in China when
candidates for the civil service ranks had to gough a series of performance tasks.
The authors also trace performance assessmene tordft guilds through the later
middle ages and oral examinations in the earlyemsities. In fact, they argue, when
considered in historical terms, paper and penalngjtative assessment has been the

exception and performance measurement has domiassedsment.

Definitions and Associated Terms

There are an extensive number of terms associaitbdtivis concept, with different
terms highlighting a particular emphasis. Linn &rdnlund (2000) state:

Performance assessments are also sometimes referress “authentic
assessments” or ‘“alternative assessments”. But tdmns are not
interchangeable. “Alternative assessment” highfighthe contrast to
traditional paper-and-pencil tests; “authentic ass®nt” emphasises the
practical application of the task in real worldtsegjs. (p. 260).

Worthern (1993) notes that whether the approactassessment is called direct
assessment, authentic assessment, performancesrassésor the title he uses,
alternative assessment, they have two key featmresmmon. They are all viewed as
alternatives to multi-choice, standardised achiem@mtests. Secondly, these
approaches in Worthen'’s view “all refer to diregaimination of student performance
on significant tasks that are relevant to the detsvorld” (p. 445).

McTighe (1996/1997) makes a similar point when staes: “performance tasks
should call upon students to demonstrate their kedge and skills in a manner that

reflects the world outside the classroom” (p. 3).

Madaus and O’Dwyer (1993) use the three Ps ternddscribe performance
assessment — performance, portfolios and products.

Meisels, DiPrima Bickel, Nicholson, Xue Atkins amirnett (2001) use the term
curriculum embedded performance assessmehich is “integrated into the daily

curriculum and instructional activities of a classm” and which they contrast with
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“‘on-demand assessments whether performance-basedotor [which] are not

necessarily drawn from the actual repertoire ofdlassroom” (p. 75).

Portfolios can also be viewed as a type of perfogeaassessment. Portfolio
assessment has been a significant aspect of Nelandeprimary schools in the last

fifteen years and will be discussed in more désddr in this section.

Claims made in favour of Performance Assessment

Linn and Gronlund (2000) identify four advantagéperformance assessment. They
argue that performance assessment can communisitectional goals that involve
complex performance. This can happen in the mifisioamal instructional activity.
The authors also see performance assessment asurmgasomplex learning
outcomes that cannot be assessed in other ways.thitte advantage is that
performance assessment can measure process assvipetiduct. Their final point is
the alignment of performance assessment with mo@aming theory. “Rather than
viewing students as recipients of discrete bitkradwledge, modern learning theory

conceives of students as active participants ircgimstruction of meaning” (p. 67).

Eisner (1999) expanded on Linn and Gronlund’s (2000r points, in particular the

measurement of complex skills that children wilkden the future.

Performance assessment is a closer measure of hildrea’s ability to
achieve the aspirations we hold for them than ameventional forms of
standardised testing. Indeed our educational dgpigahave been influenced
by the fact that our children will inhabit a wonéquiring far more complex
and subtle forms of thinking than children needeeé or four decades ago.
For example our children will need to know how tanfie problems for
themselves, how to formulate plans to address thew, to assess multiple
outcomes, how to consider relationships, how td wéh ambiguity. (p.658)
The skills Eisner (1999) talks about are prominantthe revised New Zealand
Curriculum (MOE, 2007) and recent books suchCasching the Knowledge Wave

(Gilbert, 2005).

Support for Claims

Meisels et al. (2001) documented the researchatites that supported claims made

about performance assessment:

1. Performance assessment improved teaching andngaBorko, Flory and

Gumbo (1993); Darling-Hammond (1994); Falk and bgAHammond
76



(1993); Gearhart, Herman, Baker, and Whitaker (};9QBattri, Kane and
Reeve (1995); Lin (1993); Meisels (1997); Meis@lsrfman and Steele
(1994); Taylor (1994).

2. Performance assessment resulted in positive chamgestruction: Koretz,
Stecher, Klein and McGaffrey (1994); Kentucky Ihst for Education
Research (1995); Almasi, Afflerbach, Guthrie, actider (1995); Koretz,
Mitchell, Barron and Keith (1996).

3. Performance assessment resulted in better cumicintegration: Khattri et al.
(1995).

However, Meisels et al. (2001) also document resedétnat challenged the claims

made in favour of performance assessment.

1. Claims reported in favour of performance assessmerdg challenged: Green
(1998).

2. Performance assessment worked against a consistiegpproach to teaching:

Murphy, Bergamini and Rooney (1997).
3. Examples of inadequate reliability: Linn (1994).
4. Generalisability was limited: Shavelson, Baxter &k (1994).

5. Manageability was a problem: Cizek (1991).

NZ policy and other government documents

Mathematics (MINZC) (MoE, 1992) was one of the tficd the seven curriculum

documents introduced in New Zealand and, as na@dake provided guidance on the
increased use of performance assessment. The dotahse suggested strongly to
teachers that more was required than standard papgrencil tests.

Assessment Policy to PractiogoE, 1994b) further outlined the Ministry of
Education’s beliefs about assessment. It includedtians on observation and

portfolios.

Recent New Zealand Developments

More recently the Ministry of Education has develdpa number of assessment
activities that support schools developing perfaroga assessment. This includes

elements of the ARBs, the New Zealand Curriculurergglars (Chamberlain, 2000,
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2001), and NEMP Tasks. By definition, all assesgnanchildren’s writing is
performance assessment. The ARBs, the Exemplarsasiiitle Writing all contain
guidance on assessing writing performance. Eachhe$e assessment tools also
provide a framework for guiding assessment thraugghof descriptors and guidelines
based on levels of the NZCF. As such, they shoelaionship between performance
assessment and SBA. The ARBs and the Exemplars patsode guidelines for

performance assessment in other areas, espeaialllanguage.

The New Zealand Curriculum Exemplars, which bedpeir development in 1999, are
not explicitly performance assessment tools, butgiide teachers toward this
approach. Chamberlaii2001) describes the Exemplars as: “nationally moderated
examples of student work that are annotated tstitile achievement, and quality in
relation to the levels described in the nationaticulum statements” (paragraph 1).
The Exemplars were developed in all seven curriousirands from levels 1 to 5.
This tool can be seen as being fundamentally basefBA, in that they attempt to
make more explicit the standards and expectatidritbeolevels of the curriculum.
However, in their implementation they have stromgments of performance and

formative assessment.

In terms of manageability, the question that thergglars raise is not whether the
tool itself is manageable, but how much effort @ign schools should put into

assessment of learning in relation to the non-cargculum.

UK Experience

A key detriment in successful assessment practicihe relationship between the
design of the assessment procedure and the puopdise activity. The experience of
attempting large scale performance assessmentdouatability purposes in England
and Wales illustrates this point. Following theraatuction of the Education Reform
Act in 1988, the government introduced the StandatdAssessment Tasks (SAT) at
ages 7, 11 and 14 years. These assessment astiwtech originally had a large
element of performance assessment, were designebe tased for diagnostic,
formative and accountability purposes. Their impeatation and subsequent
manageability problems have been well documenteob@® Broadfoot, Croll &
Pollard, 1994; Dearing, 1994; Gipps, 1995; Torrad@93). As Gippsiotes, the use

of performance assessments for accountability mapposes major problems.
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It is clear the SAT as originally conceived is siynmot appropriate for
assessing literally hundreds of assessment paintso time-consuming for
testing whole age groups of pupils, particularhaatertain point in time. For
what is essentially survey testing, something qericknd more reliable is
needed. The SAT model on the other hand is ideaufgport individual
diagnostic and formative assessment by teachethdorown purposes

The 10-level student grading scale has been raplagean eight-level scale
to try to describe more reliably students’ SAT asement. Finally, in
response to teachers' concerns over the time needmsdry out the national
assessments, the government is moving away frorforpgnce-oriented
assessments and replacing these with more conwmahtidosed-item tests.
Consequently, the time required for SAT adminigtrabas been diminished
significantly. Changes have been made to allevtag® most unrealistic
aspects of the Act, and it is likely that additibclaanges will be made.

(p- 119)
Performance Assessment and the National EducatioNainitoring Project

The most significant development in performancesssent in New Zealand began
with the establishment of the NEMP in 1995. It eliid significantly from the UK
approach in that only a light sample (3%) of stugdemere assessed annually and the
results were not used to make individual schoate@aatable. Flockton (1999), one of
the directors of NEMP, described the Project asational temperature takingon

children’s achievement.

NEMP’s approach to assessment illustrates a nuoflsrallenges faced with a broad
approach to assessment for accountability purpoBes.assessment is based on a
national sample of 3% of year 4 and 8 students wlfmam a range of schools. The
assessments are administered by experienced tedcdiaed in the use of these tasks.
The teachers work in pairs to administer the tes#dl the schools in their designated
area. The assessment tasks of the NEMP includgyta timber of performance

assessment tasks and include group as well asdodivactivities.
Flockton outlines the rationale for the choice effprmance of assessment.

Traditional paper and pencil methods have some fgaitations for
understandings and applications of learning in mam@as of the curriculum.
The question always needs to be asked: Does thedbassessment help us
to tell us about the abilities we are interestedimdoes it test something else
such as the ability to decode and comprehend tewrstatement? If we want
to know if a student can add two numbers togethen ta paper and pencil
test might be quite appropriate. If we want to kraivout the strategies they
use for solving a real life mathematical problemmert a written form of
testing may give an incomplete or misleading actofiwhat they do. (p. 7)
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For this reason NEMP places a lot of emphasis ofomeance assessment. To quote

Flockton again:

To overcome the limitations of traditional forms afsessment, national
monitoring makes considerable use of performancéhads. These methods
are intended to engage students in hands-on ap@®aghere the content,
processes and materials used are “authentic” im teeemblance of tasks
they might experience in real life. Arguably, pem@ance assessment
methods have advantages of giving more meaningidl @mprehensive

information about student ideas and understandangiscapabilities in many

aspects of curriculum, but like traditional formsassessment they are not
perfect. (pp. 7-8)

The results of the assessments are analysed inugaways and annual reports are
given to all schools. By using only a light sampfe3% of students at years 4 and 8
and only assessing three curriculum areas a yeaNEMP project has allowed New
Zealand to develop a national testing regime tmaludes the assessment of
performance tasks. The fact that NEMP assessmeatsomducted by an external
agency and selected schools merely supply therstsidad the space for the activities
to take place, means that NEMP assessments aadylangobtrusive for schools and
as such have high manageability. Their utility,fas as in individual school are
concerned, is more open to question. Schools dgetothe results of their students’
assessment and it is left to individual schoolglégide whether to use the NEMP
reports to influence their programmes. Howevels important to note that the stated
purpose of NEMP is concerns a national pictureerathan reporting to individual
schools as was stated in the NZCF national monias “to provide information on
how well overall national standards are being naémetd, and where improvements
might be needed.” (NZCF, 1993, p26.). Or as NEMBOR) itself state:

Assessment and reporting procedures are desigr@rdvime a rich picture of
what children can do and thus to optimise valuth&education community.
The result is a detailed national picture of studerhievement. It is neither
feasible nor appropriate, given the purpose andiipgoach used, to release
information about individual students or school$)p

Portfolios

Portfolios can be seen as one type of performarssesament but are treated
separately here because of their widespread udéewn Zealand schools and their
importance for exploring the manageability anditytibf assessment. In examining
the history, development and claims made in fawyortfolios, Ward and Murray-

Ward (1999) cite Arter and Spandel’s definitionbagg the most useful.
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A purposeful collection of student work that tefle story of the student’s
efforts, progress and achievement in given areais. dollection must include
student participation in the selection of portfotiontent; the guidelines for
selection; the criteria for judging merit, and eande of student self-
reflection. (p. 193)

Portfolios are seen by advocates of this approadtate a number of strengths. The
use of portfolios can be readily integrated witlhmal classroom instruction.

Portfolios allow students to demonstrate what tb@y do. They can also encourage
students to become reflective learners and dev#iepskills of self-assessment.
Associated with this is the potential for portfaito help students take responsibility
for setting goals and evaluating their progresstfélms are also seen as an effective
means of communicating with parents on studentsiezements (Linn & Gronlund,
2005).

In addition to the strengths listed above, Ward Bihdray-Ward (1999) mention that
portfolios promote more valid assessment with daebehatch with the curriculum.
They also allow teachers to examine process asasefiroduct. Ward and Murray-

Ward also claim that portfolios provide more uséfifibrmation to teachers.

While using portfolios for assessment and teacloiogs have recognised strengths,
the process is time consuming for both teacherssaumtkents. Portfolios also require
very clear guidelines to be used effectively. Btitb writers quoted above (Linn &
Gronlund, 2005; Ward & Murray-Ward, 1999) make stidction between portfolios
and student folders. For Ward and Murray-Ward, walestit folder is distinguished
from a portfolio in a number of key ways. In theseaf folders:

e Teachers control the content and the selectionegsoc
* Products reveal completion of a task not process
e There is no evidence of self-reflection by the stud

According to Linn and Gronland (2005), it is verysg for teachers and schools to

underestimate what is required in a portfolio.

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to realising the patevalue of effective
portfolio use is not a weakness, per se, but thés naive perception that
portfolios can be easily created. Since teachedsstudents are accustomed
to keeping work in folders and files, it seems husimple step to call the
folder a portfolio. Unorganised collections of work folders will not
accomplish the goals implicit in the strengthselisin the box. Nonetheless,
considerable evidence from surveys, interviews &ather observations
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shows that far too frequently so-called portfolare indistinguishable from
unorganised collections of work in folders with deguate specifications of
purpose, guidelines for construction and evaluatitteria. (p. 292)

As discussed earlier and writing from a New Zealpagspective, Williams (1999), in
her study of assessment procedures at a Marlborstigbol, articulated some of the
same concerns as Linn and Gronland (2005) with wieae termeclearfiles She

said that it was common for no criteria to be s&t Wwhat was collected, and
assessment results were often included but thesen@aanalysis of information. In
general, it was common for there to be no schodkevguidelines on what to collect

and what to discard from year to year.

Baker (1997), a New Zealand professional developraduiser, makes a distinction
between student-centred portfolios and standaxdd/leeferenced portfolios. She
divides the student-centred portfolios into showcasructured or self-selected. While
showcase and self-selected portfolios have a tafgedachers, parents and students
and aim to celebrate students’ achievement, strettportfolios include an element
of programme planning and evaluation and have afhenace that extends beyond
parents, students and teachers to course designdrexternal auditors. Standards
portfolios, according to Baker, are for teachersl anclude school developed

standards and exemplars of students’ work. Thegsarpf standards portfolios are:

* For quality accountability and assurance assesssystems

» For consistent and fair assessment systems

* For improving the quality of school-based assessmen

* For promoting a common interpretation of natior@liavement objectives

» To support the process of self review

(p. 16).

As well as teachers, parents and students, Baké7[includes ERO and BOTs as an
audience for standards portfolio. Assessment Ways ForwaiBlaker and Lorrigan
(1996) present a model of a standards based portfok a primary science
curriculum. The implication was that such documesttsuld be developed in all
seven curriculum areas; clearly this had serioydigation for the manageability of

assessment.

One problem creating confusion for assessmentsein Kealand primary schools is
that two movements occurred at a similar time. Tite# movement was the NAG
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requirement from 1993 for schools to report on vidlial student’s achievement
(MoE, 1993c). This led to the development of foid€@rinn & Gronlund, 2000) or

clearfiles (Williams, 1999). These documents oftemtained samples of students’
work as well as assessment results and were lakgglyfor compliance purposes to
be shown to ERO. It is unfortunate that the conmgkarequirements coincided with
the dissemination of the philosophy underpinning tise of portfolios in assessment
and teaching; this led to confusion between thepg@ae and approach in using
portfolios. It is worth noting that teachers in stedies by Hill (2000) and Syme and
Timperley (2003) reported that the keeping of stisiefolders had little value. A

more recent development in some schools is th@tuskectronic or e-portfolios. It is

perhaps too early as yet to provide commentaryem tise.

Linn and Gronlund (2000) express caution on the ofsgortfolios in terms of

manageability.

Although the potential strength of portfolios makaem attractive both as
aids in instruction and as assessment devicesfofiast have weaknesses.
They can be quite time consuming to assemble. fitestment in students’
time in construction of portfolios may be well sphebut teachers need to
guard against the tendency for the portfolio demsaodoster busy work that
contributes neither to greater student learninigedter assessment.

Portfolios are time consuming for teachers as wasllstudents. Although
students can benefit from the process of constrgdiportfolio, they need to
have constructive feedback from teachers on thek wocluded in the
portfolios and the portfolios as a whole. Consibdrahought, preparation
and experience is needed to ensure that the bewéfortfolios justify this
investment in time by both students and teachqrs291-292).

Summary of Performance Assessment

At this stage in its development, performance a&sseast is problematic in terms of
manageability, particularly when used for largelscassessment (Gipps 1995).
However, the approach does hold promise for immgwtudent engagement and
achievement where the goals and procedures aneasidahe teachers have had well
developed and substantial professional developikdrattri et al., 1998).

3.15 Formative Assessment
Introduction to Formative Assessment

Formative assessment has been the most prominemnment in assessment over the
last 10 to 15 years. It is held up as the approddbh will make the most significant
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difference to children’s learning. Formative assem® has been defined by New
Zealand researchers Bell and Cowie (1999) as “tlhegss used by teachers and
students to recognise and respond to student feprm order to enhance that
learning, during the learning” (p. 101). Formati@esessment establishes where a
student or students are in their learning and shibves the most appropriate next
step. Such behaviour has characterised good tepsiige instruction first began.
Gardner (2006) traces the use of the tdammative assessmettack to Scriven
(1967), who distinguished between the timing ofeasment in relation to learning:

formative assessment is undertaken during theilggrand summative at the end.

Seminal works in the field have been Crooks (198&) Black and Wiliam (1998).
Clark, Timperley and Hattie (2003) summarise Crsokhdings to highlight eight
ways in which assessment practices impact on stuidgcomes.

1. Assessment practices affect students in a numbeays. It guides them in
making judgments on what is important to learrcalt reduce or enhance their

motivation to learn and their perceptions of thelreseas learners.

2. Classroom evaluation tends to focus on recall cogeition of isolated pieces

of information rather than more global or holidgarning.

3. There has been too much emphasis placed on grsulidgnts’ work rather
than using assessment to assist children to I&ara.has reduced intrinsic

motivation.

4. Feedback would be more effective if it focused astary, was specific and

during or soon after the task was completed.
5. Peer assessment and co-operative grouping enlearoénig.
6. Evaluation standards should be high but attainable.
7. There is a need for alignment between the assessass and learning goals.
8. Evaluation enhances learning if it includes impuatr&kills, knowledge and

attitudes. (p. 11)

In 1998, Black and Wiliam carried out a review dedature in the field. They
concluded that formative assessment strategiesdraiandards of achievement. The
Black and Wiliam study included an examination &02studies. Of these, 30
included quantitative studies based on experimeamdlcontrol groups which showed
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support for formative assessment: “Strengtheniegptiactice of formative assessment
produced significant and often substantial learrgagns. They ranged over various
age groups (from 5-year-olds to university undetgedes), across several school
subjects and involved several countries” (p .11).

In the King's-Medway-Oxfordshire Formative Assesstrieroject (KMOFAP), Black

and Wiliam (2006) successfully implemented the ifigd of their earlier review in a
two year project involving six schools and 48 teash The results of the project
showed an overall and significant gain in achievemmitcomes. The project was

based on four activities:

1. Oral feedback in classroom questioning (more régeetlabelled dialogue)
2. Feedback through marking
3. Peer and self assessment

4. The formative use of summative assessment (p. 14)

In one of the few studies of formative assessmieait ised a quantitative research
approach, McDonald and Boud, cited in Broadfoot Biatk (2004), demonstrated
how a formative assessment approach with a stranghasis on self and peer

assessment showed gains in examination scores

Implementation in NZ

References to formative assessment were contamea mumber of Ministry of

Education documents:

“The primary purpose of school-based assessmetd improve students’
learning and the quality of learning programi¢slZCF, MOE1993a, p.
24).

“Teachers should use a range of formal and informpproaches to
assessment to take account of student varying naadsstyles. These
include:

Ongoing, continuous assessment which provides inateedfeedback,
enhancing the learning as it proceed&iNZC, MOE, 1994a, p. 21)

The Ministry of Education’s 2001 Assessment Stnatgdpced a great deal of
emphasis on formative assessment. The Ministryfgpaeu of this project is clearly
evident on the assessment page on TKI (MoE, 200Fiyport for the approach is

also seen in the content of the ATOL and literamyt@acts.
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The Education Review Office features formative assent strongly in their
Assessing and Feeding back (Process Indicatéf®achers provide regular, specific
and constructive feedback on students’ work thattrdoutes to the next stage of
learning” (ERO, 2007).

The implementation of formative assessment in Nexalahd classrooms was also
enhanced by the publication of a number of lesdemwic type texts aimed at
teachers. These books included both British and Kealand publications. The titles

below illustrate the approach and target audiences.

* Enriching feedback in the primary classroom: Orabtawritten feedback from
teachers and childrerClarke (2003), Britain

* Unlocking formative assessment: Practical stratedox enhancing students’
learning in the primary and intermediate classrqdtew Zealand editign
Clarke, Timperley and Hattie (2003)

» Targeting assessment in the primary classroom:t&gias for planning,
assessment, pupil feedback and target set@tayke (2004), Britain

* Using evidence in teaching practice: Implicatioos professional learning
Timperley and Parr (2004), New Zealand.

* Formative Assessment in Action: Weaving the elesriegetherClarke
(2005), Britain.

» Clarity in the classroom, using formative assessianlding learning
focused relationship®bsolum (2006), New Zealand

Self-Assessment

Black and Wiliam (2006) include self-assessmentaakey element in formative

assessment. Boud (1986) defines self-assessmailosss:

Self-assessment requires students to think cijicabout what they are
learning, to identify appropriate standards of perfance and to apply them
to their own work. Self assessment encourages istside look to themselves
and to other sources to determine what criteriaulshioe used in judging their
work rather than being dependent solely on theichers or other authorities.

(p- 7)
It could be argued that the basics of formativesssient, the establishment of where
a learner is in their progress, and guiding thertheomost appropriate next step, has
always been a characteristic of good teaching.milar case could be made for self-
assessment. Motivated learners have always madgemehts on their own

performance in order to make progress in theimiegr
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Broadfoot (2007) describes self-assessment as naudbarning activity as an
assessment practice. It is claimed that self-ass@ds encourages motivation
(Broadfoot, 2007; Hill, 1995) and lessens dependeancthe teacher. It is also argued
that self-assessment should help the students staddrthe instructional objectives
(Linn & Gronlund, 2000). However, Broadfoot makée tpoint that, for this to
happen, there is a need for clarity in setting stendards of performance and she
recommends student involvement in this processs Ehespecially important where
self-assessment is used as part of the formal saes@s process. A further point that
Broadfoot makes is that, where the process doesonttibute directly to a formal

judgement on performance, students may not takprtheess seriously.

Hill (1995), working with pre-service teachers, @stigated self-assessment in two
Waikato schools. While a supporter of the approabb,did express some cautions:

Implementing self-assessment in primary schoof®tsan easy task. It is one
that requires confidence, knowledge and commitnmntthe part of the

teacher, a supportive policy and viewpoint from slehool’'s leadership and
enthusiasm from the children. (p. 69)

The Challenges Associated with the ImplementatidrFormative Assessment

The publication of Black and Wiliam’s (1998)side the Black Boaroused a great
deal of interest in formative assessment, firstnm UK and then in other countries
including New Zealand. Since 1998, Wiliam and Blaeke been among a number of
writers who have attempted to develop a fuller wsideding of formative
assessment. Gardner'sAssessment and Learning2006) discusses recent
developments in the implementation of formative easment. In the chapter
Developing a Theory of Formative Assessméfick and Wiliam (2006) use an
activity theory model to analyse formative systenocpdures in their KMOFAB
research. They make a number of points that ibtstthe complexity of formative
assessment when explored over time at a deep [Bvel. note there is great deal of
difference between giving feedback in science amdhematics where there is “a
body of subject matter that teachers tend to regardiving the subject more unique
and defined aims” and a more open subject like iBnglhere there is “no single goal
appropriate for all” (p. 85).
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Black and Wiliam’s (2006) research also makes tatghat it takes time to develop
the relationships and class culture necessary toessfully implement formative

assessment.

More generally, it is important to look broadlythe ‘regulation potential’ of

any given learning activity, noting however thapeeds on the context, on
what students bring, on classroom culture that bbeen forged ‘upstream’

(that is, the procedures whereby a student comés fgaced in a context, a
group, a situation), and on ways in which studemest themselves in the
work. Several of the project teachers have commndetitat when they now
take a class in substitution for an absent teadherjnteractive approaches
that they have developed in their own classes ddmmade to work.

(p. 24)

New Zealand researchers Bell and Cowie (1999) camhreemilarly: “Interactive

formative assessment depended on the teachets' akihteraction with the students
and the nature of the relationships they had astedd with the students” (p. 102).
When talking about the changes required in thetiogiships between teachers and

students when formative assessment is implemeBtadk and Wiliam (2006) state:

Some teachers have seemed quite comfortable wieh tthnsfer of
responsibility to the student, and implications ¢ébange in the student’s role
and in the character of the teacher-student relstip are clear. However for
some other teachers such changes are threatetineg tiaan exciting. (p. 87)

It is interesting to note that in his recent boGlarity in the Classroom using
formative assessment — building learning focusetatiomships, New Zealand
educator Michael Absolum (2006) combines the cotscep formative assessment
and classroom relationships in line with directigiven by Black and Wiliam.
Absolum sees the creation between the teacherhandttident of what he terms a

learning-focused relationship as a key in develggitudents’ learning.

Clarke carried out a large scale research projedhe use of formative assessment
titled Gillingham Partnership Formative Assessment Proj&iarke & McCallum,
2002). While students in the project made progréssy did not differ a great deal

from the control group:

Reading: Twelve of the 15 Gillingham schools showetprovement
compared with 8 out of the 11 control schools.

Numeracy: Fourteen of the 15 Gillingham schoolsasftban improvement in
their numeracy scores compared to 9 of the 11 absthools. (p. 43)
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A number of the teachers, especially those who awnkith the younger students
reported serious manageability issues in adoptingomprehensive formative

assessment project with all children.

Furthermore, Clarke and McCallum (2002) reportedats very challenging to get
teachers to fully participate in the programmehiéyt prescribed to a behaviourist,
rather than a constructivist view of education. Tgreblems with implementing
formative assessment when there is lack of aligirbetween formative assessment
and behaviourist views of education was also nbte@arless (2005).

The Manageability of Formative Assessment

It is perhaps too early to be definite on the maaagity of formative assessment,
although as noted above, the Clarke and McCallug®Zp study identified some
concerns. The widespread use of this approactillisetatively recent in classrooms
and over time we may get a fuller understandingngflementation issues such as

manageability.

Summary of Formative Assessment

The practices associated with formative assessmenoffer evidence that when
implemented in a prolonged, structured and sup@artanner students’ achievement
improves. Research since Crook’s major review i@8lhakes it very clear that the
use of formative assessment to improve studenewehient is not a simple, quick

fix; it requires fundamental change in the way staesms and schools operate.

3.16 Evidence-Based Teaching
Introduction to Evidence-Based Teaching

Evidence-based teaching has a close relationshiprtoative assessment. Current
understanding of the terformative assessmerdspecially as it used in New Zealand
schools, focuses on assessment of individual @mldtearning intentions, success
criteria, feedback and next steps (Clarke, TimpegleHattie, 2003). Evidence-based
teaching is more concerned with the assessmermthoirts of children and has a focus
on both groups and individuals within the groupwdwer, it is noted that Reading
Recovery (Clay, 1993), which is based on daily RogrRecords, examination of
trends in achievement, and discussion of data te#liching peers and tutors, is an

example of individual student, evidence-based teach
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While it could not be strictly called a New Zealaghelvelopment, the implementation
of this approach has been as much home-grown raslirted from offshore. The fact
that, of 38 titles listed in the bibliography ofniperley and Parr's (2004)sing
evidence in teaching practic27 are New Zealand sources, gives a sense of hew th
concept has developed locally in recent years. Wheistry of Education has
allocated considerable resources to develop thgroaph in schools. In their
pamphletWhat Matters Mos{2003b), the MoE state:

By gathering and analysing achievement informatieachers and principals
are able to focus on the learning needs of thedestts, both in the classroom
and for the school as a whole. Teaching becomes focused on making a
difference and achievement rises. (p. 1)

From an international perspective, Fullan (199%uas for “a commitment to data-
driven decision-making and using assessment dasagport student success as key

elements for successful large scale educationneioitiatives” (pp. 2-3).

Definitions and related terms: Evidence-Based Teauh

Timperley and Parr (2004) describe evidence-basaching as, “examining evidence

of student achievement for its implications forct@ag to raise achievement” (p. 11).

In New Zealand, the approach has included the natfdmining data” and the need
for “professional learning communities” and “leargi organisations” to support

teaching practice.

Mining data

By mining the dataTimperley and Parr (2004) refer to a processithatlves a close

examination of assessment information to ascetterimpact of current teaching on
students’ achievement. Such a process can includesa analysis of sub-tests in
STAR reading or the use of a wedge graph to tradkren’s reading achievement. It
is recommended that these activities are undertaktin groups of teachers rather

than individually.

Professional Learning Communities and Learning Coengations

The collaborative discussions among teachers tteahime evidence of achievement
and provide recommendations for adaptations inhiegcapproaches to enhance
learning, have been terméshrning conversationsThe groups of teachers involved

have been termegdrofessional learning communitie3imperley and Parr (2004)
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make a distinction between professional communitesl professional learning

communities.

Professional communities share ideas, work togethdrsupport one another.
When they are working well they enhance the qualitprofessionals’ lives

because most of us prefer to work in supportivarenments. Unfortunately,

there is usually little spill over benefit to stuieachievement levels.

Professional learning communities, on the otherdhatso share ideas and
support one another, but the interactions among rtteanbers of the

community are focused on raising student achievénterery idea is tested
for its effectiveness in achieving this end. (p5)1L1

Implementation of Evidence-Based Teaching

Evidence-based teaching has been a major feat@@&wmber of recent New Zealand
education initiatives. These have included 8teengthening Education in Mangere,
Otara (SEMQ (Lai & McNaughton, 2003; Mallard, 2003; PhillipsicNaughton &
MacDonald, 2001; Timperley, Phillips, Wiseman & gur2003), and post school
review developments in Wainuiomata (MoE, 2003).edttecent New Zealand uses
of the approach have been reported in Heron ¢2@01) and Symes and Timperley
(2003). The MoE belief in the approach is illustchby the following quote from the
Minister’s (Mallard) 2003RReport on the Compulsory School Sector:

Evidence-Based Enquiry

Recent examination of why some of the SEMCO schowise more

successful in raising student achievement than rethHecused on the
characteristics of effective professional learnt@mmunities. It appeared
that those teachers and leaders who spent thearitinprofessional learning
communities examining the impact of their teachamgstudent achievement
and then taking steps to change their pedagogicategies when students
were not responding to their teaching were morecessful in promoting

achievement. Other schools spent their time discgsgmplementation

issues, but did not test the impact of the impldiadégon on students’

achievement. (p. 41)

Challenges and limitations: Implications for the Meageability and Utility of
Evidence-Based Teaching

Introducing new approaches to assessment and mgpahe often neither simple nor
straightforward. While the school leaders in then8y and Timperley (2003) and
Heron et al. (2001) studies were ultimately sudogss implementing evidence-
based teaching in their schools, they both facediderable teacher resistance in the

initial stages of the project.
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The introduction of evidence-based assessmentresgsome technical knowledge of
statistical techniques and a critical knowledgethad tools that are being used to
gather evidence. Timperley and Parr (2003) streesirhportance of selecting the
most appropriate tool. With regard to individuadigministered tools such as Running

Records, they state:

Individually administered tests are very time cansyg, and as we suggested
earlier, should be completed only when the diagonasformation is to be
used to shape and refine programmes for individtiadents. While they can
be used for other purposes, such as developing atagear level profiles, the
time involved can rarely be justified if this latigurpose were the primary or
only one. (p. 3)

In their September 2003 advice to schédgnning for Better Student Outcomése
Ministry of Education (2003c) present Oruaiti Schae a case study of best practice
in using Running Records for what they termed asiaty student achievement data
for improving learning. This advice is somewhat gjimable, given the fact Running
Records are very time-consuming (Timperley & P2003; Timperley, 2003) and an
inappropriate tool for competent readers beyond ge@imperley, 2003; Baillock,
2004) and are of variable reliability (Fawson, Lawl] Reutzel, Sudweeks & Smith,
2006).

3.17 International and National Testing
Introduction to International and National Testing

A feature of international education over the I28tyears has been the impact of
international studies of education such as thedl'mternational Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS), the International Assocratifor the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (IEA), Progress in Inteioral Reading Literacy Study
(PIRLS), and the Programme for International Stadessessment (PISA). During a
similar period a number of countries, including N&ealand, have established their
own national testing or monitoring systems. In Négaland this has taken the form
of the National Education Monitoring Project (NEMP)

The section begins with a summary of the varioterimational tests that New Zealand
has participated in and a brief comment on theipaot on education policy and
school and classroom practice. This will be folloviy an examination of NEMP.
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Foster, cited in Doig (2006), claims that “largedsecassessment programmes are

designed to assess and monitor the health of acaBdn system and to improve

student learning by providing information to staédelers at different levels of the

system” (p. 265). Or as Wagemaker (1993) exprasses

Comparative perspectives also allow us to exantaempact on educational
systems of policies that are applied consistenithiw nations but may vary
across nations. The understanding we obtain frasscnational comparisons
of such policies as age of school entry, hoursraathods of instruction, and
teacher training can provide us with new insigm® iperformance of our
own educational system in general, and the relsiign between student
performance and its antecedents and consequenpasditular. (p. 1)

Table 3.1: New Zealand International Assessment Reks

Date
1970

1980-

1982

1990

1994
1998-
1999

2001

2000-
2001

Survey
IEA Reading

Second
International
Mathematics
Survey

IEA Survey

TIMSS
TIMSS_R
Mathematics
and Science
IEA Trends
Reading

PIRLS
PISA

Reference

Results

Wagemaker (1993); New Zealand 9 and 14 year olds first in reading

Elley (2006)

Ministry of Science,
Research and
Technology (1998);

Elley (2006)

achievement among all countries
New Zealand students on average scored around
the lower quartile of countries that participatad i

the survey.

Smith & Elley(1994); Results were not as high as in 1970 but still high:

Elley (2006)

ERO (2000);
Elley (2006)

Elley (2006)

Caygill and

Chamberlain (2004);

Elley (2006).

6™ in reading literacy at year 4"4n year 6.
Girls out-performed boys
Pakeha/European out-performing other ethnic

groups.

New Zealand performance was below the
international mean in Mathematics and slightly

above the international mean in Science.

No significant change in New Zealand
performance from 1990-2001. Still a large
number of high achieving students but a very
long tail. New Zealand had one of the highest
spreads of achievement
New Zealand Year 5 students scorell aat of
the 35 countries. Once again the range of scores
was wider than most other countries.

PISA 2000 assessed 15 year old students in 32
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countries in the areas of reading literacy,
mathematical literacy and scientific literacy. New
Zealand students had the third highest mean
scores for reading literacy and mathematical
literacy and sixth in scientific literacy. New
Zealand had the highest proportion of students in
the highest reading level but also had one of the

widest spreads of achievements.
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New Zealand’s participation in International Assesgents

In his 2006 summary of 35 years of internationatitgy, Elley stated how consistent
New Zealand results were over time. Our student®pe better in reading than they
do in mathematics. New Zealand reading results Bhwa/n that we have a consistent
and large group of children scoring in the higtepsdrtile for literacy. However, at the
same time we have had one of the largest spreadooés with a tail of students who
are in the lower end of results. The mathemati¢sezement of New Zealand has
been below the international mean on nearly alleys. That New Zealand performs
better in reading than mathematics has a longryiskdfty years ago A.E. Fieldhouse,
an education lecturer, later professor, at Victddiaiversity, reported (in Ewing,
1970) that when the results of standardised tebtravcompared between Australia
and New Zealand it was found that New Zealand ofildvere the equivalent of a
year ahead of their Australian counterparts in irgatbut matched all states except
Queensland in mathematics. Queensland results sugerior to all other Australian
states as well as New Zealand (Ewing, 1970).

Government’s Responses to International Comparatteidies

In 1997, the Government established the MathematidsScience Task Force (MoE,
1997c) in response to the TIMSS results. The Taskfonade a number of key

recommendations:

« The need to raise teachers’ and parents’ expectatibsuccess;

* The need to improve the professional skills, knalgkeand confidence of
teachers;

« The need to provide resources and professionalaj@went for teachers to
assist and support them in implementing the cuurag

* The need to lift Maori and Pasifika Islands studelaivels of achievement
(Higgins, 2002, p. 160).
In 2000, the Ministry of Education introduced t@®unt Me In Tooprofessional
development programme, which later grew into thenstacy Project in response to
the low performance of New Zealand students in18@4 TIMSS study (Higgins,
2002). This was one element of the Literacy and Numeracgt&yy. The Literacy
and Numeracy Strategy had three key goals: clagfyiexpectations, lifting

professional capacity, and developing communityacap. Thomas and Ward (2001)
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also support the view that government agencies edethe low performance in

mathematics as largely the result of low teachpaciy in the area.

The responsibility of poor international standinour students has been
widely attributed to the lack of quality in our rhamatics teaching (Garden,
1997 the New Zealand Ministry of Education, 1997 New Zealand
Ministry of Education, 1997b; and the Education iRevOffice, 2000) (p. 1).

Higgins (2002) credits the development of the NwaogrProject to poor results in
TIMSS. She also cites problems with the impleméwmtadf MINZC, as noted by

ERO (1994a) and Holton et al. (1996), and poorettudchievement in mathematics
as identified by Flockton and Crooks (1997). Th®NS results were also one of a
number of factors that led to the changes to th&blf 2000, giving more emphasis

to numeracy and literacy.

Other less direct examples of international anébnat assessment results influencing
government policy can be seen in relation to théatives that focus on New
Zealand's large tail of underachievement, suchhas Strengthening Education in
Mangere and Otara Project (SEMO) (Phillips, McNaagh & McDonald, 2001),
ICAN Porirua, and Taita Central School Literacy jpod (Mallard 2000; Mallard,
2003). Knight (2000) argues that there is a conoedtetween New Zealand’'s poor
performance on the TIMSS study and the nationainggslebate of the late nineties
(MoE, 1998), as well as the requirements for theuahreporting of achievement that

were a requirement of the Education Standards Mo&, 2001).

International Assessment and Manageability

International testing makes very few demands oro@shdirectly in terms of the
manageability of assessment. However, it couldrgeeal that assessment demands
associated with the Numeracy Project can be traxétew Zealand’s poor results in
the TIMSS assessment in the mid-nineties (Higg2@§2). As stated in the previous
paragraph, Knight (2000) presents the view thatehmoor results also influenced the
introduction of the annual assessment requiremibiatswere made mandatory with
the Education Amendment Bill No 2 (2000).

National Assessment Regimes: The National EducatibNonitoring Project

NEMP was introduced to provide “a broad pictureachievement for accountability
purposes” and “it also makes available detailedrmftion which policy makers,

curriculum planners and educators can use to infamch review educational policy,
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practice, outcomes and resourcing” (Flockton, 1999, 3-4). Further details on
NEMP can be found in Chapter 4.

The NEMP project illustrates some of the dilemmassoaiated with using
performance assessment for accountability purpo$és. English SAT system
includes large elements of performance assessmnoanigd out in all schools. The
tests are administered by the teachers themsehdes the guidance of standards and
assessment leaders. The results are used in a axahghame league table manner
(Thrupp, 2004). As such the system has been eeticior encouraging teaching to
the test, creating low teacher morale, being timesaming, and lacking reliability
(Gipps, 1994; Elley 2004). NEMP avoids a humbethefse issues by only assessing
3% of the national cohort of year 4 and 8 studeAss.such the system is less
expensive and time consuming. The choice to useplgagnrather than test all
students allows the assessment to include a higtbeuof performance tasks and the
use of some expensive equipment like videos, DV$ eomputers. The English
system does, however, provide assessment inform&tiondividual schools on the
progress and needs of the cohort of children iir g@hool. Such information is not
provided in the New Zealand systems where schadisreceive information on the
national results. Therefore, while the NEMP resnitsy provide valuable information
on national trends and the performance of speamgdulations for policy level
decisions, the utility of this information for inddual schools is open to question.
However, in terms of manageability, NEMP placesyvieww demands on schools and
teachers. Those schools chosen to participatesipribject merely supply the children

and a space for the assessment to take place.

3.18 Summary Chapter Three

Chapter Three addresses many of the issues rel@veegearch question one:

What were the major influences and challenges teesmment in New Zealand
primary schools since 1990?

Table 3.2 summarises some landmarks in assessmanmt tbe period under

investigation.
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Table 3.2: Assessment in New Zealand primary scha@989-2006: some relevant

landmarks
Year
1989
1990
1992

1993

1994

1995

1996
1997
1998

1999

2000

2001

2003

2006

Initiative/Publication

Tomorrows’ Schools’ Legislation
ERO carry out their first review

Mathematics in the New Zealand Curriculum introdlice

The New Zealand Curriculum Framework introduced

The National Education Guidelines introduced

Science in the New Zealand Curriculum introduced

First Assessment for better learning (ABel) prof@sal development contracts
begin. Thename later changes to Assessment to Learn (AtoL)

English in the New Zealand Curriculum introduced

Assessment Policy to Practice published

TIMSS results publishetNew Zealand performance was below the international
mean in Mathematics and slightly above the intdomal mean in Science. This led
to the introduction of the Numeracy Project

Technology in the New Zealand Curriculum

Assessing students achievementERO provides the first major critique of
assessment of the NZ Curriculum

National Education Monitoring Project begins

Social Studies in the New Zealand Curriculum introed

First assessment resource bank items made avaitabddools
School Entry Assessment introduced

Assessing Children’s curriculum achieveme®RO argues for national testing
Assessment for Success in Primary ScheolSational Governments discussion
document on national testing

Black and Wiliam publish Inside the Black Bexleading to a subsequent large
emphasis on formative assessment.

Health and Physical Education in New Zealand Culuim introduced

Report of the Literacy Task Forcaeo much assessment is affecting teaching
Revision of the NAGs Response to literacy task force — concentrateteralcy

and numeracy in years one to four

Information for Better LearningRlans for national testing — pilot of externally
referenced tests in literacy and numeracy- NEMP AR®Bs to be expanded
Change of Government — National tests to be deeeldyut their use to be optional

The Arts in the New Zealand Curriculum introduced

Report to the Ministry of Education: A review oftholes and responsibilities of

the Education Review OfficeERO required to advise and assist as well as review
Count me in toe- later the Numeracy Project begins to roll outNaw Zealand
schools

The National Assessment Strategy released

Education Standards Aettarget setting, planning and reporting

Supplementary Test of Reading Achievement (STARased

asTTle released

The Exemplars released

Draft revised curriculum released
Revised PATSs released
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The last 15 years of primary education has beemalenging journey for New
Zealand schools. The first half of this period wadremely difficult as schools
attempted to make sense of, and develop, systemthdorapid introduction of a
curriculum that was challenging in structure anddnt@ manage. This struggle took
place without the development of appropriate téolassess the new curriculum, with
very little advice and guidance, and the challegdirst experiences of highly public
ERO reports. Since the millennium there has beemmgmovement in the support
offered to schools and the development of more@pjfate assessment tools. Schools
are being encouraged to co-operate with their meigrs rather than compete. There
remain many challenging aspects to assessmenugtihio appears that the area has
improved for schools in the least seven years. Tulsides the development of new

assessment tools and more guidance given to schools

During the period 1985-2005, approaches to assedsmbBlew Zealand schools were
heavily influenced by movements in assessment dndation in general that were
happening throughout the western world. A majotugrice was the concept of
outcomes-based education that dominated the refoetasng to the governance and
management of schools and associated changesrioutwm and assessment in the
late eighties and early nineties. Other major ifices were performance assessment
and the growth of international testing. During tast ten years, the culture, language
and practice of formative assessment has dominst¢bdols. More recently, the
associated approach of evidence-based teachingeleasimplemented in a number of

New Zealand schools.

Research Question One will be addressed more cbemseely in Chapter Seven.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
ASSESSMENT TOOLS AND PROCEDURES USED IN
NEW ZEALAND PRIMARY SCHOOLS

4.1 Introduction to New Zealand Assessment Tools

This chapter reviews assessment tools currenthgéin New Zealand schools with a
particular focus on the most pervasive tools sicR@nning Records and those most
recently developed: STAR (Elley, 2001); asTTle; TNeimeracy Project; the
Exemplars; ARB; School Entry Assessment (MoE, 19@ral the revised PAT Tests
(Darr, Neill & Stephanou, 2006; Darr et al, 2008)hile an examination of individual
tools and procedures illuminates some general sssneassessment, examining
assessment across a particular curriculum areas gawemore comprehensive
understanding of both manageability and the infteeof policy on practice. For this
reason, the chapter will conclude with a discussibassessment in mathematics and
the visual arts, so as to illustrate the managiabdsues faced by a school in a

particular curriculum area.

The development of the tools will be consideredeirms of their intended purpose,

structure and implementation. Where the test orcemare has been critically

evaluated and subject to research this will beudised. Finally, the assessment tool
will be examined in terms of manageability anditytil

4.2 Progressive Achievement Tests (PATS)

The first PATs in Reading Comprehension and Reatfingabulary (Reid & Elley,
1991) were developed by NZCER in 1969. This wado¥s#d by Listening
Comprehension (1971) (Reid, Johnson & Elley, 1983thematics (Reid & Hughes,
1974), and Study Skills (Reid, Croft & Jackson, 897The Essential Skills (Croft,
Dunn & Brown, 2000) replaced the Study Skills afthaigh they were not strictly
PATs, they had a similar format and were also dged by NZCER. This
organisation also developed the controversial awvd giscontinued Test of Scholastic
Abilities (TOSCA) (1981).
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The PATs are norm-referenced, multi-choice testthoagh the Reading
Comprehension test also contained some criterifemereced information. They have
been widely used in New Zealand primary schoolsniuStrafford and Marston
(2003) reported that over 90% of schools use thadRg tests and 80% the
Mathematics test. ERO (1999) reported 70% of th& dchools in their sample used
PAT Reading and 40% used the Mathematics test. Henven the Dunn et al. study
teachers consistently rated the PAT Listening, iRepdnd Mathematics as the least
useful of the assessment tools used. There havedaamber of major revisions of
the tests. The Mathematics PAT Test was reviselPd¥; and the Reading Tests in
2008. The most recent revisions have been Mathesnéiiarr, Neill & Stephanou,
2006) and Reading (Darr, McDowall, Ferral, Twisi\&atson, 2008)

The Test Manual of the PAT Reading Comprehensi@h\étabulary Tests (Reid &
Elley, 1991) lists the purposes that the PAT Testht be used for:

1. To group children with similar needs within a class

2. To set realistic goals and set materials for sttajen

3. To identify readers requiring special diagnostid a@medial treatment;

4. To select able readers to be considered for speciadhment programmes;

5. To identify students who are not working up to estpgon or who are

performing erratically;

6. To provide a frame of reference within which teaslhen evaluate the class

work of their students;
7. To locate areas of weakness and strengths witbliass;
8. To help classify school entrants from outside tlesvMealand school system;

9. Broad diagnostic uses: differences in performamte/éen factual and

inferential items, rates of reading.

(p. 3)

While there has been a number of articles writteous PAT tests the majority have
focused on giving teachers greater understandintheottests and how they can be
used in the class and school. Publications with thiention include: Study Skills
(Croft, 1984; Reid, 1977) and Information Skillsr¢&/n, 2000; Dunn, 2001). Dunn
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(2001) looked at performance in terms of gender @aalle rating; Joyce and Darr

(2004) provided guidance on using the Teachers Blanu

An interesting investigation was carried out in tise of PAT data to improve student
performance at a low decile, South Auckland schétgron et al., 2001). In this
study, PAT assessment data was analysed and up&htprogrammes and target the
raising of achievement levels. While ultimately segsful in getting teaching staff to
analyse and use PAT data to enhance student aoteetethe campus director at
Southern Cross Middle School initially faced chiadjes from a number of teachers.
Staff stated that the tests were “culturally inggres inappropriate for decile one
schools, and too hard for these children” (p. $&jch views have been persistent in
New Zealand schools for a number of years, pagrtuln schools with high numbers
of Maori and Pasifika students.

The PAT tests have all been reviewed in tental Measurement Year Book
Reading (Rudman, 1995); Mathematics (Brody & Labh@95); and the Essential
Skills (Johnson, 2004). All three tests receivedyvpositive reviews with some

suggestions to enhance the reliability informatiothe Essential Skills.

Technical Information PAT Tests
Reading Tests

The PAT Reading Tests Manuals (Reid & Elley, 19pdjvide extensive technical
information on the construction of the tests, nowniprocedures, reliability and
validity. Both tests report at least satisfactaydls of reliability using a variety of
statistical techniques; the lowest value obtained v85. The development of the PAT
Reading tests and their later revision involved evigse of literacy advisers and
teachers who contributed to the content validityhef tests. The tests have also been
shown to have a high correlation with other readiegfs such as Tests of Reading
Comprehension (TORCH), lowa Tests of Basic Skilld 8urt Word Reading with

most tests showing a correlation of between .7.88d

Mathematics Test

The 1993 revision of the original PAT MathematiesT(Reid, 1993) was based on a
norm sample of 1000 children at each year leveliaBity measures undertaken for
equivalent forms, split-half and the applicationtbé Kudder-Richardson Formula

give estimates of above .84 with most measuregtaove .90.
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The validity of the revision of the PAT Mathematiest was enhanced through the
involvement of academics, mathematics advisers wadhers. The Test had a
correlation of above .75 with equivalent internaibmeasures at standard four (year
6) and above, and .67 for year 5.

The most recent revisions of the PATs (Darr, Né&illStephanou, 2006; Darr,

McDowall, Ferral, Twist & Watson, 2008) contain tvgignificant developments.

Both these tests are capable of being marked etecally. For a charge of $ 3.00 per
student NZCER will mark the test and produce repddr the school. This

development makes the assessment more manageadmgof time. However there
is, as noted, a cost involved. The second majoeldpment is the introduction of a
scaled score to both tests. This development allawstudent’'s progress to be
measured; a feature that earlier forms of botls tesked.

4.3 Running Records

It could be argued that Running Records are thd migespread assessment practice
in New Zealand schools, in terms of the almost ersal use of the tool and the time
devoted to their administration. Wylie (1999) repdrthat the approach was used by
96% of teachers at years 4-6 and 83% at yearsThd@approach is endorsed by the
Ministry of Education (2000c) and it is a Ministexpectation that teachers should be

familiar with the approach.

Running records were introduced to New Zealand ft@m sources in the 1970s and
had become firmly established by the 1980s. Thega®can be traced back to Clay’s
work in the 1970s and a very similar technique,cones analysis introduced from
America by the Goodmans. Smith and Elley (1994¢des the relationship between

Running Records and miscue analysis:

Dr Marie Clay designed the procedures for condgcftunning Records
during the 1970s and her manuals are recommendethidse who wish to
know more (Clay, 1985). While she was constructangd refining the
technique, the Goodmans were simultaneously dewgjppn the United
States, the miscue analysis, which essentiallyeaelsi the same ends, using
different conventions (Goodman & Burke, 1972). laiscue analysis, the
teacher records miscues (or errors) on a duploay of the child’s text. No
ticks are required for correct responses. Miscuadyais also will typically
require pupils to retell what they have read ompoesl to questions. The
subsequent analysis of the two techniques is ginfpal02)
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Briefly stated, Running Records involve teachersitooing, by a series of ticks and
other symbols, a child reading a graded text aldutwe teacher keeps a record of
errors and self-corrections. The results are thealyaed in a number of ways; the
most notable being the establishment of an accuraieywith above 90% of words
correct being described by Clay as at instructioenal, and below 90% too hard for
the child. It is common for a teacher to get thidcto read a number of texts before
an instructional level is found. It is also comnfonthe running record to be analysed
in terms of the self-correction rate which is thanter of errors compared to the
number of self-corrections. In junior classes pattrly, the child’s errors and self-
corrections are analysed in terms of the stratetfies the child is using and
neglecting. For example, does the child use meagirggpho-phonic or structure clues
when they are attempting to decode text? Althougjtpart of Clay’s procedures, it is
now also reasonably common for some form of assasisof comprehension to be
used in conjunction with Running Records either Hawving the child retell the
passage or having them answer a set of comprelmegiestions. This is more
common with Running Records taken with older cleitdrit is estimated that the time
required to administer a running record ranges éetwl0 to 30 minutes (Timperley,
2003).

The Ministry of Education, in the resource theytrlsited to all schools (MoE,

2000c), listed the following purposes for carrymg a running record:

* to plan teaching based on what a particular leaatiends to when they read
and what is appropriate for the next step;

» toidentify and observe the particular difficultielsspecific students;

» to monitor the progress of individual studentsheeytiearn to use a range of
information and strategies to make meaning fron tex

« to track the progress of individual students ay tharn to read texts of
increasing difficulty;

» to decide how to group students for instructioealding
(p. 7)

While the administration of Running Records is elds universal practice in New
Zealand primary schools, this is not the case intiN&merica. However, it is
interesting to note that Pressley, Wharton-McDopAltington, Black, Morrow and

Tracey (2001) found that taking Running Records atlass level was one of the
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hallmarks of effective teachers of literacy. Ro$8804) research further supports this

view.

Recently the widespread use of Running Recordsbbas challenged by two New
Zealand educationists (Blaiklock, 2004; Timperle3003). Timperley's study
involved eight Auckland primary schools that reqdirtheir teachers to carry out at
least one running record a term. She concluded2®ét of instructional reading time
was taken up with the administration of Running &ds, with the average time for
the administration of each assessment being 17 tesnureachers in the study
reported that the most common reason for undeigakinrunning record was to
establish an appropriate text level and group ofnidIn all of the schools in the
study, data from Running Records was given to thea’s management team where
it was used for, among other things, reporting stode achievement to the BOT.
Timperley questioned the very limited feedback git@ teachers on the results of the
Running Records by senior management and virtuadlyeedback from teachers to
individual children. Both Timperley and Blaiklockugstion the appropriateness of
administering Running Records to children beyonarytree. In the words of
Timperley:

Running Records are a potentially powerful diagiedsiol for beginning and
struggling readers, but it does not follow thatméag for all readers will be
enhanced through their use. Administering an imlliglized oral reading
assessment for readers “who are still learning alvat print is for and how
to gain meaning from it” (Ministry of Education, @D, p. 4) to fluent silent
readers is difficult to justify in terms of the tarinvolved and the learning
benefits. (p. 73)

In questioning the appropriateness of using Runriegords for assessing older
fluent readers, Blaiklock (2000) finds the commeatsClay (2000) and the MoE
(2000a) unclear:

Clay notes that “if Running Records are to be usél older readers there
should be a special reason for taking them” (p. B®wever Clay does not
elaborate on what that special reason should be.

The Ministry of Education (2000) states that RugniRecords “can be used
at almost any stage of reading development” but'ast useful to teachers
of readers who are not yet fluent. This includesinstudents in years 1 and 2
as well as many older readers” (p. 6). However, Nteistry guidelines do
not specify which older readers would be considéred yet fluent”. This
group could be interpreted as including all studemho are reading below
average for their age level. The lack of clear gn@e means that schools and
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teachers may differ in decisions about which sttglehould be assessed with
Running Records. (p. 242)

A further point that requires greater clarificaticm whether the text used in the
running record should be what is ternsknor unseena seen text is one that has
been read before by the child and an unseen teméws to the student. Blaiklock
(2000) foundClay and the Ministry unclear on this point.

Blaiklock (2000) argues that the use of RunningdRase for summative assessment
purposes is also questionable because of the duléwelling procedures used to
obtain reading ages in both commercially produced school developed Running
Records resources. An additional issue in usingnignRecords for summative
assessment is the lack of reliability in measurthg students’ scores in this
assessment. Fawson, Ludlow, Reutzel, Sudweeks ittt 006) demonstrated that
it required the reading of three texts at the sdifirculty level to obtain an accurate

running record.

ERO (1999) raised issues about the need for greateistency in the administration
of Running Records if this procedure was to be usddbly for summative

assessment:

Many schools used information from Running Recdadfrack achievement
trends and to monitor students’ progress. Teadnmedsfferent schools, and
often even different teachers in the same schobdgwed different practices.
As well they had only rough information about thiicllty level of the
prose they used for testing. Information that isrenaseful for these
summative purposes could be readily obtained dhtees had access to better
assessment tools. (p. 37)

While the MoE’s (2000a) publicatiddsing Running Recordguides schools towards
the use of Running Records for diagnostic and foumaassessment, their 2003
Planning for Better Student Outcompsovides an example of two schools using
Running Records for summative purposes. By impboatthe MoE did not see the
lack of reliability in running record assessmenpeasblematic when “the procedure is
used to report the progress of individual studants aggregate student progress to the
school’s wider community” (p. 3).

As stated above, it is also common for Running R¥xto be accompanied by some
form of evaluation in terms of reading comprehensgither by asking the child to

retell the story or, in the case of a number of mm@rcially produced inventories such
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as the commonly useBrobe (Parkin, Parkin, & Pool, 2002) arfdM Benchmark
(Smith & Nelley, 2002), having the child respondacset of oral questions. This
process does raise questions of the validity of tijpe of assessment. The problem
with such an approach is that the questions havéeen normed. Furthermore, there
is no evidence of any analysis of the difficultytbé questions and no scientific basis
is provided to support the claims in the casPribethat the questions categorised as

being inferential, factual and vocabulary do adjuadpresent those domains.

In summary, Running Records are a powerful diagnastd formative assessment
tool for children learning to read. In terms of rageability, their use beyond that
stage and purpose is questionable and has, as danp€&003) concluded,
encroached on a great deal of teaching time. Homveg&en the reporting
requirements that were imposed on schools afteretheation reforms, with little
support or guidance, it is understandable thatuge of an assessment tool that was
familiar to teachers was expanded and used frelyulemtsummative reporting. This
is despite the fact that there was a strong argtithan the use of Running Records
was inappropriate for older children and was adstémed inconsistently by different
teachers. Furthermore, when such a procedure bacembedded in school culture
and practice there is a risk that changes to tleetipe or even discarding the

particular tool altogether will be a challenge $ahool leaders.

4.4 National Education Monitoring Project (NEMP)

The National Education Monitoring Project, whichsHzeen discussed earlier, began
in 1995. The assessment is based on a nationallsahf% of year 4 and year 8

students drawn from a range of schools.

The results of the assessments are analysed inugaways and annual reports are
given to all schools. As they are a national assess procedure, NEMP tools were
not originally designed to be used by individuah@as. However, since 2001 a
number of the assessment tasks have been madabderad schools. Gilmore (2003)
recorded that between 1995 and 2003 approximaty‘@leased” tasks have been
made available. Dunn et al. (2003) recorded thes&st being used by 12% of
teachers at year 5 and 19% at year 7. However EA8MNis based on year 4 and year
8 students, the use may be higher at those leVhks.low uptake of use of NEMP

tasks was also evident in a study by Gilmore (208R2g concluded that teachers do
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not often make use of the NEMP resources becausge ddick of connection between
the tasks and the curriculum. In Gilmore’s 2002dgfuteachers who were task
administrators in the 2000 NEMP assessments urader#o curriculum mapping
exercise which located 400 NEMP tasks to strandslerels of the curriculum. On a
different tack, Gilmore (1999) also recorded thHa involvement of teachers in the
NEMP process as task administrators greatly inek#iseir confidence in assessment

and this was taken back to their schools.

The NEMP website (2007) contains comments by twee|saof eminent academics in
the field of assessment who have reviewed the &rdgoth panels recorded positive

conclusions about NEMP:

The National Educational Monitoring Project is wetbnceived and
admirably implemented. Decisions about design, teskelopment, scoring,
and reporting have been made thoughtfully. The vioK exceptionally high
qguality and displays considerable originality. Weliéve the Project has
considerable potential for advancing the understandf, and public debate
about, the educational achievement of New Zealdndests. It may also
serve as a model for national and/or state monigoin other countries
(Professors Paul Black, Michael Kane, & Robert L.ih996).

We want to acknowledge publicly that the overakige of NEMP is very
well thought through. The vast majority of taske arell designed, engaging
to students and consistent with good assessmemtiglas in making clear to
students what is expected of them (ProfessorstElisner, Caroline Gipps
and Wynne Harlen, 1998).

While NEMP involved the implementation of the newrreculum the results of

assessment tasks were reported as the percentageetcor achieved for each
assessment task per year level; and there was gagement with the levels of the
curriculum or specific achievement objectives. ktoa (personal communication, 28
June, 2007) reported that there was some pressure the Ministry in the initial

stages of the design of the project to base itamdsresults on the curriculum levels,
but this was resisted by the developers becauewflack of confidence in the level

structure.

4.5 The Assessment Resource Banks (ARB)

In April 1996, the first ARBs became available tchgols. They were the first
assessment tools based on the new Curriculum Statenm Mathematics (1992),
Science (1993) and English (1994). For New Zeatheg were revolutionary in that

they were computer based and only available on-lilne ARBs were developed by
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NZCER under contract from the MoE. By 2004 thereen2452 ARB items. The
ARBs include a number of items that have formedt pérNEMP assessments,
Programme for International Student AssessmentARI&hd PATS Each individual
ARB item is trialled on 200 children from a rangeea@ht schools. The developers of

the Assessment Resource Banks list seven uses ARBs:

Formative Assessment

Diagnostic Assessment

Summative Assessment

Pre and Post Tests

Confirming and reporting levels of achievement
Monitoring and evaluating school-wide performangerdime
Exemplars for teacher-made assessment

(Croft, 1999, pp. 32-33)

Dunn et al. (2003) reported 21% of teachers at $emnd 24% of teachers at year 7
were using the ARBs for assessment in English. Thimpares with 88% and 90%
using PAT reading tests. In mathematics, reportsa was 34% (year 5) and 39%
(year 7). This compares with 80% (year 5) and 84##ar 7) for Progressive

Achievement Tests (PAT) Mathematics. A limitatioithwthis research was that it did

not measure how frequently the teachers were ub@ARBs. Gilmore and Hattie

(2000) reported that in their investigation 43% swhools were registered with

NZCER to use the ARBs. In those schools 10% ofhtecwere high or very high

users and 55% were low or very low users. Whenetltuzsga were integrated into
schools as a whole it meant that in 2000, 75-85%eW Zealand teachers were low
or non-users of the resource. Reported numbersaghers visiting the ARB site in

2002 showed the hits varied from 3000 per weekha gchool holidays to 13,000
during term time (Christina Smitts, NZCER, persoc@inmunication, 20 December,
2004).

Dunn et al. (2003) also asked teachers and schaoagement to rate the ARBs on a
four point scale for how useful they were (1 leastful to 4 most useful). In English
at year 5 the ARBs were rated by teachers at 3uesil for providing information.
This was below reading prose inventories (3.7) @ntferencing and interviews (3.7)

but above such common assessment tools as PATrige@l8), BURT (3.0) and the
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new reading test STAR (3.0). The results at yeavere similar. The results for
mathematics and English were similar although tifierénce in both teacher and
management ratings of the different assessmend tgat not as marked. However,
school management (principals, deputy and assiptartipals) did not rate the ARBs
as highly as classroom teachers. At year 5 they ween the lowest rating (2.3) out
of 14 assessment tools; this was below STAR (®8)] Reading (2.9), and BURT
(2.8). However, for school management, the majousas on summative assessment
for accountability purposes such as reporting tarBs of Trustees, the Ministry of
Education, and ERO. The differences in rating tensuggest that the ARBs are rated
higher by teachers whose focus is more on formatbsessment than by management

with a focus on summative assessment.

The ARBs give extensive coverage to some areathefcurriculum that are not
covered well by other assessment resources. Aparh fthe NEMP and the
Exemplars, the ARBs are the only New Zealand assmsstool that covers the
science curriculum. Furthermore, the ARBs give mexéensive coverage of the
science curriculum than do NEMP and the Exemplarthe English Curriculum, the

ARBs have 160 items in the area of visual languagk82 in oral language.

The ARBs web site has three case study examplsshafol-wide use of the bank.
Upper Hutt Primary School is used as an exampkxlbol-wide use of the ARBSs in
English and Mathematics. However, since this casgyswas written the school has
now abandoned these procedures because they egetane consuming and they
believed asTTle delivered better quality informatim a shorter amount of time
(Peter Durant, Principal Upper Primary School, pees communication, ebruary,
2005).

Most writing on the ARBs has been produced by tZ&ER itself with a focus on
making the best use of the resource such as tlgestadies mentioned above. Croft
(2001) describes development of the resource. Thaxe also been articles that
provide more in-depth analysis of students’ respsr(®larston & Kenneally, 2001,
Neill, 2000).

The ARBs were subject to three evaluations comomesl by the MoE in 2000
(Gilmore & Hattie, 2000; Ham, Schwier, & Davies;®0) Mendelovitis, Fartoka &
Lindsey, 2000). The Mendelovitis et al. study fadi®n the assessment methodology
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used in the ARBs and recommended the continuedi@@awent of more assessment
tasks which required responses other than pendilpaper. They also recommended
that items needed more trialling with students frdifferent year levels and that the
achievement results from these trials be includedinformation regarding the
difficulty of each item. A further recommendatiomsvfor more items to be included
from the oral strand of the English Curriculum. @leMendelovitis et al. found the
ARBs to be based on a well-developed methodologl am exciting development.
Ham et al. (2000) evaluated the tool as an eleitn@source. They also saw many

positive aspects and recommended a number of tadrand layout changes.

The Gilmore and Hattie evaluation (2000) conclutted there was a need to increase
the use made of the resource by teachers. They o high users of ARBs were

attracted because of the perceived usefulnesddssroom practice rather than ease
of access. In a subsequent article Gilmore andidHé2001) made some relevant
points regarding the manageability and utility eé@ssment using the ARBs. They
stated that time was perceived as a barrier byolomon-users of the ARBs but not by

those teachers who used the resource frequently.

4.6 School Entry Assessment

The School Entry Assessment Kit (SEA) (MoE, 199¥&s introduced to New
Zealand schools in 1997 and designed to be admiadto children in their first six
weeks of school. SEA consists of individual assesgnm numeracy, oral language
and emerging literacy. Schools were expected td g results of their SEAs to the
Ministry of Education. The estimated time for camg/ out the assessment is in the

vicinity of 45 minutes per child.
The MoE stated the purpose of the Kit was to:

Identify some of the key knowledge and skills ofvnentrants which will be
used as a basis for the planning of programmes;

Provide information for school management abour thew entrant cohort to
assist in planning and allocation of resources;

Monitor student progress and analyse barriersaimieg;

Provide aggregated information to the MoE to infomational policy
development. (p. 4)
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Goldring (1999) investigated the use of the kiCimristchurch primary schools. In her
interviews with teachers using the kit, she idesdifmajor manageability issues.
“Comments about the time needed for administerihg assessment appeared
repeatedly. Most teachers found it impractical andossible to administer it in the

classroom without the child and the rest of the<laeing compromised in some way”
(p. 41).

In a similar study in ten Auckland Schools (Dixon Williams, 2000), teachers
reported a number of issues with SEA concerningtbeedure’s manageability:

Despite the fact that SEA was designed to be chaoig in classrooms, all of
the teachers interviewed, without exception, agri#éedas impossible to
administer SEA effectively within the classroomuation. This was partly
because of the time involved in administering thgks and because of the
difficulty in working uninterrupted with one new teant child for a prolonged
period of time while supervising all other childrenthe class. (p. 33)

For this and other reasons, only seven out of ¢eiwas in the Dixon and Williams

study administered all of the SEA tasks.

In 2001 the Ministry of Education commissioned TWAestralian Council of
Education Research to research schools’ use of 8®var & Telford, 2003). This
research concluded that SEA was used by 59% ofotchio their sample. Only a
third of schools were sending data to the MinisifyEducation and only 46% of
schools reported they always used the oral langetsgaent of the assessment. The
oral language assessmdll Mewas considered to be time-consuming and difficult
to administer. The majority of teachers felt th&ASneeded to be up-dated or
modified. On a more positive note the majority edd¢hers agreed with the statements

below:

* SEA helps teachers to set appropriate expectafibomew entrants

* SEA information is helpful in early discussions antgrviews with parents
and caregivers about how well a child is gettingabachool and what support
they may need

* SEA provides the teacher with a representativesr@mf a child’'s time at a
specific time. (p. 46)
The implementation of SEA illustrates two major rties of this thesis. Firstly,
manageability is a major issue in the successfglementation of any assessment

procedure. Failure to take account of the time ireguor carrying out an assessment
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activity and the reality of classroom life will l@ato less than successful

implementation of an assessment activity.

The second point is more subtle. While not mangattdte MoE requested that
schools send the results of SEA to them. This giv& an aspect of compliance that
other assessment procedures, other than six yéar(swhools are required to send
annual six-year net results to the Ministry to asciinding for Reading Recovery),
do not have. Yet despite this compliance aspect 689 of schools were carrying
out the assessment and only a third were senditigein results (Dewar & Telford,
2003). It could be suggested that this responskedMinistry’s expectations was the
result of schools being given little direction grrms of assessment since the reforms.
It could possibly be interpreted that if schools@vexpected to be self-managing in
assessment, this self-management could be extetwlagnoring the Ministry’s

requests for information.

4.7 STAR

The STAR test was developed by Warwick Elley inpmese to the 1999 MoE'’s
Literacy Task Force ReporThe Task Force attempted to define what it meabe a

reader. STAR is a group test of reading and indusketions on Word Recognition,
Sentence Comprehension, Paragraph Comprehensiovicaatbulary Range in years
3 to 6. The years 7 and 8 test also include ass#gsron children’s understanding of
the language of advertising and different genrestyles of writing. Elley described
the test as being supplementary to the teacheris avgervations. He outlined six

specific purposes for the test:
1. Help teachers to identify children who need exehoh
2. Help teachers to group children with similar regdireeds and abilities.

3. Help teachers to assess the ability of pupils reethié school.

4. Help teachers to diagnose difficulties which argua to individual pupils, or

common to many pupils.

5. Help schools to evaluate a new programme or palyctesting children before

or afterwards

6. Provide validation for teachers’ judgments abouytilsuabilities relative to
those in other parts of the country. (p. 8)

113



The results of STAR are reported in raw scorestanises. The test also reports
typical or expected scores and critical scoress@&hexpected or typical scores show
the range where the middle 50% of the studentsBealow the typical score is what is
defined as the critical score which indicates itef$ wordsaction is needed to be
taken The typical and critical scores are included acleof the sub-tests as well as
the test as a whole. In this way the test is ablgrbfile different strengths and
weaknesses of individuals and groups of studergfat& to these profiles, such as
high word recognition and low comprehensia brief guidance on how to address

these issues:

In STAR year 4-6 about 12% of pupils score 90% oren(9 or 10) on Word
Recognition, but less than 50% on the other suls-tdismeaning. By contrast
less than 5% of year 7-9 pupils show this patt€hese pupils have mastered
the elements of decoding, but need more practioeaaing interesting text, at
their level. They probably also need plenty of emagement, as they usually
lack strong motivation to read by themselves. §). 2

However, Elley cautions against putting too muchpleasis in the typical sub-test

patterns.

Each sub-test measures a different aspect of pugélding ability. Therefore,
it should be possible, in theory, to identify pgpitho have different strengths
and weaknesses in reading, and to diagnose andlyetheir difficulties.
Unfortunately, reading ability is not like a medicandition, which can be
neatly classified and remedied with a prescriptidh.reading skills which
are assessed by a group test such as STAR arevglystiorrelated and tend
to develop together as pupils practice their readm different contexts.
Pupils who are weak at decoding (Sub-Test 1) tertktweak in all aspects
of reading. Those who can comprehend well what teag in short contexts
(Sub-Test 2) are also good at comprehending indotexts (Sub-Test 3), and
are usually those who read widely and thereforeuiaed an extensive
vocabulary (Sub-Test 4). (p. 22)

The STAR manual contains appropriate reliabilitjormation and reports a high
correlation with PAT Reading Tests. STAR was rewdvby Greaney (2001) who
criticised the test’s lack of emphasis on asses$&wgding. Such criticism needs to be
read in the context of the wider debate of wholegleage versus phonics; that is,
bottom-up and top-down theories of reading. The wess also reviewed by Young
(2004) in theMental Measurementearbookwho described it as an appropriate test
for assessing children using the New Zealand Rgadunrriculum. Young felt the test

would be enhanced with further development throwggldity studies.
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In terms of manageability, STAR takes 45 minuteadminister and takes a similar
amount of time to mark as tests such as PAT ReattidgasTTle Reading. Like a lot
of assessment tools, the utility of STAR is depenam the use the school makes of
the test. Where it is used as a screening deviddetatify which year 3 and older
children require more individual assessment, suchiRanning Records, rather than
assessing all children individually, the test Heespotential to improve manageability.
However, where schools are assessing children ghrdhe use of STAR, PAT
Reading or asTTle more than twice a year, manaljgabecomes a potential issue
because of the risk that measurement is eatingrooh into classroom activities

focused more directly on students’ learning.

4.8 The New Zealand Curriculum Exemplars

The Exemplars were developed by the Ministry of ¢adiwn (2003a) and distributed
to schools initially from 2003with progressively more resources being made
available. This resource covers all seven currioulareas. The Exemplars are
available to schools in print form, by means of bm and on the web. They have
been described as follows by the Ministry of Edicca(2004a): “The exemplars are
authentic examples of student work. They illusttatening, achievement and quality
in relation to the levels described in the natiooariculum statements” (p. 2). The

intended purposes of the Exemplars are:

Teachers

» Assess where student is at and set learning goals
* Review learning goals

» Set up peer and self-review

e Collaboratively assess and evaluate progress

* Moderate work

* Review class or school programmes

* Help with class planning
Schools

* Report to parents and caregivers
* Report to the BOT
* School planning and review
(Ministry of Education, 2004. pp. 4-5)
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There has been little writing on the use of the raglars in schools. Prior to the
development, Auckland University was contractedthg Ministry to conduct an
international literature review of the use of exéanp (Auckland Uniservices Ltd.,
1999).

Poskitt (2002) researched the development of tharpkars. She found that teachers
involved in the development of the Exemplars regobithat they were helpful in a

number of ways. This included the clarification exdpectations about levels of the
curriculum as well as expectations about studehtesement. Teachers were also
positive about how the Exemplars gave them greatderstanding of the curriculum

especially in areas they did not teach on a daigido However the exemplar trial

highlighted issues that are common to implementpegformance assessment,
individual assessment and elements of formativessssent. As was stated in Poskitt,
Brown , Goulton and Taylor (2002):

Teachers reported that classroom management isdgtezded their use of
exemplars. Difficulties in using the exemplars ime tclassroom context
included the use of exemplars in multi-level classihe management of
individual teacher-student conversations within lasg of thirty students
(what are the other twenty nine students expectebdetaoing?, the time
involved in annotating individual students’ workanagement of students
simultaneously engaged in a variety of problem-isgitasks, and the use of
a range of materials and resources, such as vigeipraent. Additionally,
suggested learning activities in some exemplarsedapotential health and
safety issues within the classroom, such as grofip®ung students using
Stanley knives.

Comments on teacher work load and time issues rightuegularly
throughout the consultation and development peridts teachers expressed
concern about how they would incorporate such neveldpments into their
planning and teaching. (pp. 9-10)

Questions concerning the manageability of the Exaraplike many assessment tools
in New Zealand, do not concern the assessmernt liselvhat use the school makes
of the procedure. It is questionable whether sahbalve enough time to undertake
individual summative assessment using the Exemfdarall seven essential learning
areas. Furthermore, the utility of the collectioh such material can also be
questioned. As ERO (2000) stated, the common Nealarid approach to teaching
science, social studies, technology and healtloum fo six week blocks means little

ongoing use is made of assessment information.
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4.9 Numeracy Project

The implementation of the Numeracy Project begar20060 with a national pilot
Count Me In Toan 2000 and by 2006 had included 23 000 primahosetteachers
(Fancy, 2006). In 2002The Numeracy Development Project: Policy to Practic
(Higgins, 2002) traced the rationale and policy elepments associated with this
project. She stated that the Project was a redulk aumber of concerns about
mathematics education in primary schools. Thisudet ERO’s 199Mathematics in
the New Zealan@€urriculum report that raised concerns about the implememtaif
the new curriculum and Holton et al. (1996) whohtghted difficulties experienced
by teachers. However, the publication of New Zedllmmpoor results in the TIMSS
international survey of achievement in science rmradhematics (Garden, 1997) was

the biggest driver in this substantial change acléng practice.

The Numeracy Project has a heavy emphasis on tepciumber strategy. The
assessment practices associated with the Projech ane-to-one teacher interview
termedthe diagnostic, or Numeracy Project Assessment (MUJmvhich involves
children demonstrating their stage of developmemhis assessment takes
approximately 15 minutes depending on the studexgs’and level of development.
There are a number of follow up assessments inaudslobal Strategy Stage
(GLOSS ) which is also a one-to-one interview baseadssessing children’s progress
or understanding after a unit of work. The IKAN tegswhich is also part of the
numeracy project, are short paper and pencil tebtsh assess similar information.
The results from these assessments are used agraogdtic/formative manner as well
as to group children. The results can be used tesser extent for programme
evaluation and summative reporting. A revolutionfegture of the assessment for
New Zealand schools was that individual school ltesuere recorded electronically
on a national data base. In some ways the Numé&aggct can be seen as a window
to the future of assessment in that not only isrdmerding of assessment web-based,
the guidelines for its use change rapidly. The Nty Project Assessments differ
from MINZC in that they are based on stages of developm#wrréhan levels of the

curriculum.

In terms of manageability, the main numeracy assess the full diagnostic, or
NumPA, is a one-to-one indiviudal interview whiakés approximately 15 minutes

per assessment to administer. As such it does rgres@nageability concerns given
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the time required to assess all children in thesscladowever, this comprehensive
assessment is supplemented by the less time-congu@iiOSS and IKAN. At the

time of writing, the Numeracy Project does not jgibbuidelines about how often the
assessments should be carried out. This decisilft i® individual schools and can
lead to manageability issues when it is considéned it takes between eleven and

twelve hours to carry out a full numeracy assessrioer class.

4.10 asTTle (Assessment Tools for Teaching and Leuing)

asTTle has been one of the largest developmerassiesssment tools in New Zealand.
The tests are Literacy and Numeracy assessmerg foplstudents at Levels 2-6
(years 4 to 12) in Written English and Maori. asg® an electronic tool with a web-
based format in development at the time of thissassh. asTTle Reading and
Numeracy tests are 40 minute, paper and penciiqchudice tests. The Writing test is
based on the analysis of a sample of a child’sivgritusing progress indicators
developed forach strand of the writing curriculum. The MoE (2Pp@escribed the

purpose of asTTle at class level as enabling teache

» diagnose how their students are performing;
e give students specific, focused feedback;
e support students to set realistic learning goals;

» develop and modify class programmes. (p. 12).

It is claimed that at school level the informatioan be aggregated and used to
identify students’ needs and evaluate teachingrpromes.

4.10.1 Development of asTTle

In the late 1990s, a push for a system of natitesting originated from ERO (1998)
with support from Nick Smith, Minister of Educatidar the National Government
(MoE, 1998). As part of this development, a cortra@s given to Auckland
University to develop and trial national tests iteracy and numeracy in Maori and
English. With the change of government, it was dedito continue the development
of the test but to make its use by schools optional

What is very evident from the documentation of degelopment of asTTle is that the
Project invested far more time and resources irearehing and building a

comprehensive assessment tool suitable for the Z&aland curriculum in maths and
118



English than was arguably devoted to researchinigbaiiding the curriculum itself.

The Project’'s 49 technical reports certainly leavepaper trail of research and
rationale that was absent from the original develept of the New Zealand

Curriculum (MoE, 1993a). The development of asTifidluded mapping processes
for both the English and Mathematics Curriculume3d curriculum maps provided a
basis for item writing, classification and repogtiThe curriculum mapping exercise
involved teams of experienced teachers and liteaacymathematics experts. As part
of the development of the tests it was decidecepmnt student achievement in three

sub-levels within each level of the curriculum: ibaproficient and advanced.

As well as being linked to the levels of the Nevalaad Curriculum by a process of
curriculum mapping, the asTTle items were alsosti#sl and structured by use of
the Structure of Observed Learning Outcomes (SOldOynitive processing
taxonomy. SOLO was developed by Biggs and Collidustralia in the 1980s (cited
in Hattie & Brown, 2004) and is based on analyshglents’ responses to assessment
tasks and classifying them into one of four categorunistructural, multistructural,
relational and extended abstract. Unistructural amdtistructural responses are
described as being concerned with surface featanek relational and extended
abstract responses are classified as examplesepf féatures. The asTTle Reading
and Mathematics Tests aim to provide a balanceudbse and deep items and
students’ responses are reported in these two dioren

Designing and Marking Tests Reading and Mathematics

asTTle allows teachers to design their own teshiwithe asTTle Framework. This
means that in reading, teachers can design a teshwontains items from any three
of the six reading domains: finding information, okviedge, understanding,
connections, inference and surface features. Sigilem mathematics: number
knowledge, number operations, algebra, geometravietige, geometric operations,
measurement, statistics and probability. The teadhealso able to choose the
difficulty of a test through selecting items frommyaadjacent three levels of the
curriculum: some level two, a lot level three, a few level fdime Mathematics and
Reading Tests are 40 minute multi-choice tests with results being marked and
entered by the teacher in the computer program.

The results of asTTle tests are reported in a numibegays:
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ConsoleThe console allows schools to graphically comphedr tcohorts of students’
results against national norms and profile theitdcbn’s achievement by means of
box and whisper graphs. The console also providées ah student achievement in the
three curriculum functions that comprise the testvall as information on students’

attitudes to the subject and levels of deep an@seithinking.

Individual Learning PathwaysThis report gives students’ results in four quatsan
strengths, achieved, to be achieved and gaps. fthgidual Learning Pathways
Report also gives students a level in terms offhglish or mathematics Curricula
which are broken down to three sub-categories:cbasoficient and advanced. The
individual pathways report also gives an individsabre which can be used for
comparison with the mean for the year group. Thaes can be used to compare the
progress of individual students when a subseqashig undertaken.

New Zealand Comparisonshe New Zealand Comparisons Report enables sctwols
compare their students’ achievement with that sihalar decile. The results can also

be analysed in terms of gender and both Maori asifikRa.

Group Learning PathwaysThis report gives teachers a picture of the stitengnd

weaknesses of each cohort of children.

What NextThe What Next Report directs teachers to appraprigources to assist in
planning and future teaching for a particular cohaofr children in terms of the

curriculum functions assessed.

Curriculum Levels Report and Tabular ReporThe Curriculum Levels Report
displays students’ achievements by levels of threadum while the Tabular Report

summarises the achievement results for studentauwtertook the test.

4.10.2 Development of asTTle and Technical Informain

As stated earlier, asTTle is supported by a lamgeuwnt of technical information.
Thirty-five of the 49 technical reports are avaléalon the asTTle web site (MoE,
2007c). These reports describe the rationale orchwtiie tests were produced, the
development process and in-depth analysis ofthdents’ responseslowever, such
a large amount of information does mean that it lbardifficult to locate the most

important elements.

120



In Technical Report 26, Glasswell and Brown (20@&pscribe the reliability of
marking writing tasks. Sixteen expert teachers withr a day’s training were able to
achieve 80% agreement on a week long scoring gctivhis report also gives an
accuracy rate of 70% for untrained markers but ipless insufficient information on
how many scripts were marked or how this companéls ether tests of writing, to
enable the implications to be understood and comdized within schools. It is also
difficult to gauge how asTTle compares with othest$ of literacy, because the
technical information focuses mainly on the analysi data through item response
theory, with traditional methods of estimates dfat@lity not being reportedThis is
not a criticism of item response theory — this apph to item analysis and test
construction is well recognised as an advance a@ditional item analysis
methodology. However, the documentation of othemfo of technical information,
such as correlation studies with other tests withilar purposes, would further
strengthen the growing support for asTTle in schioabsuming such evidence was

favourable.

The asTTle Project made extensive use of teachteracy and numeracy experts and
academics, both from New Zealand and oversead,asects of its development. As
stated above, the asTTle Project can not only ba a8 being closely related to the
New Zealand Curriculum Statements in English andhigmatics, but through the
high teacher involvement, the curriculum mappingreises, and the inclusion of over
84 000 children in the norm sample and item respgn# represents a major
development of our understanding of the Curricul@iims contributes a great deal to
the content validity of the assessment tools. H@anewhile the extensive work and
involvement contributes to the validity of asTTledling and Mathematics Tests, the
fact that there are no correlation studies withilaintests in Mathematics and only a
very informal study in reading, poses questionsuaitioe validity of the assessment

that one would normally expect to be answeredrmaaual for a conventional test.

In an early examination of asTTle, Darr (2003) ankledged the tests’ ability to
allow teachers to identify areas of strength andkmess and provide a measure of
how well students are achieving against natioremiddrds. However, he expressed a
number of concerns. While he considered the repcotsprehensive, and well
presented they still needed careful interpretatind a good knowledge of the tests.

Darr was alarmed over a conclusion that the stedbat a poor understanding of
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negative numbers based on one question only. &dikim to conclude that the report
of poor understanding of negative numbers was guegile. Darr also expresses

concerns over manageability:

A final caution involves the administration loadTase requires. Applying
asTTle takes time. As well as creating and photgiogpthe test, the teacher
must mark the scripts and enter the marks intatimeputer. In the busyness
of school life, this would probably limit the nunmbaf times asTTle would be
used, unless help with marking scripts and inpgttiata was made available
to teachers. (p. 14)

In Chapter Three, it was pointed out that the culdm mapping exercise and the
norming procedures involved in asTTle’'s developmbat resulted in a major
challenge to the curriculum levels provided by eas Ministry documents. The
research on asTTle reading indicates the mean\aehent for year 8 students being
at level 3 whereas the curriculum chart suggesssat level 4.

Figure 4.1: Levels of the New Zealand Curriculum ad Year Levels

Mathematics in the New Zealand Curriculum (MoE, 192. p. 17)
Y1 [¥2 | Y3 | ¥4 [ ¥5 | Y6 | Y7 | Y8 | Y9 |¥10 [Y11 (Y12 |¥13

J1T [ J2 ) J3F | 52 | S3 | 54 (F1 | F2 [ F3 | F4 [ F5 | F6 | F¥

Furthermore, asTTle’s views on curriculum leveldngs into question ERO’s
criticism of some schools over 15 years for notrafieg a best fit assessment system
for levels of the curriculum. If the curriculum dggpers had it seriously wrong in the
first place, why should individual schools have hhegpected to get it right? Given
that in the development of asTTle thousands of heware invested to come to the
conclusions that the levels of achievement weredmaate in the original curriculum
documents for mathematics and English, ERO coutdpossibly expect schools to
assess against the levels in science, social studied technology etc. We must
therefore be cautious about interpreting studestsessment in the curriculum areas

where research has yet to support the year lekelsrsabove in Figure 4.1.
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The above discussion illustrates that while levafishe New Zealand curriculum
would have provided some guidance for teacherglnning purposes, they were
totally inappropriate for assessment. This makes lihef for the development of
asTTle extremely challenging as it is very diffictd base an assessment system on
something that is itself lacking in research, lpgionsistency or a well-developed
understanding of how children learn (Elley, 199804£2). The asTTle project has
certainly left a far more substantial research @eklopment paper trail than was the
case with the original development of the curriauldocuments.

4.10.3 The Manageability of asTTle

In terms of manageability, asTTle Mathematics am@dig take a similar time to

administer and mark to that of other norm referdnoelti-choice tests such as STAR
and PAT. The test takes 45 minutes and a conseevastimate of 2 1/2 hours to
mark the test and load the data is, as stated abow#ar to other standardised tests.
As has also been stated at other points in thisishéhe New Zealand approach to
assessment means that it is up to individual sshtwolecide whether they want to
use the tests and how often they wish to administem. The testing regime can
become unmanageable if schools decide to undeatd&ege amount of standardised
testing. There is no information as to whether ofr this is the case, or even what
could be considered excessive standardised testiogever, the New Zealand

approach, emphasising the self-management of asests does leave schools

vulnerable to such problems.

The manageability of asTTle writing does presententhallenges. The procedures
appear to be complex and considerable trainingraaderation is required in order
for schools to produce credible data. The fact &sdiTle Writing cannot be used with
children younger than year 4 also presents mandiggiooblems. It is common for
New Zealand schools to have composite classesdtwaore year levels in the same
room). Schools with composite year 3-4 classes havese two forms of writing

assessment within the same classroom.

4.11 Recent Developments

Initiatives by the Ministry of Education since 20@6rmed theNational Assessment

Strategy (Chamberlain, 2000), have aimed at supporting htexsc and addressing
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current issues in assessment. The Assessment Catynam the TKI website

(http://wwww.tki.org.nz/r/assessmengrovides comprehensive support for teachers.

This includes access to the main assessment td®89q, The Exemplars, and
asTTle), school case studies, and professionalimgadhis site and recent MoE
publications give guidance to teachers on formafisgeessment and evidence-based
teaching, the major theme being promoted by the Mdtese changes also reflect an
emphasis on improving the quality of teaching inWN&ealand as a major strategy in
addressing under achievement (Alton-Lee, 2003; Matlb4a, 2004b; Thrupp, 2004,
2005).

4.12 Mathematics Assessment

While this chapter has focused on individual assess tools a short discussion on
assessment by subject illustrates some issuesahabls have to face when selecting
assessment tools. Table 4.2 lists the mathematsesament tools available for use in
New Zealand schools.
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Table 4.2: Mathematics Assessment Tools in use irelN Zealand Schools
Tool Level Reporting Information
School Entry Assessment New Entrants (5 year

olds in their first six
weeks of school)

Numeracy Project Assessment Years 1-8 Stages in Numeracy
(1) Full diagnostic Project
(2) Gloss

(3) Information sheets

The Exemplars Levels 1-5 Levels of the Mathematics
(all levels of primary Curriculum broken down
school) to three sublevel

Assessment Resource Banks Levels 2-5 Levels of the Mathematics
years 3-4to 8 Curriculum

PAT Mathematics years 4-8 Class and age stanines

NEMP years 4-8 National results at Years 4
Can be used at all and 8

years between 4 and 8

AsTTLe years 4-8 Level of the New Zealand
Curriculum broken down
in three sub levels: Basic,
Proficient, Advanced
Mean Year level Scores

Learning Objects (NZMaths Levels 1-5 New Levels of the NZ
website Mathematics Curriculum
Curriculum
TIMSS Mathematics Year Five Compared with age and

year groups
School developed test All levels

Note that this table excludes some assessmentsoysedmall number of schools or

small groups within schools such as the BSM cheicitpqthese were common in

junior classes before the Numeracy Project), arsgsasnents aimed at more able
students such as the Australian Tests and OtadddPndSolving.

This means that in New Zealand primary schools,luelkeg school developed
procedures, there are eight major mathematics smges tools available for use at
year 4 or above. If we include the latest PAT Math#cs test in this eight, all have

been developed since 1995; the most commonly ussdssments, the Numeracy
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Project and asTTle, only became substantially albgl since 2000-2002. What is
more, the results of the different assessmentsepi@ted in different ways and while
four tools (asTTle, ARB, The Exemplars and Learrigects) report by levels of the

curriculum, there are three variations on how ithidone.

Such an extensive number of assessment systemsahawaber of implications for
the education system. It means that when ERO revaewchool they could be faced
with a large number of different formal assessnpotedures in Mathematics. This
has implications for their ability to gather efeatly a picture on achievement in
individual schools and make comparisons with simikchools. It also has
implications for the professional development alcteers. Rather than have teachers
become experts at carrying out and analysing assggsin two assessment
procedures such as the Numeracy Project and asl Teeans that professional
development providers have to design programmeslfassessment procedures. It
also means that when teachers move school they anagunter an entirely new
assessment regime that they need to master. milarsway, the existence of multiple
assessment procedures means that sharing restiitpavents can also be confusing
when a child moves schools. This proliferation s§essment procedures could be
questioned in terms of a prudent use of vote edutadlEMP, ARBSs, the Exemplars,
Learning Objects, asTTle and the Numeracy Projestewiunded directly by the
Ministry of Education while the large part of PABwklopment comes from sales to

schools paid for by their operation grant.

4.13 Assessment in the Non-Core Curriculum Areashe
Visual Arts

While the literature is not extensive, arguablyréndas been enough published
information to gain an understanding of proceddoesassessment in numeracy and
literacy in New Zealand schools. However, assessnienother areas of the
curriculum has been subject to far less scrutinis harder to gain an understanding
of what is happening in the other five areas ofdheiculum: science, social studies,
the arts, technology and health and physical educabpace does not allow a close
scrutiny of all these areas. However, an examinatib assessment activity in the
visual arts gives an indication of how schools earicassessment in areas other than

numeracy and literacy.
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Arts in the New Zealand Curriculu(@000) was the last of the curriculum documents
to be implemented. In terms of assessment, bothNiw Zealand Curriculum
Exemplars and NEMP provide assessment tools inaAd there are examples of

assessment procedures in the Art page of the Tkkitee(MoE, 2007).

As stated above, assessment in art has been stibjemly little discussion in the New
Zealand education community. ERO documents prothdemost substantial writing
on issues in art education. The Education Revietic®$ publication is based on
their interpretation of the 1993 NAGs.

Through the principal and staff, boards of trustesrequired to:

I. Implement learning programmes based on the underiyiinciples, stated
essential learning areas and skills, and the ratechievement objectives;

[I. Monitor student learning progress against the natiachievement
objectives; and

lll. Assess student achievement, maintain individuaros; and report on
student progress

(Education Gazette, 30 April 1993, p. 3).

In 1995, ERO outlined expectations for schools he assessment of art in their

ReportArts in the New Zealand Curriculum

Boards of trustees should be informed about thenileg experiences
provided in arts programmes in their school. Trestand families should
expect to see evidence of student achievement thrak components of the
curriculum statements in art and music as well raother areas of arts
education. Boards of trustees should expect theipal to report on student
achievement in arts education. (p. 6)

In their 1999 report,Student Assessment: Practices in Primary SchaeRO

examined assessment in literacy, science, numenagdyart in 118 primary schools.
The report was published shortly after thets in the NewZealand Curriculumwas

published and before schools were expected to imaplemented the document. The
study found assessment procedures were poorlya®alin the schools included in
the study. “Assessment procedures varied a greddtvdéhin schools. Even where
schools had developed some form of systematic gi@ering teachers in most of

these schools depended on subjective judgemenysioesely guided by learning
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objectives or statements of skills. These were ofera considerable range of

interpretations” (p. 29).

The report identified that only 14% of the schowmkyre using assessment activities to
help improve their art programmes. Four out of Et8ools were making use of
NEMP Art assessment tasks. The Report acknowledgaidthe lack of attention

given to the assessment of art in primary schogl anse from manageability issues:

The lack of systematic assessment in art may bkeaat in part, a result of

conscious decisions to give greater priority tolitegacy and numeracy areas
of the curriculum. It may also be a result of tlaekl of any national or

commercially available set of procedures that teexchould adopt. (p. 27)

The Report concluded:

The current state of assessment in art at princdrgd level, and the fact that
records of achievement in art were for many yeatsequired for students in
the junior classes of primary schools, raises abirof questions:

* What sort of information would be useful to teashstudents and
parents?

*« How much of this information should be recorded?

* What priority should be given to the use of teadhwe for this task?

* What sort of system-wide assistance should be dgivésmachers through
the development of assessment tools and exemplars?

Teachers and perhaps parents also, need to agtee amdamental purpose
or purposes for which assessment information ahdus needed, on how the
information could be obtained and on how it coud used to fulfil those
purposes. (p. 29)

In their 1995 and 1999 reports, it is obvious BRIO placed emphasis orbalanced
curriculum and subsequent high expectations for assessmanicinareas as art. In
1999 (MoE, 1999b) changes were made to the NEGgit® greater priority to
numeracy and literacy (p. 3). There was, therefore, an implication tleaslemphasis
would be given to assessing other areas of thécalum, including art, especially in
the beginning years of school. However, it is uacl&éom Ministry of Education
guidelines whether this means a lowering of expiectan the assessment of AAs
stated inSharpening the Focu$1oE, 2000b):

Are schools still required to provide a "balanced"curriculum?

The revised NAGs make it clear that priority is lte given to student
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achievement in literacy and numeracy, especialliheearly years. Beyond
literacy and numeracy, the Ministry considers ttiet balance of essential
learning areas and essential skills is a mattereémh school to determine
within the framework provided by the national caatum statements. (p. 23)

In 2004, ERO noted in their report on the qualityeaching Visual Arts in years 4
and 8 that there were issues in assessment. licyart the use of assessment
information was not always or rarely effective imeo half (51 percent) of the 213

schools in the sample.

Art has been assessed by NEMP in 1995, 1999 ang. 20@& 1999 Forum Report
recorded that children enjoyed art with it being thvourite school activity in year 4
and the second most popular in year 8. Howeverwfliters reported concerns that
there was little change in children’s ability t@ate or discuss art work from year 4 to
Year 8 with the exception of drawing. The 2003 répwhich had followed the
implementation of the Art Curriculum and subsequanatfessional development, the

Forum Report noted that:

Few students were able to use paint with confidetacenake personal
imaginative statements.

In responding to artworks, most students had diffyfc going beyond
description of recognisable subject matter, to @late, interpret, construct,
question, argue or analyse their initial observetio

Compared with 1999, year 8 students in 2003 reddeeer opportunities to
talk about art. Year 4 students have greater access

In conclusion, not a great deal is known about sssent in art in New Zealand
primary schools. School leaders and teachers magiuae that ERO’sS expectations
about art assessment are high and guidance fronMtte is vague. It would be
interesting to investigate how widely and in whapacity the Art Exemplars are

being used.

4.14 Summary of New Zealand Assessment Tools

This chapter examined the major assessment todlseats that are currently used in
New Zealand schools. There was an emphasis on tholsecreated since the reforms
such as the ARBs, NEMP Tasks, asTTle, The New Adat@urriculum Exemplars
and the Numeracy Project. The chapter concluded avitiscussion on the assessment

of art as an illustration of assessment of the care- curriculum. Developments in

129



assessment practice in New Zealand schools oveashdifteen years have seen a
change from the early nineties when schools weeztdid to assess a hew curriculum
without assessment tools available to carry owtdhasks, to the situation in the mid
years of the new millennium where there was a fam@tion of assessment tools.

130



CHAPTER FIVE:
METHODOLOGY

5.1 Introduction to Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodology used in iigéearch. It discusses the rationale
for the choice of the interpretivist/constructivigsearch paradigm and case study
methodology. Issues such as validity/trustworthsndgsansferability and ethics are
explored and their application to this researchdesailed. The use of the major
research tool, semi-structured interviews, is @isgussed and the methods used for

the analysis of the research data are explained.

A basic principle of any research is that the meéthagy should be appropriate for
the context of the study and the research questigeeks to answer. Therefore it is

appropriate to begin this chapter by restatingésearch questions.

1. What were the major influences and challenges sesssnent in New Zealand

primary schools since 19907?

2. How did three New Zealand primary schools estabksisessment and
reporting systems during the period 2003-2007 thete manageable and

maintained a focus on learning?

3. To what extent do the staff of three case studpashfind the most recent
changes in assessment practice/tools manageable paovide useful

information?

5.2 A Constructivist World View

While the research questions consider primary dehaccentral basis for this study is
that schools are composed of people: teacherslspypincipals, support staff, BOT

members and parents. It is the interaction of peapl particular management staff
and classroom teachers with assessment and repeoriicedures that is the core of
this investigation. A further central element testresearch is that it is not focused as

much on concrete documents, such as assessmeaegolieports to BOT, ERO
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reports and test scores, as on the way these dotsiraee perceived by the people
involved in their administration and implementatiarthe three schools. As such, this

study is based firmly on a constructivist worldwie

A constructivist world view takes the approach thais impossible to know the
human world in a truly objective sense. Construstsy hold the view that human
beings have evolved the capacity to interpret amgsttuct reality (Patton, 2002). The
human world of schools, families, organisations cay be understood from the
construction people make of their lives, their @tsi and the actions of others. In the
words of Patton “constructivists study the multipdalities constructed by people and
the implications of those constructions for thaire$ and their interaction with
others.”(p. 96)

In relation to this research, the fundamental issueot whether the school or the
teacher is using the STAR reading tests or asTTlhbmatics but whether
perceptions indicate the test is manageable arettefé, and makes a valuable
contribution to their teaching and reporting toguds. It is from seeking to understand
the perspectives of those involved individually aadlectively that we move toward
a fuller understanding of what is happening witeegsment in our schools, or more
correctly the three schools under investigatioris Tinot to say that other paradigms
and methodologies would not also be appropriateseeking to gain a deep
understanding of assessment in New Zealand pris@rgols; the important point is
that the approach taken has been chosen becaute fiifto the questions being

asked.

5.3 Approaches to Research

In broad terms research inquiry in education teond®llow one or a combination of
two major distinct approaches: the normative olitpast paradigm which is based on
traditional scientific method and quantitative daaad the interpretivist paradigm
which is associated with methods that involve thadlection and analysis of

qualitative data (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000).

Research on assessment has a strong associatiotheipositivist paradigm. In the
New Zealand context this is most often associatétl the development of norm
referenced assessment tesisI Tle (Glasswell & Brown, 2003; Meager-Lundberg &
Brown, 2001), PAT (Reid & Elley, 1991) and STAR Igs, 1985, 1997). Such
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research has an emphasis on numbers and measuraatigiites associated with
psychometric assessment which, until the last 20syédhas dominated discussion and
research in educational assessment. This approatledasurement has resulted in the
development of a large number of tests, ratingescahd other assessment techniques
that have provided data for experimental and dibrens of normative research. It has
also resulted in the emphasis that assessmentogevslhave given to the concepts of
reliability and validity and the statistical techones associated with such concepts.
While a quantitative approach to assessment hgsedhepromote understanding
around the concepts of reliability and validityhas shed little light on the important
aspect of the manageability of assessment. Althaugiay be possible to identify
through various procedures and experimentation sarhethe dimensions of
manageability and then construct quantitative iténsieasure these dimensions, it is
hard to see how such methodology would be morefiialp understanding the way
teachers and schools react to and engage with méatives in the curriculum and
assessment, than through research which is basegiaitative data. The essential
point is that the nature of the reaction or engasgerf teachers to the manageability
of assessment is better understood by allowing éserto emerge from the
experiences, or more specifically, the perceptmfriithese experiences as described by
teachers themselves, rather than the researchemmihg to quantify such
experiences or perceptions on the basis of theareser's pre-coded categories. This
point is consistent with a theory of research #raphasises constructivist approach to

making sense of people’s experiences.

5.4 Positivistic Paradigm

Maykut and Morehouse (1994) define paradigm as a set of overarching and
interconnected assumptions about the nature atye@ohen, Manion and Morrison
(2000) outline the major assumptions that guiderdsts who adhere to the positivist

paradigm:

Determinism: events in the natural and social waud caused by other events and
circumstances. There is some order to these s#rigmuses which can be discovered
and explained. The discovery of these causes akwwestists to formulate rules that
allow the prediction of future behaviour.
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Empiricism: the view that knowledge can only bedshen what can be observed and

measured. This observation allows scientists tiohgsothesis or theories.

Parsimony: This principle states that any explamator phenomena should be stated

in the most economic manner possible.

Generality: Findings about specific concrete evehtauld be able to be generalised to

the world at large. (p. 10)

The positivist paradigm is thus concerned withttaditional scientific method which
has a number of key characteristics. It is basedolojective observation. It is
concerned with generating theory, testing hypotheaad using standard methods
that are capable of repetition by other research&rkey feature of a traditional
scientific approach is the central role statistama@hlysis plays in research. A statistical
approach is embedded within the traditional sdienthethod and the application of

probability theory is a major element in positivisethodology.

While the positivist paradigm and the scientific thuel have been successful in
expanding knowledge in the physical and biolog®eknces, the adoption of this
methodology has been subject to criticism as beagppropriate for expanding
understanding in the social sciences. As Coheh €@00) state, “The precise target
of the anti-positivist’'s attack has been on sci&nogechanistic reductionist view of
nature which, by definition, excludes notions obicle, freedom, individuality and
moral responsibility”’(p. 17). In other words, an approach that doestake into

account the ability of people to act as individuyaad to behave in unpredictable
ways through a variety of motivations and ratiosale limited in attempting to shed

light on the complex social world.

A further criticism of the use of the scientific thed in attempting to inform better

practice in education is that, despite thousandbaoofrs of research and countless
studies, this approach has contributed much lessalae to the education community
than one would expect from the effort and resoupésin. To quote Cohen et al.

(2000) again:

The findings of positivist social science are ofd to be so banal and
trivial that they are of little consequence to #dsr whom they are intended,
namely teachers, social workers, counsellors, patsnanagers and the like.
The more effort, it seems, that the researchers imtot their scientific
experimentations in laboratory by restricting, Slifiypng and controlling
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variables, the more likely they are to end up vathruned synthetic version
of the whole, a constructed play of puppets instricded environment.

(p- 19)

A number of terms are often used interchangeabbljisoussion of research methods
such as positivism and quantitative research. Tbanebe subtle differences between
the two. In its purest form positivism is concermwath the classical scientific method
and research that tests theory. The difference dmiwquantitative research and
qualitative research is more about what is measwkpgctively and counted
(quantitative) and what may be observed interpréte@litative), or as Strauss and
Corbin (1998) state:

By the term qualitative research we mean any tyjpesearch that produces
findings not arrived at by statistical procedures @ther means of

guantification. It can refer to research about peislives, lived experiences,
behaviours, emotions and feelings as well as atgatnisational functioning,

social movements and cultural phenomena and intenscbetween nations.
Some of the data may be quantified as with censbaakground information

about the person or persons being studied, bubtiiie of the analysis is

interpretative(p. 11)

However, it should be noted that a number of Newla®l studies that have shed
some light on the implementation of assessmenthia tountry have included
quantitative data. For example, Croft, Stafford avdppa (2001) and Dunn and
Marston (2003) examined the use of assessmentquoeein New Zealand schools;
these are studies which included measures of wadsgsament tools were being used
and how effective they were rated by teachers. €ney (2003a) measured the
amount of time being used for taking Running Resardyear 4 — 6 classes and
concluded that 20% of reading instruction time Wwasg used for Running Records
Wylie (1997) used the analysis of extensive suda&y to measure the impact of the

education reforms on teachers, principals and B@mbers.

5.5 The Interpretivist Paradigm and Qualitative Regarch

In attempting to expand understanding of the complecial worlds of classrooms
and schools many education researchers have adaptadterpretivist approach.
Once again there are a variety of terms assochattdd the interpretive paradigm.
They include qualitative research methodology whigh be expanded on in detalil
below. Denzin and Lincoln (1993) acknowledge th#trapting to define qualitative

research is complex and challenging as the reseameimunity’s understanding of
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the concept has changed a great deal over thedadted years. In addition, the term
has been influenced by the whole field of sociérsee and more recently a number
of disciplines in the humanities. However, withdbecautions in place they offer the

following definition:

Qualitative research is a situated activity thatates the observer in the
world. It consists of a set of interpretive, maaemractices that make the
world visible. These practices transform the wofldey turn the world into a
series of representations including field notegerinews, conversations,
photographs. At this level, qualitative researcholnes an interpretive,

naturalist approach to the world. This means catal¢ researchers study
things in natural settings, attempting to make seof or to interpret,

phenomena in terms of meanings people bring to tiend)

The interpretivist paradigm and qualitative reskaran be explained in a number of
ways by contrasting it with positivism. Positivisamd its accompanying traditional
scientific method stress the objectivity of thee@gher. The interpretivist paradigm
acknowledges the major role of the researchereir thteraction with the subject of
the study. Whereas a traditional scientific apphoacthe study of human behaviour,
will focus on observable and measurable externdlaweur, the interpretivist

approach is concerned with a subject’s internallagiions and rationale for their
behaviour and the behaviour of others. As sucls, dpproach is concerned both with

observable behaviour and how subjects experiencaionalise their actions.

Positivism is concerned with generating and testimegpry. The role of research and
experiment is to test theory; to accept or dispramehypothesis. As such theory is
tested in research in an attempt to develop a meneral theory that accounts for a
wider spectrum of human behaviour (Cohen et aDO20n an interpretive approach,
theory is generated from the research rather tmaoeding it. While positivism is

concerned with developing theories that can be rgéised to a wide range of

situations, interpretive research and its assatiajealitative methodologies are
concerned with deep understanding of very spepiiEnomena that cannot usually be

generalised to other situations.

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) also contrasted the diffiee between a positivist
approach and the interpretivist paradigm in discgsthe approaches of qualitative

and quantitative researchers:

Qualitative researchers stress the socially cocstdunature of reality, the
intimate relationship between the researcher and what igdiestuand the
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situational constraints that shape inquiry. Thegks® answer questions that
stress how social experience is created and giveanmg. In contrast
guantitative studies emphasize the measurement aaiadlysis of causal
relationships between variables, not processegoRemts of such studies
claim their work is done from within a value-frearhework. (p. 8)

There have been a number of criticisms made ofiritexpretivist paradigm. Rex,
cited in Cohen et al. (2000), makes the point thlale knowledge of the subjects’
intentions is important in understanding their @t$, a more objective view is
necessary if we are going to take credence fromrasgarch findings. While it is
helpful to interview participants and their undargting of events and actions, they

may recall such events inaccurately.

While there have been well articulated criticismé lwth the positivist and
interpretivist paradigms, both approaches, if vgelected and appropriately applied,
have a lot to offer education research. The keptgeithat the research methodology
must be the one that is the most appropriate ferpdrticular study. As Silverman
(2005) states: “Any good researcher knows the ehat method should not be
predetermined. Rather you should choose a mettadstiappropriate to what you are
to find out.” (p. 11)

5.6 Pragmatism - Mixed Methods Approaches

Robson (2002) argues that what he terms a pragrappooach to methodology is
most appropriate for those working in applied feeltuse whatever philosophical or
methodological approach works best for a particteégearch problem at issue. This
leads to mixed method studies where both quantand qualitative approaches are
adopted” (p. 43). He goes on to state that suchragnpatic approach has a
philosophical base in American history, as eviddnae the work of James and
Dewey. For pragmatists “truth” is closely alignedthwwhat works. Creswell and
Plano-Clark (2007) also embrace pragmatism witir trgument for a mixed method
research; like Robson, they advocate for reseahel works rather than strict

adherence to a particular paradigm or methodology.

The argument for pragmatism and mixed method rekehas relevance for this
study. Although the research mainly uses a quasigahethodology the investigation
records which assessment tools are used in theolsclamd how often they are
applied. This recording of assessment tools anid fitegjuency of use provides some

of the context for understanding the participamsiception of manageability and
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utility. Without some measurement of how many tiraggear a school undertakes, for
example, Running Records, asTTle and STAR testsoutld be difficult to put into
context teachers’ comments about manageabilittheftbols in question. However,
while such recording tends towards the quantitatike dominant approach used in
this study is qualitative which permits the resbafocus on the understanding that
principals, management staff and teachers haveaofgeability and utility issues in
assessment. It attempts to give a deep insighttir@®e issues in the three case study

schools.

5.7 Selection of Methodology: Case Study

This study sought to understand assessment andingpsystems in three schools. In
that schools are organisations located in spepiices and with a relatively clear
membership (students, teachers, management, sugtpéfit volunteers, parents and
BOT) they can be considered bounded systems. Thededa nature of a school
makes a case study an appropriate approach in takohgy research. Cohen et al.
(2000) described case studies as being set in textoof time, place, organizational
and institutional context that allow boundaried&drawn around the case. They also
state that case studies can be defined by theatkasdics and roles of participants in

the case.

In attempting to define case study research, Marij2001) placed emphasis on the
singularity of the unit being investigated: “a qtatlve case study is an intensive,
holistic description and analysis of a single ins&g phenomenon or social unit” (p.
27).

Bassey (1999) outlines a comprehensive definitibrthe educational case study

which provides not only guidance but some loftylgaa aim for.

An education case is an empirical inquiry which is:

» conducted within a localised boundary of spacetamd (i.e. a singularity);

* into interesting aspects of education activitypmygramme, or institution, or
systems;

* mainly in its natural context and within an ethfa@spect for persons;

* in order to inform the judgments and decisionsratptioners or policy-
makers; or of theoreticians who are working forsthends;

* in such a way that sufficient data are collectedlie researcher to be able
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a) to explore significant features of the case,

b) to create plausible interpretations of what is fihun

c) to test the trustworthiness of these interpretation

d) to construct a worthwhile argument or story,

e) to relate the argument or story to any relevargasesh in the literature,

f) to convey convincingly to an audience this argunoergtory,

g) to provide an audit trail by which other researsheny validate or
challenge the findings, or construct alternativguanents. (p. 58)

Bassey (1999) goes on to describe three typessefstady: theory-seeking or theory-
testing case studies; story-telling and pictureating case studies; and evaluative
case studies. He describes theory-seeking or tHestiyng case studies as “particular
studies of general issues aiming to lead to fuzepgsitions (more tentative) or fuzzy

generalisations (less tentative) and conveying tbantext and the evidence leading
to them to interested audiences” (p. 58). Stoyagpland picture-drawing case studies
focus on describing and analysing educational eyemtojects and programmes.
Evaluative case studies involve analysis of edanatiprogrammes, projects, systems
or events to determine their worthwhileness. Tlesearch contains elements of all
three types of case study. It explores and theosethe concepts of manageability
and utility within the context of assessment pEctn the primary school. It attempts
to draw a picture on the way three schools havetadato changes based on the
reforms of the school curriculum and assessmerdutfin analysing developments as
told by participants and where the developmentse Haoth historical and current

context. The research also engages in evaluaherfptus of the evaluations includes
analysis of documents, the research literaturepanticipants’ experience of different

assessment tools and systems.

Stake (2000) also classified case studies in thwegs: intrinsic case studies,
instrumental case studies and collective caseegudin intrinsic case study focuses
on the “case” itself — the case rather than a @dear phenomenon or event, is the
main interest. In contrast an instrumental casdyststablishes a bounded case in
order to examine a broader issue, or theory, onqinenon. A collective case study
involves the use of a number of bounded casesamie a phenomenon in different
environments. Clearly, the important point for tetsdy is that no two schools will
have adopted exactly the same assessment systecgs and tools. For each, the
experience of manageability may have been diffetauttit might also have contained

some overlap.
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This research would fit into Stake’s (2000) dedaip of an instrumental case study
in that it is not the schools themselves as funatig units that are being examined,
rather than the experience of staff within the stfian relation to the manageability

and utility of the assessment tools and practicasthey have engaged with. As Stake

notes:

| call it an instrumental case study if a particudase is examined to provide
insight into an issue or to redraw a generalizatiime case is of secondary
interest, it plays a supportive role, and it faatles our understanding of
something else. The case is still looked into iptkdgeits contexts scrutinized,
its ordinary activities detailed, but all becausus thelps the researcher
examine the external interest. (p. 437)

Patton (2002) states that the term a case studpearsed to describe a product of a

research process. He sees a case study as:

... a specific, way of collecting, organising and lggimg data; in that sense it
represents an analysis process. The purpose isatttergcomprehensive,

systematic in-depth information about each casentdrest. The analysis

process results in a product: a case study. Thaugetim case study can refer
to either the process of the analysis or the prodiihe analysis or both.

(p. 446)

In this research, the case study schools are thiexioused to explore the major issue
of the manageability and utility of assessmentdéachers and school leaders working
in the three schools. In this sense, this studgng@tlly could have elements of other
methodologies within the broader qualitative reskedramework, but they have not
been employed in any deliberate sense so do naoamtaany claim about their use.
For example, an interviewing approach more charigtie of phenomenology could
have been used to obtain the experiences of gatits in relation to the phenomenon
of the study “the manageability and utility of ass@ent”. However, as will be seen
shortly, the interview schedules used for this gtwdre quite directive because of the

researcher’s desire to obtain data on specificsagsent practices and developments.

In summary, the research uses case study methgdelbgre manageability and
utility are the phenomena under investigation ahd three cases (schools) are
bounded systems located in time and place withddfimembership. The research
methods of interviews and document analysis arécaymf case study research.
However, these techniques are also common to m#mgr dorms of qualitative

research. The study also contains some quantitetesments in that the tests and
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other assessment procedures that each school atersniand their frequency of use,
are recorded to provide a context to understandethehers’ interview responses. The
dominant aspect of the research is the use of sgoutured interviews which seek to
provide the perspective on assessment of teaclmekrs@hool leaders. In both the
method of data analysis and the search for a cahesiderstanding of assessment in
the research site schools, data are analysed omaaf of thick context descriptions
that are characteristic of qualitative researchnods (Creswell, 1998; Denzin, 1998;
Hauberman & Miles, 2002; Mertens, 1998; Merrima@98). Mertens describes this
as “extensive and careful description of time, eJaand culture” (p. 183). When such
an approach is carried out effectively it allowsiaterested reader to decide whether

these thick descriptions transfer to other contexts

5.8 Semi-structured Interviews

As stated above, the use of semi-structured irderviwas the dominant research
technique used in this research. While the stugly micluded document examination
in terms of school policies and procedures in &ssest and reporting, semi-
structured interviews of school leaders and teach®&de the major contribution to
the research’s conclusions. A number of the commhssdrawn from the semi-

structured interviews were subsequently examined series of three focus groups
interviews of principals. This process led to somedification of the conclusions

developed from the semi-structured interviews amcldhentation examination in the

three case study schools.

Qualitative interviews can be seen as being onimomin from structured interviews
with a predetermined format and closed questionanstructured open questions.

Scott and Morrison (2006) describe this continuum:

At a general level, interviews sit in various pmsis upon a continuum of
qualitative-quantitative approaches to researchon ‘standardised’ end are
highly structured interview surveys that pay cla@dgention to the task of

collecting large amounts of data, in as focusedhg a&s possible, through the
use of proforma like ringing codes, the use of nucaé values, tick boxes,

and so on. Here, as May (1993:93) puts it the \weerer attempts to control

and ‘teach’ interviewees to ‘reply in accordancéwimterview schedules’. At

the other end, there are semi and unstructuredvieves that encourage
interviewees to respond open-endedly and ‘to answgrestion on his or her
own terms.’” (p. 133)
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Semi-structured interviews can be described inrabar of ways. Gall, Gall and Borg
(2007) describe the process as one that “invohadgng a series of structured
guestions and then probing more deeply with opem-fguestions to obtain additional
information” (p. 246).

The interviews used in this research align mostatioto a semi-structured interview
format. While the interview questions were mostpen-ended in style, they were
directive in their focus because of the researshdgsire to obtain participants’
reactions to specific developments in assessmenteXxample, the principal, senior
management and teachers who were interviewed mswol were asked to identify
which assessment tools they used, whether theydfthem manageable and whether
they found them useful. Probe questions were tlskedato explore further. The
interview schedules are contained in Appendicesnd B. There was a slightly
different format for the interviews for the prinais and other senior management,

and scale A teachers.

The rationale for the choice of interview formatthe main source of data gathering
was to obtain a rich source of information about farticipants’ perception of

assessment practices in their school.

5.9 Document Examination

As part of this research there was an element eument examination. These
documents fell into two categories. The first im#d such items as the three schools’
written polices and procedures relating to assessmad examples of portfolios and
school reports. The second category was the inagiidchool's ERO reports. Both
these sources of documents could be describedadsdrient sources (Duffy, 1999).
Duffy states that: “Inadvertent sources are usedhbyresearcher for some purpose
other than that for which they were originally imled. They are produced by the
processes of local and central government and fiteeneveryday working of the

education system.” (p. 109).

5.10 Focus Groups

In addition to the use of semi-structured intengseand documentation examination
the research also used a focus group of princifgakxamine conclusions from the

literature and case studies. Cohen, Manion and idorr(2000) define focus groups
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as “contrived settings, bringing together a spealfy chosen sector of the population
to discuss a particular given theme or topic, wheteraction with the group leads to

data and outcomes” (p. 288).

Krueger (1998) describes a number of uses for fgeosps including generating and
evaluating data from different sub-groups of a paton and gathering feedback
from previous studies (p. 6). It is these eleméimés focus groups were used in this
research. The semi-structured interviews and titieeasearch led to the development
of two frameworks which sought to explain the depehent of assessment in New
Zealand during the period being investigated. THemmeworks, which have been
titled the three waves of assessmemd four phases of assessment changere

evaluated by three focus groups of principals ideorto give the structures greater

validity.

The focus group participants were also asked tonoemb on the section at the
beginning of Chapter Three that covers assessmeXew Zealand primary schools
in the 1980s. There was little literature that doeunted this period and this section is
largely based on the researcher's own memory @hteg in that period. The focus
group confirmed that this section captured theimomgcollections of assessment

during that period.

The participants in the focus groups were all curqarincipals in the Wellington
region who had either been principals or in leduiprpositions since the early 1990s.

5.11 Conducting the Research
5.11.1 Research Sample

The study required both a deep investigation areltbat took account of the rapidly
changing assessment landscape in New ZealandhiSsaeason the investigation was
restricted to three case study schools. It wagbedi that three schools would provide
enough variety to give the study more credibilihart if the investigation was
restricted to researching one school. While ead® ciudy has been analysed as a
single entity it was important to study the implernation of assessment in more than
one context; as noted previously, no two schoolshave adopted exactly the same

systems, practices and tools. While there is damt limitation on how much the
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findings from case study research can be genedatz®ther contexts, research in a

single school would narrow the utility of the fimdjs even further.

5.11.2 Selection of Case Study Schools

In order for the research to be itself manageale selection of the schools was
restricted to those in the greater Wellington ragiblowever, this created some
challenges. In the last 17 years | have been pahof three Wellington schools. |

know many of the principals well and a number adnthare close friends. In the
interest of validity it is important that the scledn the study did not include those
where there is a close relationship between myswlfthe principal of the case study

school.

It was also important that at least one, but nbbfathe schools, had participated in
the MoE’s Assess to Learn (ATOL) professional depelent contracts. This was
important as ATOL is the only substantial profesalodevelopment programme in
assessment offered to schools. Without includisghool that had undertaken ATOL,
it could be argued any conclusions reached coulduigeto the absence of systematic

professional development in assessment.

It was deemed important also that the three schael®e geographically spread.
While they are independent entities, schools ddabolate in clusters and there is
more likelihood of neighbouring schools adoptingiifar approaches to assessment.
For this reason the schools came from three ofatieregions of greater Wellington:
Wellington City, the Hutt Valley and the Poriruadda There was no school from the
Kapiti Coast.

It was also felt that the schools should repreaerariety of deciles (the New Zealand
system of socio-economic rating of schools foredightial funding, with decile 1
schools having the lowest socio-economic ratingpe Three schools comprise decile
2, 7 and 10. It was also decided that the schdmlald cover both structures common
to New Zealand primary schools; full primaries (y&ao 8) and contributing schools
(year 1 to 6)
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5.11.3 Recruitment of Schools

Three schools were initially selected on the datésted above and the principal was
approached by phone. The research was explairttériioand a request was made for
them to participate. The three schools agreed tticjate and a formal request was
made to their Board of Trustees. For the purpo$dki® research, the schools were

given the names Endeavour, Kupe and Tasman.

5.11.4 Interview Procedures

The three principals were interviewed in term foNovember) 2006 and the tapes
transcribed in the January holidays. This was w#ld with three more participants
being interviewed in February 2007. The final fparticipants were interviewed in
May 2007 when | commenced my period of 20 weekdyskeave from my principal’s
position. This meant that the interviews for Kupel alasman stretched over a six

month period.

The duration of the interviews was from 1 hour t6 fhours and were recorded and
later transcribed. The interview format began wim explanation of my
understanding of the concepts of manageability ilidy. This was followed by the
respondent giving a description of the major agsess activities in the school. The
respondents were then asked to describe what wag gell in assessment, what was

challenging and what aspects of assessment weeeth of change.

The participants were also asked about any ongoinevious debate among staff
regarding assessment issues. This was also folldwed section that sought to
provide an understanding of the respondents’ assgdsbackground in terms of
relevant courses, reading and people who had ke their understanding in this
area. The interview then questioned the respondebtait specific assessment
practices from the perspective of manageability atiidy. A number of the follow-up
questions attempted to gain more background oorigat assessment practices used
during the period 1993 to 2000 both in the respotslepresent school or other
schools that they had taught at if this was appatgr

The interviews were held at the participants’ s¢hom the principal’'s office,
teacher’'s classroom or staff room depending on wiet most appropriate. The

choice of location was decided by the participaotprovide more rapport bet