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~ LHAPTER 23 ~ 

Toward What End? 
The Evaluation ofStudent Learning 
jar the Improvem,ent of Teaching 

I.,INDA DARLING-HAMMONO 

"'T"'he.-eareall;kinds of technical quarrEls that ci.\I1 be raised about 
I .student ach1evel11ent measures and melf lJ5'e m vanous mdexes, 

regression ni6dels,.OC'leacher€va luation systems_ However; the bot­
h~m~line.questions for any .asse~sment system,thatp.urports.t6 mea· 
,sure the quality of sdldoisor teaChing are two; 

1-. 	 lsi! real? lsthe system really measuring \he quality of schooJ~ 
ing or teachir.g? Or IS it measuring something else,such as 
c~aDges in student pOpulation or artifacts of the.!1s.sessrnent 
q'lethoos? 

.2. 	 What are the effects? Does itlrnprov€ te3chingand learning' 
Conversely,does it do any harm? . 

In this response. 1 e~amine the sYstems rev'ewed in this 
through the lens· of. t'-.ese two.questions, Unless the 'answers 10 ooth 
oEtnem are positive; researchers.may beamlJ sinb ·them5clvesor sat·­
isfying the whirr.s of policymakers. but they are doing 11 It Ie to help 
teachers and students improve their collective work,· I concludcl:?y 

suggesting w.ha.t ~"e'mightiC:eaHy want m see in ~n assessment sys­
tern that can both evaluate the quality oi teaching and support edu­
Ciltors in their dforts .to improve. 

2-18 
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The Kentucky instructional Results 

Information System 


l<.entuCl<y'5 experienCe illushates how a.good idea for lmproy­
ing culTicu~m ands.tudent assessmerttcan beundenmnedbY'a bad 
idea for "ilccountabi'lify"-:<Jne that fails to m~asure thequality'ot 

schoQlingand undlirrn.tnes teadungln the pnxess. 
In ll1<\ny respects,. Kentu~ky:'s efj(lrt~ to create.and ~mPt.e!llent a 

'ne""per:'onnance-based assessment systf'm ih.a short period of lim~' 
might be viewed as nothing shorl of heroic. Evaluations 0; the5tu· 

dent 'dssessn:lenfs Ih~lves point to .work tnalis; needed .10 im, 
prove S<6r1J\g reiiabiEtie~, but rl'.any analysis also r\()le 'that the ~. 
se5smenlshase begun to influence instruction in· r~iti"e \~ay5, 
esped.aUy :n encourac;ing much more e.xtensive and higher quality 
studiint writing (Appala::hia Educational [aboratory,(AEL). 19,96: 
Whitford & Jones.1f1 press; al<;o see Sruftlcbeam's cOl1tri:::)Utiont(l Ih: • 

.book [Cha?ter 20]). ~tyown review suggest., tnat tasls 00 theearlr 
Kentucky in5truments \Vere.more authentic than tho5e on traditior,al 
staflcardized to'5f,; m;)st were Well con..'itrucled an.Co provided useful 

indicalorsQi studerlt lNmillE; 
The Kentucky, D(p.arqnent of EducatiO!l was ,'riticized hy 50rr.e 

ior elimin,.iing multiple-choice.items from ilie:ests and:ror. conrum­

in!,: to use portfolios despife 1o',vreliJbilities' in SCOring. 
multiple-choice tlems haw b£'en reimfated and the I.nathem~ti',j; 
portlotio hasbeen shelved.) Certainly. the cpf!\e!l'for adequiitere:j­
ability'ina nighcSI<lkes system is justifif{j.Hov.'ever,as pt-rfon::ilil:lCe 
assessments evoh.:e. it isincreas:ngly possible til'~(Oli; them rejial:'lv" 
and Kentud<y eveniuallyshouldbeable tobeni<'fitirom thE'accUrnJ­
lated \...-isdom ofotn~r slaies. In.recentwotl< in New York, for ""am­
p:~, we;hi.VE o~taine.;! i.."tenatt>rrehabilities forj>t'f:formance a55t'!:5­

mcnts in reading, writing. i!-nd mathematics. consistently abc've ,&'5. 

and often abov.e:90JI'~ch€l)ne. FaIk, & 0(1[I ing -Hammond. u'-press.), 
even lhough these include e'xtencled task;:, and no multiple-<hoil:e 

items. 
EI.'.en \,' here'sucli ~ults haVE not (ibtabed, h.o\..-ever, I 

believe II-.e Departm<:!nt o{ Educatil)!\'50ri~il1al dt:'--l5ions can be ce­
fended onthegroundsnfb0th conSEguefllial il.!)d<;:0ri;.trilct validity. 

The consequenliill validiiy <a.se is ~!~gt.henc-d M repCl:1:, ofi;'gniij· 
.-antl]" improved instruction ac:::omrany· ihe u~of peiiormance as­
~eS5ments and portfoliOS instates as iaJ.thmgas Verrnc:>nt. New Yo:'k, 

It 
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250 SYNTHESIS AND PERSPECTIVES 

and California as well.as Kentucky (AEL, 1996; Darling-Hammond 
&: Fiillk, in pre5~; Koret2;, Stetcher, & Deibert, 1992.; Murnane &: Levy, 
1996,. 

In tennsof construct validity. it is time to demand seriou5 an­
swers to the question cf what :nultiple-<:hoice responses really mea­
sUre, when they can be answered with guesswork rather than knowl­
edge, and when they give no indication of the ability to apply 
information in a performance context. The critique of multiple-' 
choice tests for their failure to measure mmplex pe::forrnance skills 
is well known (see, e.g., Resnick, 1987). However, even straightior­
ward f~ctual knowledge ma), be poorly measured by such items. 
One study that asked students to reply to the same set of questions 
posed in multiple-choice and short-answer formats found that 
scores were 43% higher w....en students were able to pick answers out 
of a list than when the}' had to prod uce the answers themselves. Fur­
thermore, many ollheconstructed responses Were so far offthe mark 
that it was clear the "correcCmultiple-choke answers measured 
anything but genume learning(Shea, 1993). 

We :nay be asking the wrong questions about the relationship 
between ass.es~ment methods and stakes. Rathel than limiting the 
range of assessments becau.<;e of the stakes attad-.ed to them, perhaps 
we should be limiting the range of stakes t;) meet the df'milnds of 
educationally useful assessnH."nl5. Ii assessments are created that 
produce improvements in teaching and learning, then we should ask 
whether stakes that undermine these influences are warranted and 
defensible. 

This brings me.to the fly in the Kentucky ::>intment: its poorly 
conCEived accOUIltabiEty system. As reviewers in this book and else­
where have noted, there are many tec.'1nical plOblems "''ith the ac­
countability index: thE arbitrary rl'duction of many dimensions to a 
single score; unresolved ques:ions about its re\.i.ability; the arbitrary . 
setting of expected improvement levels from s.<:hools in continuous, 
linear jashion; the iailure to take into account differences in student 
populations and cOffiJ:1unity conditions; and the failure to allow ior 
.cohort analyses of the same students over time, a Farticularly prob­
lematic shortcoming. 

However, the most egregious limitations of the accountability 
system are the fact that it does not measure school quality in a mean­
ingful way and it undermines high-quality teaching in a number of 
ways. The use of cross-sectional rather than cohort analyses oj per­

Et'ol'lIlticn of 5tttdml teaming 251 

formance means that annual sec·res are as likely to be an artifa('! 01 
changes. in the population of students taking the te~t as in thequalilY 
of teaching they exp!.'1'ience. For example, <me Kentucky' el£'mentary 
school of 200 students, a reputoc1y excellmt school visited by many 
educators seeking to understand good practice. found itseli on rne 
"merit school" list one year and, with a small change in tlu> st'.ldenls 
enrolled, cn the udeficienl''' tist Ihe following year without haVing 
undt"rgone any change in school practices. Five out of ni."\e 5chools 
on the "deficient" listtIUs ~;ear wefe "inre""ards" last year (VVhitford 
& Jc>nes,lJ'\ press}. IN" cornmor. occurrence destroys the credibility 
of the ~o-called ac<ountability s(stem, which clearly is not measur­
ing schi:'ol quality at aU. 

As Stufflebeam's analysis suggests. :.tudiE's have found thated;J' 
cators in. many schools, particularly small schoo:s and th~ With 

large numbers of disadvanlased studt'nts. or high tumove: rales, ~eel 
victimized by the accountability system be(ause it dot?s not measure 
the actual pr()gress of their students and evaluates them unfairly 
(AEL, 1996; \Vhitford & Jones, 'i1 press). Furthermore, the reward, 
and sanctions scheme assumes that the real problems oi school!' are 
caused by teachers who are hoidl.n~ (lut c-n their students; Tha: is, 
tha: they will only teach well out (If greed Of fear. Accordin~ to re­
ports from the field. thlS oifend$ many educators while it helghk'ns 
thelr anxiet),; which the~' pass on to their students by applying nega­
tive pressure, creatinjl; rewards and sanctions for students, and nar­
rowing Ihl:!ir reaching to tei).t-related drills that are becOmL"1g nar­
rower as the tests be~(lme less authentic and performance oriented 
(Wrtitford & Jones, in press). Some e,..klence s.uggests th:u, beciluse 
of these pressures, increased scores a result of better test taking 
rather than genuinely improved learning (Hambleton et 'lI.• 1995). 

The accountability system never sought to improve l1'arninf. di­
rectly by in\'esting in teachers' abilities to teach mOle effectively. Fur­
thermore, jt undermines Ihe tea:her leaming and enhanced tf'aching 
quality that mlght result from more instructionally valid and power­

. ful a$sel'smer,ts, which are now being removed hom the system be­
cau:.!! they are nolscored reliably enough to support high-slakes de­
cisions. Finally, the high-slakes nalUIE of the assessments has 
minimized teacher involvement in theassess.ment development and 
~(ormg process, which ",,<'uld increase lnowleJge about how to 
teach. Co!>tiy external contractor 5c:orillJ; eliminates the potrotial 
learning about curriculum, assessment, ~ lea('hing that teachers 
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could get from being involved in moderated scoring of student 
work. This may account for the finding that teachers have not inte­
grated assessment into their in5tructional practices (~Chapter 20), 
ane: it may lead "to the ironic outcome that the nation's r.lost ambi­

tious plan to ovemaul curriculum and teaching was short-circuited 
by the very policy that was supposed to make schools pay attention 
to it.

\0 
(]I 
If) 
If) 

If) 
v 	 The Dallas Value-Added Accountability System 
N 
tQ 

Unlike Kentucky, the Dallas accountability system (which was G:) 
co 	 proposed but not ultimateiy implemented) at least strives tried to 

evaluate value-added leaming by mea~uring individual studtnt test 
scores using prior scores as controls. This intention confronts a major 
Achities' heel in the approach used in many states and districts, al­
though; as Thum and Bryk note in theJr contribution to this book 
(Chapter 9), a gain score analysis would be preferable 10 the use of 
residuals that introduce error and wduce expectations for many stu­
dents. 

However, the proposed Dallas system seemed to have little to do 
",ith either the appropriate evaluation of teaching or its improve­
·ment. According to the accounts of school people in Dallas, neither 
administrators nor faculty understood the system, thus making it 
irrelEvar,t to the improvement of teaching. As John Cole, Texas Fed­
eration of Teachers president, noted, 

I do not believe ~ewil1 motivate employees to work harder or 
to improve Iheir skills by implementing an accountability pro­
gralI'. which is so complex that no c>ne understands it. If the ad­
ministration cannot even explain how it works, how do we ex­
pect scoo'o] principals to advise :eachers on what teaching 
behaviors to change in order to improve performance? (Cole, 
1995) . 

Other impor:ant concerns induded the mismatch ~tween Dal. 
las's curriculum and the test measures used, the absence of measures 
for many subject areas, and the ract that thE" eXlsting measures bear 
little relation to the kinds of higher order learning most policymak~ 
ers and educators now feel are essential (see Sykes's contribution 10 

£va!uaIUm oj Student Learning 

thi, book IChapter 10]). By raIsing the slakes for scores. on these lim­
ited measures, the aCCOUl'ltabilily system would only inCfE'ase the 
nf;'gative effects of teadUng to !he test, especially for low-scoring 
schools or students (Madaus, West, Harmon, Lomax, & Viator, 1992)­

Finally, despite the use of statistically complex, test-based ac­
cou::1tabilit:, systems in Dallas for more than a decade (this one was 
only the latest in a string of such efforts), the schools there are wide!)' 
acknowledged as poor, and they continue to perfonn badly both na­
tionally and regionally. This may have :0 do with the {act that. the 
district ha~ ex?ended more effort perfecting its indicator systems . 
than it has improving schools or attracting, supporting, and keeping 
well-qualified :eachers and other staff. ' 

linlikeother Texas cities, such as San Antomo, that have focusaJ 
on improving the training, rEcruitment, and mmtoring of teacher.;, 
Dallas continually hires large numbers of untrained teachers and 
runs an alternative !Oule to certification that produces less effectiv£ 
teachers than do university-based teacher- education programs 
(Go::ne.l &: Grobe, 1990). Professional de'.elopment is thin and typi. 
cally iocus.OO on implementation of packaged programs rather t!)an 
on skillful analysis of teaching and learning. Rather than develop 
professional competerce and accountabGty, Dallas clings to bureau­
cratic methods-a top-down. "mecharucar approach to manage­
mer.t (~ Cha?ter 10, of which such accountability systems ilfe a 
cenlerpieoce. Among teachers in Dallas these approoche!> to account­
abil:ty are Seen not as a spur to belle-rpraclia- bul rather as a spur for 
those with talent and options to ieave for the suburbs as quickly as 
possible (J.Cole, personal communication, 1994). 

Even if Dallas were 10 addre~s all of the :;tatistical concerns that 
might ever be raised about its regression equations, the question 
would remain: Why bother? Teaching and learning in Dallas would 
most likely be sUbstanhally better off without th:s kind of "accoUnt­
ability." 

The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System 

The "why bother?" question is a bit easier to answer for the Ten­
nessee assessment system, which already has proven itself us.efui for 
add ressing some important ~earch quC'Stions. The finding noted in 
Sanden, Saxton. and Hom's contribution to this book (ChapteI 13) 

http:iocus.OO
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that students; lose ground em achie'Jement when they move into the­
lowest grade in a new school is made possible by the longitudinal 
measures thai the system uses to track student learning. ThesE' mea. 
sures are a major strength of the syste:n. along with the use of ana­
lytic 100J5 that allow greater use C?f existing data. As a research tool. 
the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TY.o\.AS) hilS dear' 
value. . 

Tu their credit, Sancters and colleagues note that "schools, school 
&ystems, and teachers car.not be asse!.Sed s.olely on the hasis of 
TVAAS'" (Chapter 13, p. 139). I would undt'rscore their warranted. 
caution. There are many reasons why TVAAS is inappropriate for 

. evaluating teachers, and there are even more reasons why .it is an 
unsound basis lor the lind of incentive scheme Walberg a,d Paik 
prop.ose (Chapter 15). 

Fust, the realities of schools, classrooms, and communitiE's­
along with the limits of the TVAAS measures-make it inappropri­
ate to attribute measured gains in learning to thE skjlL<; and compe­
tence of specific teachers. As Darlington notes in his response 
(Chapter 14), students are not assign~ raf1domJy to teachers; some 
teachers routinely get more diffiC'.llt studenls, either because they 
Can "handle" them or bt'causE' they rank low in the !oChoal pecking 
ordeL Furtherm,ue, sUdents in many us. schools are routinely 
tracked, as aTe th€'ir teachers (Darling-Hammone., ] 995; Oake!', 
1985). It is, of (OU1·~'e, easier ior tho!-(> tf'achl'rs wl-.o are css:~ned 
"high-track" students. to get learning gains from students w:-to teach 

) ­ themselves Iban it is todo 50 with students who need high lewIs of0::: 
0::: teachmgskill and perscnal attention. 
UJ 
1%1 

Horne factors and personal IE-arning nee-ds or difficultie-s also 
make a d.ifference in student perionnance independent of teaching 

1%1 skill. The large r1Umbers of stucents who l'xpuiencedivoIce5, homt>­
les-sness, violE'nt cnme5, hunger, or thl' deaths of relative" afe, of 

1: course, afiectl'd by theRe experiences. Children who experien::cLl. 
many of these thinp; are not randomly distributl'd across classrooms 

N or schools, as anyone who gets close to the real world 0; &choolingN 
knows. Even where troubled or edu;:ationalty needy children are 

m. ... mOre rare, thEll presence in a das..~ can havE' a majc·r effect on how 
the energles ot the teacher aredeFloyed and on how other children 

(1'\ 
respond. Ii TVAAS were to be used as the basis br persDJ"U'lel evalu­(1'\ 

I ations or, heaven'help us, for rew"rds and finn!;S. the already exist­
tfl 
m ing iT'.centlVe in schools to avoid "problem"' children would be I?xaC-
I 

I ­
0:,) 

'0 

El'alliatim "/StUdl7l1 L£arning 25:> 

erbated. More teachers would try-as many already do-to otflO<ld 
such children on tlleir colleagues with less clout: new teachers, those 
who are less skilled, and those who have less politkal power. Chil· 
dreTl with the greatest needs would become educationalle~rs, and 
their needs would he even less well :;er\'E'd than the:, are today. 

For larg!'!'scale research, the methods used by TVAAS to handle 
missing data and to partial out the presumed effects of dWerent 
teachers are unobj€'ctionable. However, for personnel eva;luations, 
slich methods would be indefen50ible.l'o person should be evalu­
ated for hif;h-stakE's dec:si(lns based on statistical assumption5 
rather than on actual infonnabor,: In addition to the obvious prob­
lems of substituti.!1g mea:\ scores for missing data. e5pecially ior 
high-mobility or low·attendance schools and classrooms, is the 
problem 01 attributing gains to specific teachers. The assumption of 
the TVAAS s.ystem i> that, on~r time, the influence of pr€\'jous teach­
ers on it current score can be expected to decreas.e. This is not neces­
sarily true. Particularly In the early elementary grades, the efiorts of 
teachers who emphasize conceptual teaching and the buildmg of 
higher ordE'r think.ing s}ulls oitE'n are not captu'red by tradihonal 
standardizEd I('sls until if've::-al ?ears \a ler, when mOle conceptual 
material and highe.r level pe.rformances are measured: 

Tht:' limilatior,s of th~ tests used conslltute ano:her obyious 
s.hortcommg 0: the TVAAS system as a tool for teacher evalualioo. 
In addition to all of the concerns 1 raised earlier about what cu.rrent 
standardiz£..i tests measure--and do not measure--they ha'o.'e low 
ceilings, making a)sessment of gains lor high-achi~ing students "S­
pecially problematic. Use of such measures for research does not 
pose the same problems that such use would pose for ?erSOMi:') 

evaluation tied tp :;anctions. Resean:h already has \"'ell dOL"Umented 
the incentives that would be created for teachmg to the test and ne­
p;lecting more complex work-research, pro)ects, extende::! wIiting:, 
exp~rimentation-Irom the attachlnent of stakes to such measures. 
]\' ot only ",ould teachers. who teach toward these important goals 
not be acknowledged, they \'\'ould be discouraged from continuing 
:0 focus on these activities at the expense of driJing for the- test (Dar­
ling-Hammond, 1991; Madaus et aI.,1992; Sht'pard, 1991) . 

Finally, to whateyer extt'nt the le!ts mea5ure usefu: learning, 
there alwa:,rs will be attribution problems. In some schools, students' 
gains in writing are actually produced by th~ social stud:es teacher 
who assigns regular rcst'arch papers. a..d students' gains in mathe· 
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zr.atks are the p:oduct of the scien<e teacher's ('Horts because he or 
she uses mathematics in conte)(ts that encourage deeper under­
standing-or vice versa. Without looking at practice, inferenCES 
about what teachers areactually doing simply cannot be made from 
statistical methods that male assumptions that are functional for 
highly a881'e'gated analyses and unwarranted fordrawing individ. 

\j) ual condllsimis. 
(1'1 
I() Some years ago, Susan Stodol:sky (1984) wrote a piece titled 
If) 

'It 
I() 

""IeadlerEvaluation: The Limits of :..ooking," which described why 
observations of teachers alone were inadequate for the p1.i.rposes of 

N 
t1) 

!II 

teacher evaluation. The subtitle for the TVAAS system mig!lt well be, 
"The Limits of Not looking" to acknowledge the shortcomings of 

(0 black box approaches 10 the evaluation ofteaching. 

, The Oregon Work Sample Methodology 

The Oregon work sampling approach has thi5 to commend it: It 
actually looks at teaching.. and il does S0 in the context of teachers' 
goals, dassroom contexts, and student leamin!;; measured in ways 
that attempt to link learning to the ('dllcational goals being sought. 
In tht'Se respects, it stands head and shoulders abOYe all of the other 
approaches in this book asa mea..'1S for pmviding scund evaluations 
of teaching that migh: also be useful in helping teachers in-.prove. 

As the responses by Airasian (Chapter 4) and Stu':flebeam 
(Chapler 5) note, there are areas of further work to be c.one to make 
this a useful tool for formative evaluation of studen: teachE'£s or vet­
eran I('achers. In :ny view, the most important areas for improve­
ment conCE'm the measures of outcomes used, the measures of prac­
tice used, and the approach to evaluatLng the effects of practice on 

, outcomes. 

]n terms of measuring student learning. the Teacher Work Sam­
ple Methodology (TWSM)is dependent on the quality of assess­
ments teaclll'fS Cdn dev ise, ",ruch could be highly variable a::\d fail to 

evaluate important kinds of learning we!.L As Stufflebeam notes, "It 
matters little whether ratirlgs 01 teacher perfonr.an<:e are associated 
with pupil gains in work sample performance if the leaC'hersemploy 
biased outcome measl) res or assess low-level knowledge and skills" 
(Chapter 5, p, 57). Furtht'rmore, TWSM still em'isioos vel')' limiti:!d 
kinds of perfonTIances that can be tested with .a batch of items 10 

Emlllalion a/Student lLarning 2.'7 

produce a "percentage correct· SCC>Te rather than more complex per-" 
forma:nces that support higher order leaming.. su:::h as desigru for 
E'lI.perlmer1ts, mathematical models, Ie5earch papers, extended 13­
sa,s, oral pn'Sentations, or debate;;, In theory and in practice, ~ 
kinds 01 measures Celn be scored and improvements measured over 
time, but the methods of evaluiltaM must extend beyond percentage 
correct indexes if they are to be used, . 

TWSM's measures of pra<il<'e are not well dt'Scribed in the chap­
tel, and they may be beller deveioped than Ihis brief chapter sug­
gests. However, the self-referential qualaly of Ihe nV3M system 
means that the'teachixlg observed will only be that associatedwith 
the- obJectives the teacher has !.dected rather than a sample Ol perfor­
mance assessed against some proft'Ssional standard oi practice. As 
Airasi.an notes, "Although it is important to align objecti\"e5, instruc­
tion, and assessment to one another, it also is important :hat tht' ob­
jectives themselves btl meaningful and worthwhile" (Chapter l. 
p. 47). This is equally true of the- nature and quality of praetice e\':Uu· 
ated. My own experience with the e.va!uation of teach('rs lor pur­
poses of licl'nsing a..."'\d certificztion also leads me w wonder about 
thE? e\'tent to which observers are applying common crileria for as­
sessing appropnate practice, especiaUy because the -chapter make; 
no reference to common stanc.ards, measures, 01 training. FInally. 
there is presently no means wilhin TWSM to link teaching practiCES 
to :;tudent out(ome~. This limits the learning that can emerge from 
the system for teacheoT educators and teachers alike. 

These critiques made, there 15 \'alue in an approad: to teach:r 
assessment that pair,ts practitioners \0 the careful evaluation of prac­
tiC2S, contexts, and outcomes, iI,eluding the-systematic consic.eration 
of student and teacher work. I have no doubt Ihar\his encourages 
teachers to reflect on their work in ways that are extroemely procuc­
tive for developing diagnostic habits of thinking al> well as sptrific 
practices, 

In this respect.. TWSM resemhles the new approachES to certifi­
cation and licensure tt'sting developed by the Ni'ltiona! fk,ard for 
Professional Teachmg Standards (KBPTS) and the Jnterstate New 
Teachers .l\ssessment and Support Consortium (INTASC). Th~5(' as­
sessments also use work sampling methods 10 examine teachen' 
plans, instructional practices, assessment of student wor!:, and f€ed­
ba:::k in the canted of student work samples for several s:udents 
whose progress is followed over time. The assessments already are 
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in llse for decisions about advanced cerhflcation (NBPTS) and initia] 
licensing (INTA...C:;C methods are u~ in Connecticut). However, they 
differ from TWSM in some key respects that make them more appro­
priate for these rugh-stakes decisions. 

First. the aS5{>S5mmt tasks are substantially standardized: Eng­

\[) lish teachers must conduct literary discussions and submit video­
(1\ tapes of the lessons ~nd their analyses of them, and the? ID1.Jst ::-how 
I{) 

I{) how they teach writing by presenting several assignments with stu­

v dent work samples and feedback over' time. Middle grade tea:::hers 
I{) 


N must ouUinl.' and conduct several-week interdiSCIplinary units that 

Ii) 
 tie several fields of study togetheI. Mathematics :eachers must show'c;, 
00 how they teach small grou? lessons using technology or mani?ula­

lives and large group le5Sons that focus on mathematical di..<oCou~se. 
Second, as these descriptions suggest, the tasks and their evaluation 
are pEgged to clear standards o{ ?ractice that we:e developed by ex­
pert teachers, link~ to emerging student standards, and validated 
in the field. Third, the ~)(aminations include both on-demand perfor­
mance tasks (e'-g., cr:tique of a textbook or piece;:)f educational soft. 
ware against criteria indicated in a task) and samples of work that 
den,'e more directly from the leaclleT5' own work. like othE'c CE'rtifi. 
cation decisions, Lt is important to ha\'e some tasks preset so that 
evaluators un determine whether candidates have certain skills 
commonly accepted as esse:lIial for success in thE" fil.'ld. 

. Fourth, the scoring systems are highly dewkped and have been 
validated and tested for Ieliability. They evaluatt' important dirnpn­
sions o/teaching ar,d are administered by trained assessors who 
must achieve reliablE' levels of scoring a.bility. Fifth. a careful process 
of standard set1ing has been undertaken and validated. Finally, the 
examinations and SCoring systems have been thoroughly vetted for 
evidence of bias, a cntical concern for high-stakes testing, especially 
when the identity of candidates is known to evalua tors. Woe-reas all 
of these features are important, tx'rhaps most important is the fact 
that teachers ""ho have undergone the portfolic and performance 
assessment processes oj the NBPTS and INTASC assessments, or 
who have 5eIVe<i as assessors, consistently cite their experienC'e as 
the mo;;t powerful profeSSional developm£'Ilt of their careers. They 
believe they are better teachers as a result of trus work. This claim 
cannot be made of the systems in Kentucky. Dallas, or Tennessee. 

TWSM isnot yet dose to meeting theseslandards lor high-stakes 
use as a method of licensure or merit pay. However, that does not 
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make it unll5eiul A.'i it evalvl.'s, itcould be a valuable tool for prepar­
ing and aSse5s:ng both beginning and \'eteran teachers. Lsuspect that 
teachers lind it helpful in inquiring into thl.'ir tl.'aching. We should be 

mindful that many tools are more useful when they are not tied to 
stakes than they become when they have ove~ched their appro­
priate uses. Indeed, growing evidence suggests that p::llicymClkezs' 
overreliance on high stakes often undermines reform lather tha:l 
supporting improvements in practice. All of the as!'oeS5C'\ent sy~tems 
reviewed in this book would be used more produ:tively in a low­
stakes environment than for the high-stakes purposes that have bee:t 
proposed for them. 

The Seduction of Statistics and Stakes 

Americans have a love affair with "hard" data and, increasingly, 
wilh tough-n0sed approaches to school accountability. Policymakers 
and researchers who spend little lime in schools and have even 1('55 

knowledge of the realities of teaching and learning arl.' wont to crank 
up numbers that appear to justity "taking names and kicking bUll," 

as one elogllent anal:.st put it recently. A gro\\r.ng number of ,tatl.'S 
and districts have garr.bled that education will impro...e if consequences 
for students and schools are attached to achievE'ment mea~ures. 

More than a decade's worth of evidence show!'., r.oWe\·I.'T. that 
simply seltin~ test score goais and attaching sa'1ctions to them d()l>s 
no: result in greater learning-and sometimes produces destructive 
side effects. In many states and school districts, test-based sanctior.s 
have create(i incentives for schools 10 keep out or push out thernost 

. educationally needy students; large numbers of students have bI.'en 
retained in grade so that their scores look better, placed in special 
education so that their scores do r,ot count, cenied adnrission, or 
pushed out of schools to keep average scores up (Allington and 
McGill-Franzen, 1992; Darling-Hammond. 1991; Orfield &: Ashki­
naz.e, 1991; Smith, 1966). These strategies lead te> lower levels of stu­
dent learning and hig11l.'rdTCtpout rates in the long run, eventllOugh 
test srores.appear to impro\·e (Holmes &: Matthews, 1'l84; Shepard 
&: Smith, 1986). Similar outcomes have occurred in medicine. In one 
state t~at decided to rank cardiac surgeons bas~d on the outCOIDI.'S of 
their surgeries, many doctors began to tum away the mos t difficult 
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cast's or to refer them to physicians in other states because they 
would detract from the outcome measures.. 

These results are ?redictablE' when accountability schemes as­
sume that all clients are alike or that punishmentsa~ the best way 
to produce change. As policy ana:yst Bill Clune has noted, "beating 
the dog harder" does not lead to meaningful refonn. Ifeducators do 

t,j) 	
not have the knowledge or resollrces to achieve higher outcomes, ~ 

II) simply telling them to do so cannol work. In New York, for example, . 
II) 

test-based accountability refonns of the early 19805 have cauSEd theV 
II) state's graduation rates to drop to 45th 1, the nation wrule oVf:rall 
N 

achievement has declined beeau!>e mandates for testing were nottil 
IS) coupled with investments in improved teaching. (f we really want 
00 

accountability that works for students-rather than primarily for 
politicians-then we need to attend to the conditions that would ac­
tually produce better schooling and more responsive teaching. 

Solving the Real Problems 
of Underachievement 

For Ihose closcly engaged in work with schools, it is de-ar that 
the failures of recent reforms are due not to schools' unwillingness 
to improve but rather to the fact that most educators do no: know 
how to teach so that all students can learn and that the systems 
within which they work are not Structurl.'d to help them do so. If 
today's locus on higher standards is to result in greak'r $tudent 
learning rather than greater le\iels of failure, :t will need to bE' cou­
pled witt. accountability polkies that ensure that teachers and other 
educators have the knowledge and ski1Js they need to teach effec­
tively and that help schools evaluate and reshape the:r practices. 

AchieVing these goals will requi re approaches to 3Ssessmen t and 
accountabilitf. that incorporate at least the folloWing. 

o 	 Methods for examining the work- of tearili,w anti schooling, includ­
ing the work: of students, llsing standardscf practice that can 
propel lea:ning and change.. These include strategies such as 
the Oregcn TWSM ilnd as.sessments such as those of thl.' 
NBPTS and lNTASC They also include school assessment 
strategies such as the school quality reviews that practitioners 
have found to be helpful in California, Iilinois, and New York 

Evaluation of Student uarnin.,( 	 26i 

(Ancess, 1996) as wEll as opportunities lor leadters to collec­
tively e\'aluate student wOTkand their OWII practice (Darling­
Hanunond &:Mclaughlin, 1995; Murnane&: Levy. 1996). ,. 

• 	 MMSI.4res (/stwler.t lellrning that are sufficiently sophisticated 

to assess higher order thinkir.g and ptdormance skill, and 

that can allow fOI longitudinal evaluatic.ns of individual stu­

dent progress rather than aggregated cross-secti!>nal school 

scores that reneet changes in student populations more than 

gains in learning or improve:nents in teaching. 


• 	 Means for rinl:ing 1l55tSSmcn/S of learning t, aSUS51l!tnts of leach­
ing and sdroo!ing in meaningful ways. ThiS will require a 
merger of qw.1itati ve and quemtitatl\ie measures of s..cho:>ling 
processes and "outcomel\" that is grounded in an under- • 
standing of profesSional standards of practice as well as ap­
propriate 5ta~tical techniques. 

Perhaps in the next round of work on school a::countaoility, we cem 
develop tools that Sl:.pport shldent learning and the development of 
quality teaching as they darify wha: students and teachers are doing 
to achieve their soa):;. 
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How performance would be 
assessed ' 

Teachers would have to get used to being monitored 

The government has told the teachers' pay review body 
that ithas been consulting teachers and others 
informally on how it proposes that the annual .. 
appraisals for all teachers would work. 

The proposals are in a draft Performance Management 
Framework which the education department says will 
shortly be sent to all schools in England, with a similar 
document going out in Wales. 

The draft document says: "Performance management 
works best when it is an integral part of a school's 
culture" and "is seen to be fair and open". 

It also says pupils will benefit because there is "strong 
evidence that where schools and individual teachers 
are clear about what they expect pupils to achieve, 
standards rise". . 

At present, teachers progress up what is known as the 
pay 'spine' by annual increments to point nine on the 
scale - currently worth £23,193. 

Changes 

The education secretary envisages that things would 
stay much the same under the new system - unless the 
annual reviews of performance "indicate otherwise", 

. Teachers showing exceptional performance should be 
able to step up two pay pOints. 

If performance is poor, the increment could be withheld 
and the teacher should get training and support to 
improve. 

What teachers might have to achieve" 

The document gives examples of "challenging but 
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The document gives examples of "challenging but 
realistic" objectives which teachers could be set in 
annual assessments of their performance: 

1. Objective relating to pupils' performance for a 
class teacher 

Tests show 60% of children, and 70% of boys, in a 
class of nine-year-olds, cannot do what the 
government's literacy strategy expects. 

By the end of the .following year, the teacher s~ould 
substantially increase the proportion of children 
matching expectations, and reduce the gender gap. 

2. Objective relating to pupils' performance for a 
head of maths ina secondary school 

For two years, the numbers of children receiving top 
GCSE grades have not reflected their achievement.in 
national curriculum tests two years earlier. 

By the year 2000, the proportion of A* and A-grades at 
the school should increase to 15% of entries, from 8% 
in 1998. 

3. Objective relating to pupils' performance for a 
primary school science co-ordinator 

The school development plan has identified improving 
science teaching as a priority. Attainment in physical . 
sciences is lower than biological sciences and several 
staff have expressed a lack of confidence in teaching 
science. 

By 2000, attainment in biological sciences should 
match that in physical sciences. 

4. Objective relating to pupils' performance for a 
special school deputy head 

Ofsted has identified a need to improve pupil 
behaviour. 

The deputy head. should draw up a plan to increase. 
within a year, the proportion of classes where 
behaviour is acceptable. 

5. Objective relating to pupils' performance for a 
class teacher at a special school 

In 1998, a class of six pupils aged seven to nine were 
assessed for their ability to recognise letters. One third 
could recognise some. 

By the end 'of the next academic year, five out of the six 
pupils should be able to recognise all lower case 
letters. 

6. Professional development objective for a primary 
English co-ordinator 

An experienced class teacher and English co-ordinator 
wants to develop skills ahead of applying for senior 
management posts. 

He or she would be expected over the coming year to 
develop leadership and management skills. 

7. Objective relating to social inclusion for a 
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secondary school ,year head 

Truancy increases sharply at a school among 
13-year-olds, who fail to fulfil potential identified by their 
primary school. 

Within a year, the attendance of 13-year-olds at the 

school should improve from 85% to 90%. 


8. Objective for secondary school head or deputy· 

At a multi-ethnic school, some ethnic groups are 

under-achieving. 


Over ,a year, the teacher would be judged on whether 

the attainment of under-achieving groups was raised 

and whether exclusions were reduced. 
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