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<> CHAPTER 23 &

Toward What End?

The Evaluation of Student Learning
for the Improvement of Teaching

" LinDA DARUNG-HAMMOND

-P_ere are all kinds of technical quarrels that can be raised about
student achieverent riieasures and their use (n various indexes,
regression miodels, or teacher evaluation systems. However, the bot-
tom-line, quiestions for.any assessment system-that.purports to mea-
sure the quality of schools or teaching are two;

1. Isitreal? Isithe system really measuring the quality of school-

ing or teaching? Or is it teasuring something else, ‘such as
changes in student population or artifacts of the assessment
‘methods?

2. What are the effects? Does it i unprove teaching and Ieammg
‘Conversely, does it do any. harm?

In this respense, 1 examine: the systerns reviewed in this book
through the lens of these twa.questions. Unless the‘answers to bath
of them are pdsitive, researchers fnay bearnusing themselves or sat-
isfying the whims of policymakers, but they are doing hittle to help
teachers and students improve their-coliective work. I conclude by
suggresting what we‘might.ideally wafit to s€e in an assessment 5\5
ten that can both evaluate the quality of teaching and suppbﬁ edu-
cators in their efforts to inprove. - )

245
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Thé Kentucky instructional Results
information System

Kentucxy's experience Hlustrates how a good idea {of improy-
ing curricu urmn and studenit assésiment can beundermined by-a bad
idea for “accountability”—one that fails to measure the quality:of
schooling and undérmines teachmg in the process.

In many respects, Kentucky's effarts 1o create and .mplement a

‘new performance-haséd dssessment system in.a short period of time-

might be viewed as nathing short of heroic. Evaluations of the stu-
dent assessments themselves point ta work that isineeded to im:
prove sCOrng réliabiF ties, but wany analysis also note that theas
sessments have begun toinflience instructien in positive ways,
éspecially n encouraging much more extensive and highér quality:
sfudént writmg (%Dpala"hxa Educational iaboratory, [AEL), 1956;
Whitford & Jones, n pness also see Srufflebeam’s contrizution ta this

book [Chaster 20]). My.own review suggests that tasks on the’ early
‘Kentucky instrurnents weremore authentic than those on traditioral

standardized tésts; mast were wall construcied anc provided usaful
indicators of student leaming,

TFhe Kentucky Departiment of Education was ceiticizéd by soe
for eliminating mulnpie-(:hmce iteins from theests and:for, continu-
ing to use portiolios despite low reliabilities in scoring. ‘Recenily;
multiple-choice items have been reinsfated and the mathematiss.
pc'ttoho has been shelved.} Certainly, the concerr for adecuate rei-
abilityif & High-stakes system is justified. Howevér, as perf(yrma'\ce:
assessments evolve, it isincreasingly possible 1o score them reliably,
and Kentucky eventually should be: able to bienefitfrom the accumi-
Iated wisdom of other stafes. In recent otk in New York, for exam-
pie, we have obtaines interrater rehabilities for performance assess-
ments in reading, writing, and matheiviatics, consistently above 55
and often above 90 (Pecheone. Falk, & Darlmg -Hamraond, mpress),
even though these include extended tasks and no multiple-choice
items,

Even wheresuch résilts have not yet been cbtamed however; [
belicve the Departmént of Edutation’sioriginal deasions can be le-
fended on ihe grounds of both conseguential and-constrict validity.
The consequential validity case is strengthened as reparts of sigmili-
cantly improved insfruction aczompany: {he use of performance as-
sessments and portfolios instates as far-flung as Vermont, New Yook,
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and Califomia as well as Kentucky (AEL, 1996; Darling-Hamnmond

& Falk, in press; Koretz, Stetcher, & Déibert, 1992; Murnane & Levy, ‘

1996;. - .

In terms of construct validity, it is time to demand serious an-
swers to the question of what multiple-choice responses really mea-
sure, when they can be answered with guesswork rather than knowl-
edge, and when they give no indication of the zbility to apply
information in a performance context. The critique of multiple-
choice tests for their failure to measure complex pezformance skills
is well known {see, e.g.; Resnick, 1987). However, even straightfor-
ward factual knowledge may be poorly measured by such items.
Ome 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 when students were able to pick answers out
of a list than when they had to produce the answers themselves. Fur-
thermore, many of the constructed responses were 5o far off the mark
that it was clear the “correct” multiple-choice answers measured
anything but genuine Jearning (Shea, 1993).

We may be asking the wrong questions about the relationship
between assessment methods and stakes. Rather than limiting the
rangz of assessments because of the stakes attacted tothem, perhaps
we should be limiting the range of stakes to meet the demands of
educationally useful assessments. 1f assessments are created that
produce improvements in teaching and leamning, then we should ask
whether stakes that undermine these infhuences are warranted and
defensible.

This brings me to the fly in the Kentucky sintment: its poorly
conczived accountability system. As reviewers in this book and else-
where have noted, there are many technical problems with the ac-
countability index: the arbitrary reduction of many dimensions to a

single score; unresolved questions about its reliability; the arbifrary .

setting of expected irnprovement levels from schools in continuous,
linear fashion; the failure to take into account differences in student
populations and cormmunity conditions; and the failure to allow for
cohart analyses of the same students over tune, a particularly 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 of per-
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formance means that annua) scores are as likely to be an artifact of
changes in the population of students taking the test as in the quality
of teaching they experience. For example, cne Kentucky elementary
school of 200 students, a reputecly excellent school visited by many
educators seeking to understand good practice, found itself on the
“merit school” list one year and, with asmall change in the students
enrolled, on the “deficient™ list the following year without having
undergone any change in school practices. Five out of nitie schools
on the “deficient” list this year were “inrewards” last year (Whitford
& Jones, in press). This commor. occurrence destroys the credibility
of the so-called accountability system, which dearly is not measur-

- ing school quelity at all.

AsStufflebeam’s analysis suggests, studies have found that edu-
cators in. many schools, particularly smali schools and those with
large numbers of disadvantaged students or high turnover rates, “eel
victimized by the accountability system because it does not measure
the actual progress of their students and evaluates them unfairly
{AEL, 1996: Whitford & Jones, i press). Furthermore, the rewards
and sanctions scheme assumes that the real problems of schools are .
caused by teachers who are hoiding cut en their students; Tha: is,
tha: they will only teach well out of greed or fear. According to re-
ports from the field, this offends many educators while it heightens
their anxiety, which they pass on to their students by applying nega-
tive pressure, creating, rewards and sanctions for students, and nar-
Towing their teaching to test-related drills that aze becomung nar-
rower as the tests become less authentic and performarnice oriented
(Whitford & Jones, in pressi. Some evidence suggests that, because
of these pressures, increased scores a result of better test taking
rather than genuinely improved leamning (Hambleton et al., 1995).

" The accountability system never sought to imiprove learning, di-
rectly by investing in teachers’ abilities to teach more effectively. Fus-
thexmore, it undermmes the teacher learning and enhanced teaching
quality that might result from meore instructionally valid and power-

_ful assessments, which are now being removed from the system be-

cause they are not scored reliably encugh to support high-stakes de-
cisions. Finally, the high-slakes nature of the assessments has
minimized teacher involvement in the assessment development and
scoring process, which would increase knowledge about how to
teach. Costly external contractor scoring elirninates the potential
leaming about curriculum, assessment, and teaching 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 instructional practices (see Chapter 20),
an< it may lead to the ironic outcome that the nation’s most ambi-
tious plan to overhaul curriculum and teaching was short-circuited

by the very policy that was supposéd 1o make schools pay attention
toit.

The Dallas Value-Added Accountability System

Unlike Kentucky, the Dallas accou ntability system (which was
proposed but not ultimately implemented) at least strives tried to
evaluate value-added leaming by measuring individual student test
Scores using prior scores as controls. This intention confronts a major
Achilles” heel in the approach used in many states and districts, al-
though, as Thum and Bryk note in their contribution to this book
{Chapter 9), a gain score analvsis would be preferable to the use of
residuals that introduce error and reduce expectations for many stu-
dents.

However, the proposed Dallas system seemed to have little to do
with 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
irrelevant to the improvement of teaching. As John Cole, Texas Fed-
eration of Teachers president, noted,

- I'do not believe we will motivate employees to work harder or
to improve their skills by implementing an accountability pro-
gram. which is so complex that no cne understands it. If the ad-
‘ministration cannot even explain how it works, how do we ex-
pect school principals to advise :eachers on what teaching

behaviors to change in order to improve performance? [Cole,
1995) )

Other important concems included the mismatch between Dal-
las's curriculum and the test measures used, the absence of measures
for many subject areas, and the fact that the existing measures bear
little relation to the kinds of higher order learning most policymak-
ers and educators now feel are essential (see Sykes’s contribution to
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this book [Chapter 10]). By raising the stakes for scores on these lim-
ited measures, the accountability system would only increase the
negative effects of teaching to the test, especially for low-scoring
schools or students (Madaus, West, Harmon, Lomax, & Viator, 1992,

Finally, despite the use of statistically complex, test-based ac-
countability systems in Dallas for more than a decade (this one was
only the latest in a string of such efforts}, the schools there are widely
acknowledzed as poor, and they continue to perform badly both na-
tionally and regionally. This may have o do with the fact that.the
district has expended more effort perfecting its indicator systems
than it has improving schools or attracting, supporting, and keeping
weli-qualified zeachers and other staff. '

Unlike other Texas cities, such as San Antoruo, that have focused
on improving the training, recruitment, and mentoring of teachers,
Dallas continually hires Jarge numbers of untrained teachers and
runs an alternative roufe to certification that produces less effective
teachers than do university-based teacher education programs
{Gomez & Grobe, 1990). Professional development is thin and typi
cally focused on implementation of packaged progrars rather than
on skillful analysis of teaching and leaming. Rather than develop
professional competerce and accountabi.ity, Dallas clings to bureau-
cratic methods—a top-down. “mechanical” approach to manage
mert (see Chapter 10} of which such accountability systems area
centerpiece. Among, teachers in Dallas these approaches to account-
ability are seen not as a spur to belter practice but rather as a spur for
those with talent and options to leave for the suburbs as quickly
possible (}. Cole, personal communication, 1994). :

Even if Dallas were to address all of the statistical concerns that
might ever be raised about its regression equations, the question
would remairc Why bother? Teaching and learning in Dallas would
most likely be substanbially better off without this kind of “account-
abilitv.” -

The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System

The “why bother?” question is a bit easier to answert for the Ten-
nessee assessment system, which already has proven itself useful for
addressing some important research questions. The finding noted in
Sanderz, Saxton, and Horn's contnbution to this book (Chapter 13)
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that students lose ground om achjevement when they move into the
lowest grade in a new school is made possible by the longitudinal
measures that the system uses to track student lezrning. These mea-
sures are a major strength of the system, along with the use of ana-
Iytic tools that allow greater use of existing data. As a research tool,
the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System ;"YVAAS) has clear
value. ‘ ’

To their credit, Sanders and colleagues note that “schools, school
systems, and teachers cannot be assessed solely on the basis of
TVAAS” (Chapter 13, p. 139). I would underscore their warranted
caution. There are many reasons why TVAAS is inappropriate for

i " evaluating teachers, and there are even more reasons why it is an
E : unsound basis for the kind of incentive scheme Walberg and Paik
' ‘ propose {Chapter 15), ’ .

First, the realities of schools, classrooms, and communities—
along with the limits of the TVAAS measures—make it inappropri-
ate to attribute measured gains in learning to the skills and compe-

3 tence of specific teachers. As Darlington notes in his response
. (Chapter 14}, students are not assigned randomly to teachers; some
; teachers routinely get more difficalt students, either because they
can “handle” them or because they rank low in the school peckmg

order Furthermore, students in many U.S. schools are routinely
— tracked, as are their teachers (Darling-Hammoncd, 1 995; Qakes,
1985). It is, of course, easier for those teachers wh.o are essigned
“high-track” students to get learning gains from students who teach

: ’ themselves than it is to do so with students who need high levels of

teaching skill and perscnal attention.

Home factors and personal learning needs or difficulties also
make a difference in student performance independent of teaching
skill. The large numbers of stucents who experience diverces, home-
lessness, violent crimes, hunger, or the deaths of relatives are, of
course, affected by these experiences. Children who experience
many of these things are not randomly distributed across classrooms
or schools, as anyone who gets close to the real world of schooling
knows. Even where troubled or edicationally needy children are
more rare, their presence in a class can have a major effect on how
the energes of the teacher are deployed and on how other children
respond. If TVAAS were to be used as the basis far personne! evalu-

1 ations or, heaven help us, for rewards and firings. the already exist-
Ing incentive in schools to avoid “problem” children would be exac-
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erbated. More teachers would try—as many already do—to offlead
such children on their colleagues with less clout: new teachers, those
who are less skilled, and those who have less political power. Chii-
dren with the greatest needs would become educational lepers, and -
their needs would be even less well served than they are today.

For large-scale research, the methods used by TVAAS to handle
missing data and to partial out the presumed effects of different
teachers are unobjectionable. However, for personnel evaluations,
such methods would be indefensible. No person should be evalu-
aled for high-stakes decisions based on statistical assumptions
rather than on actual information. In addition to the obvious prob-
lems of substituting mean scores for missing data, especialty for
high-mobility or Jow-attendance schools and classrooms, is the
problem of atfributing gains to specific teachers. The assumption of
the TVAAS system is that, over time, the influence of previcus teach-
ers on acurrent score can be expected to decrease. This is riot neces-
sarily true. Particularly  the early elementary grades, the efiorts of
teachers who emphasize conceptual teaching and the building of
higher order thinking skilis often are not captured by traditional
standardized tests until several years later, when more conceptual
matenal and higher level performances are measured.

The limitations of the tests used consttute anozher obvious
shoricoming of the TYAAS system as a tool for leacher evaluation.
In addition to all of the concerns 1 raised earbier about what current
standardized tests measure—and do not measure—they have low
ceilings, meking assessment of gains for high-achieving students es-
pecially problematic. Use of such measures for resezrch does not
pose the same problems that such use would pose for personnel
evaluation Hed to sanctions. Research already has well documented
the incentives that would be created for teaching to the test and ne-
glecting more complex work—research, projects, extended writing,
experimentation—{rom the attachment of stakes to such measums.
Not only would teachers who teach toward these important goals
not be acknowledged, they would be discouraged from continuing
-0 facus on these activities at the expense of dritling for the test {Dar-
ling-Hammond, 1991; Madaus et al., 1992; Shepard, 1951).

Finally, to whatever extent the tests measure usefu. leaming,
there always will be atiribution problems. Insome schoals, students’
gains in writing are actually produced by the social studies teacher
who assigns regular research papers, and students’ gains in mathe-
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matics are the product of the science teacher’s efforts because he or
she uses mathematics in contexts that encourage deeper under-
standing——or vice versa. Without looking at practice, inferences
2bout what teachers are actually doing simply cannot be made from
statistical methods that make assumptions that are functional for
highly aggregated analyses and unwarranted for drawing individ-
uzl conclusions. '

Some years ago, Susan Stodoksky (1984) wrote a piece titled
“Teacher Evaluation: The Limits of ~ooking,” which described why
observations of teachers alone were inadequate for the purposes of

teacher evaluation, The subtifle for the TVAAS system might wellbe

“The Limits of Not Looking” to acknowledge the shortcomings of
black bex approaches to the evaluation of teaching.

_ . The Oregon Work Sample Methodology

- The Oregon work sampling approach has this to commend it: It

_ actually locks at teaching, and it does 55 in the contéxt of teachers’
- goals, classroom contexts, and student learning, measured in ways

that attempt 15 link leaming to the educational goals being sought.
In these respects, it stands head and shoulders above all of the other

- approaches in this book as a means for providing scund evaluations

of teaching that migh: also be useful in helping teachers ir.prove.
As the responses by Airasian (Chapter 4) and Stu*flebeam
(Chapter 5) note, there are areas of further work to be cone to make
this a useful tool for formative evaluation of studen: teachers or vet-
eran teachers. In my view, the most important areas for improve-
ment concemn the measures of outcomes used, the measures of prac-
tice used, and the approach to evaluating the effects of practice on

"outcomes.

In terms of measuring student learning, the Teacher Work Sam-
ple Methodology (TWSM) is dependent on the quality of assess-
ments teachers can devise, which could be highly variable and fail to
evaluate irmportant kinds of learning well. As Stufflebeam notes, "It
matters little whether ratings of teacher iaerforrr.ance are associated
with pupil gains in work sample performance if the teachers employ
biased cutcome measures or assess low-level knowledge and skills”

- (Chapter 5, p. 57). Furthermore, TWSM still envisions very limited

kinds of performances that can be tested with a batch of items to

» mnaci
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produce a “percentage correct” score rather than more complex per- -
formances that support higher order leaming, such as designs for
expenments, mathematical models, research papers, extended ¢-
says, oral presentations, or debates. In theory and in practice, these
kinds of measures can be scored and improvements measured over
time, but the methods of evaluation must extend beyond pencentage
correct indexes if they are to be used. : .

TWSM's measures of practice are not well described in the chap-
ter, and they may be better deveioped than this brief chapter sug-
gests. However, the self-referential quality of the TW3M system
means that the teaching observed will only be that associatad with
the objectives the teacher has selected rather than a sample o1 perfor-
mance assessed against some professional standard of practice. As
Airasian notes, “Although itis imnportant to align objectives, instruc-
tian, and assessment to one another, it also is important that the ob--
jectives themselves be meaningful and worthwhile” (Chapter ¢,
p.47). This is equally true of the nature and quality of practice evaly-
ated. My own experience‘with the evaluation of teachers for pur-
poses of licensing and certification also leads me to wonder about
the extent to which nbservers are applving commen criteria for as-
sessing appropnate practice, especially because the chapter makes
no reference to common stancards, measures, or training. Finally,
there is presently no means within TWSM to link teaching practices
to student outcomes. This limits the leaming that can emerge from
the system for teacher educators and teachers alike.

These critiques made, there is value in an approach to teacher
assessment that points practitioners to the careful evaluation of prac-
tices, contexts, and outcomes, ircluding the systemalic consiceration
of student and teacher work. | have no doubt that this encourages
teachers to reflect on their work in ways that are extremely procuc-
tive for developing diagnostic habits of thinking as well as spexific
practices.

In this respect, TWSM resembles the new approaches to certifi-
cation and licensure testing developed by the National Beard for
Professional Teachurig Standards {NBPTS) and the Interstate New
Teachers Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC). These as-
sessments also use work sampling methods 10 examine teacher’
plans, instructional practices, assessment of student work, and feed-
‘back in the context of student wark samples for several students
whose progress is followed over time. The assessments already are
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i{m use.for decisions about advanced certification (NBPTS) and initial
h.censmg (INTASC methods are used in Connecticut). However, they
differ from TWSM in some key respects that make them more appro-
priate for these high-stakes decisions.

. First, the assessment fasks are substantially standardized: Eng-
lish teachers must conduct literary discussions and submit video-
tapes of the lessons and their analyses of them, znd they must show

how they teach writing by presenting several assignments with stu-

dent »Z'or]f samples and feedback over time. Middle grade teachers
must outline and conduct several-week mrerdiécxpli:\ary units that

8832545596

: how they teach small group lessons using technology or manipula-
_ 2 tives and large group lessons that focus on mathematical discourse.
Second, as these descriptions suggest, the tasks and their evaluation
are pegged to clear standards of practice that were developed by ex-
pert teachers, linked 1o emerging student standards, and validated
inthe field. Third, the examinations include both on-demand perfor-
mance ta§ls (e.g., crtique of a textbook or piece of educational soft-
ware against criteriz indicated in a task) and samples of work that
dez;we more directly from the teachers’ own work. Like other certifi-
calion decisions, it is important to have some tasks preset so that

evaluators can determine whether candidates have certain skills

— commonly accepted as essential for success in the field.
: - Fourth, the scoring systems are highly deve]c-péd and have been
v.alida!ed and tested for rekability. They evaluate important dimen-
: , sions of teaching ard are administered by trained assessors who
; must achieve reliable levels of scorin g ability. Fifth, a careful process
d of sta.ndard setting has been undertaken and valdated. Finally, the
exammations and scoring systems have been theroughly vetted for
evidence of bias, a critical concern for high-stakes test'mg., especially
when the identity of candidates is known to evaluators. Whereas all
of these features are important, perhaps most important is the fact
that teachers who have undergone the portfolic and performance
assessment processes of the NBPTS and INTASC assessments, or
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the most powerful professional development of their careers. They
believe they are better teachers as a result of this work. This claim
cannot be made of the systems in Kentucky, Dallas, or Tennessee.
TWSM is not yet close to meeting these standards for high-stakes
use as a method of licensure or merit pay. However, that does not
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tie several fields of study together. Mathematics :eachers must show’

who have served as assessors, consistently cite their experience as
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make it unuseful. As it evolves, it could be a valuable tool for prepar-
ing and assessing both beginning and veteran teacliers. L suspect that
teachers find it helpful in inquiring into their teaching. We should be
mindful that many tools are more useful when they are not tied to
stakes than they become when they have averreached their appro-
priate uses. Indeed, growing evidence suggests that policymakers’
overreliance on high stakes often undermines reform yather than
supporting improvements in practice. All of the assassrient systems
reviewed in this book would be used more productivelv in a low-
stakes environment than for the high-stakes purposes that have been
pmposed for them. - ;

. The Seduction of Statistics and Stakes

Americans have a love affair with “hard” data and, increasingly,
with tough-nesed approaches to school accountability. Policymakers
and researchers who spend little time in schools and have even Jess -
knowledge of the realities of teaching and learning are wont to crank
up numbers that appear to justify “taking names and kicking butt,”
as one eloquent analyst put it recently. A grow:ng number of states
and districts have gambled that education will improve if consequences
for students and schools are attached ta achievement measures.

Mare than a decade’s worth of evidence shows, however, that
simply setting test score goais and attaching sanctions to them does
no: result in greater learning—and sometimes produces destructive
side effects. In many states and school districts, test-based sanctions
have created incentives for schools to keep out or push out the most

- educationally needy students; lzrge numbers of students have been
retained in grade so that their scores look better, placed in special
education so that their scores do r.ot count, cenied admission, or
pushed out of schools to keep average scores up (Allington and
McGill-Franzen, 1992; Darling-Hammond, 1991; Orfield & Ashki-
naze, 1991; Smith, 1986). These strahegies lead to lower levels of stu-
dent learning and higher dropout rates in the long run, evenrthough
test scores appear to improve (Holmes & Matthews, 1984; Shepard
& Smith, 1986). Similar outcomes have occurred in medicine. Inone
state tnat decided to rank cardiac surgeons based on the outcomes of
their surgeries, many doctors began to tum away the most difficult
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cases or to reler thein to physicians i

would detract from the outgo;rl;cl;:;iinre:.the! Fates beaause they
These results are predictable when accountability schemes as-

sume that all dients are alike or that punishments are the best way

to produce change. As policy analyst Bill Clune has m;ted, “beatin

the dog harder” does rot lead to meaning ful reform. If educators dg

not have the knowledge or resources to achieve higher outcomes,

test-based accountability reforms of the early 1980s have caused the
sta{e’s graduation rates-to drop to 45th in the nation while overall
. achievement has declined because mandates for testing were not
coupled with investments in improved teaching. If we realiy want
acc?yx}tabiﬁty 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 resporsive teaching.

SEE2545596

Solvfng the Real Problems
of Underachievemgnt

Fgr those closely engaged in work with schools, it is clear that
thg failures of recent reforms are due not to schaols’ unwillingness
to improve but rather to the fact that most educators do no: know
hgwwto teach so that all students can learn and that the systems
thhu-} which they work are not structured to help them do so. If
; toda)_' s focus on higher standards is to result in greater student

leamning rather than greater levels of failure, :t will need to be cou-
pled witk, accountability policies that ensure that teachers and other
eF!ucators have the knowledge and skills thev need to teach effec-
tively az?d that help schools evaluate and resh:ape their practices.

Achieving these goais will require approaches to assessment and
accountability that incorporate at least the following.’
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° M ethods for examinirig the work of teaciring and schooling, includ-
ing the werk of students, using standards of practice that can

18

the Oregen TWSM and assessments such a5 those of the
3 NBPTS and INTASC. They also include school assessment
- strategies such as the school quality reviews that practitioners
have fcund to be kelpful in California, Illinois, and New York
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simply telling them to do so cannot work. In New York, for example, -

propel leaming and change. These include strategies such as

AP
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(Ancess, 1696} as well as opportunities for teachers to collec-
tively evaluate shadent work and their own practice {Darling-
Hammond & MclLaughlin, 1995; Murnane & Levy, 1996).

» Measures of studert learning that are sufficiently sophisticated
to assess higher order thinking and pe-formance skills and
that can allow for longitudinal evaluations of individual stu-
dent progress rather than aggregated cross-sectional school
scores that reflect changes in student pepulations more than
gawns in learning or improvements in teaching.

& Maeans for tinking assessments of leaming to assessments of teach-

- ing and schooling in meaningful ways. This will require a
merger of quzlitative and quantitative measures of schooling

processes and “outcomes” that is grounded in an under- -

standing of professional standards of practice as well as ap-
propriate statistical techniques.

Perhaps in the next round of work on school azcountability, we can
develop tools that support student learning and the development of
quality teaching as they clarify wha- students and teachers are doing
to achieve their goals.
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How performance would be
assessed

Teachers wou)d have to get used to being momtored
The government has told the teachers' pay review body
that it has been consulting teachers and others
informally on how it proposes that the annuatl . .
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, w1th 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 p.rogress up what is known as' the
pay 'spine’ by annual increments to poant nine on the
scale - currentiy 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 should
substantially increase the proportion of children
matching expectations, and reduce the gender gap.

2. Objective relatmg to pupils’ performance for a
head of maths in-a 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 re!afing 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

Warning over teachers’
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Performance pay
‘'unmanageable’

Performance pay 'will not
mean red fape’

Heads say performance
pay is unrealisiic

Ballot demanded for
teachers’ performance

ua B
Teachers 'reject payment

by results’
Performance pay
'doomed to fail

Teachers 'on the way to
nigher pay’

Teachers threaten
appraisal boycott

http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/e...een_paper/newsid 454000/454762.stm

106/13/1999 10:13 AM


http:achievement.in
http://news.bbc.co.ukJlli/english/e

BBC News | Green Paper | How bert‘ormance would be assessed

3of3

secondary schoolyear head

Truancy increases sharply at a school among
13-year-olds, who fail to fulfsl potentlal 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 ethmc 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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