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ABSTRACT
(UK) since 1965 are described. Standardized testing at the local

level declined dramatically with the wzdesp"Pad introduction of

comprehen51ve secondary education. However, in the late 1970 s
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of monitoring student progress, screening students to identify those

- i St i S - -7 _5

in need of special help; or providing information for transfer from
junior to senior school. A national testing program; the Assessment
of Performance Unit. (APH) was established in 1974. It is designed to
assess achlevement 1n laﬁéﬁagé, math; Séiéﬁéé;,éﬁd modern_language. _

allocation toward prov1d1ng detailed information to guzde teach1ng
practice. In_the UK, there are also two types of public examination:
the General Certlflcate of Education Ordinary Level (at age 16) and
Advanced Level (at 18), and the Certificate of Secondary Education
(at 16) for thefléssfacademic stiudent. Theseé examinations are set by
various examination boards, and with such a diverse system, there are
questions over comparability and confusion over whether the grades
awarded dre norm-referenced or criterion-referenced. (BW)
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Locsil and Hational Testing in the UK: The Last Ten Years

Covoline Gipps and Harvey Goldstein

Locatb—lesting I'roprammes

' the period after 1965 stanaardised testing at local level in this
country declined dramatically following Government Circular 10/65, the
decinient which heraldsd the widespread introduction of comprehensive
Gecondaiy éducation: Previously the Tl+ test; a series of IQ, English and
“+ithst tests, had been used to allocate children to academic (grammar) or
Horcdcihdemic (secondary modern) secondary schools. As the process of
woms school districts (local education authorities = LEAs) continued with
sitainment and ability testing in order to ersure a 'salanced' intake into
secondary schools; for example the Inner London Fdication Authority:

Ottier LEAS never entirely abandoned selection, retaining onc or two grammar
schools for which entry was determined through testing and a handful
Fetained a completely selective system. Thus group testing did not di cappear
4] torether but in the mid to late 70s several events; social; political
and educational; ted to an increase in concern over education which
ciilminat-d in the introduction of widespread testing programmes

4dround 1975. The sipnificant events were - local authority reorganisation
in 197k, the Builock Report in 1975, the 'Black Papers' in 1975 and 1977,
ihe Prime Minister 's Ruskin College speech in 1976; and the William Tyndale
school report in 1976. We shall d'eél with each of these events in turn.
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o1 -l tainment of the new children and schools in their area. This was
copotinded by Lhe fact that with the ending of the 1I+ there wus no
Liformat ion on levels ol performance ol children teaving primary

school from 158t throupgh 7th grade) school: The reduction of

(ol ementary
11 testine had, in fact, had congiderable impact zt the primary school
ireed I'rom the constraints of this leaving cxam, there was a

bove! s

revalt-ion in Lhe primary school curriculum with child-centred approaches;
diccovery Tearning and an éiplasis on individual or small group teaching.
The roducaed emphasis on traditional methods of teaching the basic skills
rad ite critics and the Black Papers edited by Dr Rhodes Boyson (now

arpued that modern methods in tile primary school, and non-selective

secondary education; were resulting in a lowering of ‘'standards'. The
Bulicck Committee on the teaching of English was set up because of concérn
over standards of literacy, and one of the Committee's recommnéndations was
ihat LEAs should monitor reading levels regularly through the use of

standardised group reading tests: This report, produced by a committee of

highly regarded professionals; became one of the most influential documents

of the 705 and effectively it set the seal of approval on testing by LEAs.
1his was just as well. for with the increased calls for information on
standards by politicians at this time came an event which was known as the
"William Tyndale affaic': A primary school in London which ran a progressive
rerime became the focus of concern for some of the parents and staff:

THere was an enquiry into the running of the school and the Head and some

of itas s.aff were suspended from duty; this was an unheard-of happening and
1o Ahock wWaves ran through the education system. '"Could it happen here?"
asked many a Director of Education (Superintendent of Schools) and if they
schools they set about designing fionitoling SysSteiis. The simplest monitoring

scheme of course is a group testing programme, and as the Bullock Committee
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bl advocated repular monitoring, of reading it was not too

risd Lo et this idea across to schools: Then in 14976 the Priie
Minister James Caltaphan made a1 speech at Ruskin College in ©xford in
which he questioned the ripght of educationists to determine the direction
in which education was going without reference to other interested parties:
This was the start of the rccountability debate in this country which was
related to issues of value for money in the new era of public expenditure
conctraints: '"We spend $6 bitlion a year on education 5o there will be

dincunsion (TES 22:10:76) said Prime Minister Catlagham:

lLEAs. Some LEAs cite political factors for setting up testing programmes -
the atmosphere in the mid to late 70s at the time of the Ruskin Collepe
speech; the Black Papers and the William Tyndaie affair resulting in

pressure from local politicians; others cite organisational factors - tihe

ending of the 11+; secondary school reorganisation and 7 EA reorganisation

all Zeading to a demand for information particularly relating to pfiméfy/

secondary transfer; yet others cito professional factors — cohncern over the
number of children referred for remedial help, both too large and too small,
and corcern over reading standards following publication of the Bullock
Report. [Dut whatever the initiating factors, by 1981 almost S0% of

A1l LFAs had a testing programme® (79 out of 104), with 1978 being the year
when wost new testing programmes were introduced (Gipps et al, 1983).
Briefly, the situation with repard to who is tested on what is similar to
thée USA (Wigdor and Garner, 1982) with most testing taking place at junior
(ith through 7th grades) level, fost tests covering the basic skills in
reading, maths and language, and norm-referenced tests being more popular

than criterion-relerenced tests.

* defined as .. 'Ly te-iing of children in an age grovs +1ich is orgamised
and promoted by the LEA as a matter of policy'.
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Rejrurdless of reasons for introduction, most testing programmes are

deeiritied o owiiriely ol purposes: mond i - that is of overall standards

Withirn an ared éﬁd/df of individual schools; screening - that is to identify
Ciii o pent who are 1n need of special help or provision; and pdeidinn
Cntoringtion or Lransfer from junior to senior school; are the most widely
miven reasors tor testing, and not individually either. We were struck by
tlie i~inpe of reasors given for testing: LEAs seem to believe that testing,
dni tonenrly always a single lest, can satisfy several purposes. We received
comments such as "ITHe tests are administered to monitor perforimance across
he muihority; to indicate resource requirements and to enable decisions to
Lo mide on apprdpriate cirriculum': #All this on the basis of scores on a
cimplé non-diagnostic reading test: Our findings indicated a lack of clear
thinking in LEAS a6 to why they had their tes*ing programmes, which is a
disquieting fact in itself but also there are technical limitations to the
eificiency wich which tine same test can be used simultaneously to monitor
and to screen. Fresh thinking about testiag has perhaps been hard for LBAs
\ecause the testing of reading has for so lonyg been part and parcel of
schooting in the UK. What seems to have happened in some authorities is
tiiat propramres which set out originatly with screening as their main
purpose have, as often as not, had moni toring added, perhaps as a political
response and then, with the threat of cuts, had allocation of resources
sdded as well. The implementation of the 1981 Education Act in 1983

Which obligss LEAs to ensure that all children with special educational
heeds are catered for adequately, preferably within mainstream schools,
smphasisss the identification and assessment of children with special
cdiicationsl needs; S0 we may see an expansion of testing for screening

purposes.

Last year (1983) we carried out a survey of screening programmes in

T Bis and found that around 70% (72 out of 104 LEAs) did indeed use
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Glendirdiaed tests to identify children with special educational needs

tand i furthor three LEAS are planning to introduce test for screening/
identification purposes). These screening programies are little differert
i1 oiilwird appearance from the accountability testing programimes we were
Lgld sibout in 1081 &and we have jet to find out whether the results are

Uied in dany niore riporous a Tashion: We found then that results of
mionitoring proprammes were not used to make schools or teachers accountable
i1 any Hard=line way: Therc was no LBEA which published 'league-tables';

TES C.10.8%).  The chief reason for this was that teachers, individually,
ou tooting panels convened by LEAs, and through their Unions made it
Abundantly clear that league tables were not acceptable; and LEA officers
in turn did much to persuade BEducation Committee members (i.e. representatives
o' the community =and local politicians) not to ask for league tables. At
the school level we found, as did Leslie Salmon-Cox and colleagues in
Pittoburp (1981) and Kellaghan and colleagues in Ireland (1982), that
toachers made little d°rect use of test scores themselves: Scores were put
into record books largely for the benefit of someone else, though of

course if the scores gave cause for concern teachers would act on them; but
by and larpe the feeling was that they were of use mostly to someone else -
tlie Head or tne LEA: The need of both heads and local authorities to have
testing in order to keep a check on 'standards' (whatever that mean:‘) was
well accepted in the school system: In that situation the perceived need
i tor norm-referenced tests for the comparisons that they make possible.
One is tempted to say that, given nn-one expects results from this type of
the need is for tests which are as quick, simple and straightforward as
possible with perhaps less concern for maintaining reliability and validity.
We are not of course here talking about individual diagnostic testing such
45 that carried cut by educasional psychologists or special education staff.
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fhe mood now at local level has moved away from concerns with monitoring
st necounbability to = in the face of expenditure cuts and falling rolls,
vesource allocation (though it is far from clear how testing information

cit help in this aréa) and now into the special educational needs area.

Specinl Kducaliondl Needs

deiinition is of little help here*: 'a child has special educational needs
i he (sic) has a learning difficilty which calls for special educational
provision to be made for him ...' and 'a child has a "learning difficulty"
iT ::: he has a significantly greatér difficulty in learning than the

majority of children of his age' (DES 1981).

As we have already said, many LEAS have fallen back on the good old
Standardised reading test as a first line of attack in their attempts to
fulfit their now wide obligations to provide adeguate support for all
Children with special educational needs. With the norm-referenced overtones
of the official definition this may be appropriate but there is also a move
towards using skills or curriculumi-based assessments with precisely stated
objectives; on the basis that clear objectives combined with feedback on
progress are a necessary prerequisite for effective teaching (Cameron; 1982).
This movement stems partly from the objectives approach of much special
cdication tesching, partly from a genuine desire to develop assessment
techniques which provide some feedback for the teacher and which she/he
cai actually use, and partly from chamging models of provision for children

L

Tt is an interesting aside here that Sir Cyril Burt, that much deniprated
Firlish psychologist,; also had trouble with vague definitions as far back
us 1971. 1In those days the statutory definition was 'incapable of receiving
proper benefit from instruction in the ordinary public elementary schools'

(Purt 1021 pi67): See Gipps & Goldstein (1984) for expansion of this theme.
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with special educational needs: The current wisdom Is that; in the fuce
ol doubilss bout the effectiveness of remedial teaching based on withdrawal
nessions by peripatetic staff; children with learning difficulties arc

The catch-phrase is 'All teachers are teachers of children with specizh
needs'. In this situation there is a need to provide the class teacher
with assessment materials that are curriculum-based and therefore help the
special reeds (Ainscow & Muncey, 1983). This seems a potentiaity
interesting development in what we might call 'useful' testing (as opposed

to use-for-othere testing which we described earlier) and our current

research 1s involved in investigating such new developments.

These developments are in line with the recommendations abcut assessment
in the 192 NAS panel report on Mild Mental Retardation éléssifiéétiéﬁ/
placement.

"The fundamental assessment principal emphasized repeatedly ...

was educational utility. Information related to educational

decision making, especially that which leads to more effective

educational programming, was seen as worthwhile, bereficial ...

Messick's well-placed enphasis on assessing the regular education

program before or concurrent with initial referral as well as

development of interventions in regular education as a first step
is in line with current legal, legislative and professional
opinion: Moreover, fiscal realities, ir addition to perceptions

of children's best interests, dictate greater use of interventions

within regular education instead of referring all (or even most)

problems to very expensive special education programs.'

(Reschly, 1983)
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Many of the 1ssues raised by Lorrie Shepnard in her NCME presidential
iddieses Ll yenr are relevant here too; for exaiiple, the technical
inadequacy of tests used in assessment, the pfbfétﬁionaisi poor awarceness
5 the difference between an adequate and inadequate test, traditional
test choice preferences in the face of evidence of inadequacy (see
prrticularly Steadinan & Gipps, 1984) and the widely felt need for norms

(Shephurd, 1983):

Niitional Monitoring

[n England the Assessment 5© Performance Unit (APU) parallels the
irarican National Assessment of Hducational Progress. The APU was set up
by the Department of Bducation and Science (DESY in 1974, but there had
teen a considerable gestation period and its appearance was the resuit of
many of the same concerns Which caused LEAs to set up their own monitoring

systems.

From 1948 to 1964 the DES had commissioned regular national reading
surveys to be carried out by the National Foundation for Bduoational
Research. These showed that during the 16 years of the surveys there had
Leer. advances of several months in the reading ages of 11 and 15 year olds.
‘fne newt survey was not conducted until 1970 and, unlike the previous
surveys, it did not show an advance in average reading ages. That survey
was bedevilled with problems which resulted in o sample which was
probably unrepresentative, and the test which had been used in previous
surveys was by thern out of date. Nonetheless, these -esults caused a
curore in the world of education and beyond, and critics of progressive
education took it as evidence of a deteriorating system of state schoolings:
One of the conseguences was the setting up of the Bullock Committee, to

wWhich we have already referred; and the report's first recommendation was
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‘ot 4 system of natitnal monitoring employing new instruments. This was
Uho Fipret miblic ifndication that central government was interested in
leational monitoring; but in fact discussions had been going on behind

the iceties for come time. As early a5 1968 an internal DES paper
clijppredted o wide ranging teosting progréfiné &§ oné means of assessing the
recilts of educational investment, and maths was singled out as an area
in which to start (DES, 1971). As we have seen, these discussions took
pluace dpainst a backdrop of increasing concern over standards. In the
face of this the DES' lack of control over what went on in schools, in
ror wh4t went on in them, caused increasing concern amongst some officials.
A national scheme of monitoring would provide the DES with some means of
evaluating the performance of the education system directly (so the
reasoning went) and hence possibly with an indirect say in curriculum
cortent: It might alsoc provide longed=for evidence to dispute the claims

of those who argued that standards were falling (Gipps & Goldstein, 1983).

However, the APU was actually annouriced in the context of goverdment
moves to deal with educational disadvantage and the educational needs of
immiprants (DES; 1974) and the APU's role was to help to develop criteria
to identify educational disadvantage: This announcement caiused few ripples
at the time since the move to deal with disadvantage and underachievemert
was welcomed by educationists: The early publicity material put out by
the APU; however; had a different tzle to tell: the APU's role was to
monitor in order to provide information on standards and how these change
over time. The educational ciimate in the mid 70s wac, as we have seen,
one in which the professionals were being criticised, at least indirectly.
Tn this ciimate the APU became the focus of wider attention and suspicion
on behalf of many of those in education; linked as it was inevitably with
the move towards greater accountability: Proposals to monitor standards

11




nitionally were perceived to emanate from the political ripht and were

Lhiteritening; to the teaching profession:

here were two main aréas of concern. The first was that, though -
suitensibly concerned with children's standards, the APU was really dealing
With teachers' competence. The second concern was its possible effect on
ihe curriculum; through thé curriculum models adopted by the testers, the
iricreased importance of the araas tested (and by corollary the decreased

imriortance of areas not tested), and teaching to the test.

Before lLooking at what came of these concerns, a brief look at what
the APU is and how it works. The APU is in fact a small Unit within the
DES: It oversees the surveying of performamce; which is actually contracted
out to the NFER, Leeds University and Chelsea College (University of London):
Fach of the test development teams has am advisory group; there is a
Statistical Advisory Group which advises the Unit on technical matters,
snd a Consultative Committee which is Targely made up of non-DES people
and is representative of cutside interests. This 1atter conimi:tee makes
suerestions abaut policy matters and has been extremely influentials:

The APU does not test in as many areas as the NAEP; it covers language;
maths, science and modert langﬁagé; essentially a core curricuium;'bu£ it
may come to includé design and technolopgy: It tests ofily at three ages
11; 15 and 15 (and not at all ages in all subjects). Initially maths;
lanpuage and science monitoring was carried out annually for five years
and modern language for three years. This initial pycie of five annuat
the last of the three annual surveys in modern language will take place
in 1985. Maths, language and science will then be monitored every five

years; a decision about the future of modern language monitoring has yet

12
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to be made: This rolling system of monitoring with maths; language and
sicicnce Laking it in turns wiil have the function of updating the natiocaal
picture and identifying trends; while Iimiting the burden on schools and

rediiciiy; costse

The tzke-up of published reports; particularly by teachers; has been
poor ruii this was a major theme or our 1982 evaluation (Gipps & Goldstein,
1%, op cit): In November 1982 the decision was made by the DES that

morc emphasis be put on dissemination. Thus there is now a series of
occasional papers and a regular newsletter, rather in the style of the

UAED newsletter: The DES has produced a booklet on the writing performance
of 19 year olds znd the Association for Science Education; acting as the
APU's agent,; is publishing a series of pamphlets on science performance
~aimed 4t the classroom tescher.

Tnstead of publishing major reports at considerable expense;, the emphasis
i now on short, easy to read booklets on specific areas aimed at a
specific audience. The APU has also commissioned iIndependent evaluations
of the maths amd tanpuage reports following the NAEP model: It is expected
thst these witl result in various documents for in-service trainings:

There has been continuing discussion within the Unit; 1ts committees;
;roups and teams over the nature and extent of the background variables
which should be measured. Information 6? this sort is essential for the
interpretation of findings and to provide data of value to policy mukers,
which is part of its task, that is, to identify differences in achievement
in relation to the circumstances in which children learn. The Statistics
Advisory Grodp Has advised apainist thé collection of several proposed
Vririnblés becaise of problems of measuremert, while the Consultative
Conimittee has been consistently agaiiist the collection of home background
information from either parents or children. The current situation is that
rnchool=baded background measires are being collected by the teams in their

13



surveys. However, composite measures of background (social and educational)
have 1imiled potential for explaining pérformance at an individual level.
And, as Nuttall (198%) has pointed out, there can be little doubt that
"""" information on classroom processes and detailed curriculum
intormation is vital tor interpretation of survey results. Such data is
ot easy to obtain from large scale surveys but requires miore intensive
in-depth ctudies. In the fallow four year period between surveys, the
teams will now Have an opportunity to make in-dipth studies, which were
promised when the work was first commissioned. A%t this point, however,
only in-depth analysis of existing data is involved; although in-depth
studigs involving the collection of pney dats sre possible this option has

not yet been taken Up by the test development teums:

This problem is not restricted to the UK national assessment programme:
A comparison of the American, British and Australian monitoring programmes
by Power and Wood (1984, in press) concluded:

"There is no way in which a national assessment program. of the type
developed could serve a social accountability function, given the
structure and politics of education in Austratia, the UK and the US.
As well, in developing the programs political considerations proved
more important than clarification of objectives and of what would
be rneeded if these were to be met: #As a consequence, the programs
developed into bland monitoring exercises of little direct
information vatue to policy makers and educators.

As atl three evaluations suggest; the picture would bé clearer
and more readily interpretable if additional sStudent and school

the instruments and follow-up studies were undertaken o.."
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The other area in which the APU (and NAEP) has met problems is in
stiil vosign nind reporting ChéﬂgéS in performarnce over time: There is no
con sensus on how to anhalyse trénds over time and this relates directly
o the inoue of what one can 6ay about standards (in terms of whether
they are rising or falling which is what most people want to know):
it Muttall (op cit) says "Finally, the measurement of change of over
time: the only possible conclusion is that a satisfactory long-term
nethod has rot been devised". NAEP, for example, has relied ou using a
Sumber of items that are corimon from one survey to Eﬁé next to indicate
¢hinnse; although ETS seems to be proposing to resurrect latent trait
nodelis for this purpoSe - a proposal contemplated but now rejected by
ihe ADPU. The main problem with using a common core of items is that this
method cannot provide a wholly representative sample of the items used in
any particular survey and so the information thus provided on changes in
pertormance over time is inevitably limited: The APU teams are also using
ome common items from one survey to arother, for example, in maths half
the iteis were common in the first and last annual surveys. At the end of
the [ive year period of surveying, each team will produce composite
meacireés of performarce over the Tive years which will serve as a baseline
(oF standard) with which to compare performance measured subsequently in
the Five-yearly surveys: By them; che question of how to analyse trends
{1 performance may have been answered in part. Certainly the Unit,
althoupgh it said much about standards in the early days; has not attempted
to define ‘'standards' in the sense of acceptable -or looked=for performance
and will instead rely on describing measured perforaiice over a period of
several years, a far less contentious and more accéptable task, and on
,over time

comparing retative changes between groups, e:g. sexes,

(Goldstein, 1983). The DES however, i§ not guite so circumspect: the

pamphlet on the writing performance of 15 year olds was launched s a

. 15
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contiribution ts the debate on standards "to trigger a public debate
Sboul ihe cottent of Enpiish teaching and the standards needed " (TES,

2.10.3%, p3).

iy adhering to the principle of light sampling, amonymity of students
and schools, and the inclusion of teacher union representatives on its
Consiltative Committee, the APU has gone a long way towards allaying
tedcliers' early tears: The extent to which the APU has carried the
{eichers with it can be illustrated by some findings of a teacher—interview
survey we carried out in late 1982: approximately 70% of the primary and
sseondary heads interviewed (120) were in favour of national monitoring
(Gipps et al; 1983; op Git) with accountability and the need to keep a

checl: on standards to the fore in their comments:

The other early concern was about its impact om the curriculum,
specifically its role in introdicing a core curricutum and the
curriculum backwash effect of the test items used. The APU's sampling and
testing policies have prevented the curriculum backwash which would result
from teaching to the test. The impact of the APU on the developient of a
core curricutum, howsver, cannot easily be separated from the influence of
other factors in education. In 19825 when we wrote our evaluation of the
APU, we Telt that any impact there might be on the curriculum would be via
‘he curriculum models adopted by the test development teams; the teams
were aware of this and operated on a wide curriculum model so that any
impact would be widening and not narrowing; and positive not negative.:
Indeed in 1982 there was a certain ambivalence on thHe part of the APU
fowards its role vis & vis the curriculum. The APU had been accused of
beinp a Trojan horse to bring in an assesement=led curriculum; this
hovever was a sliphtly paranoid view of the trole of central government in

ihe education system without sufficient awareness of the constraints on

Q 18




Pt fhrohﬁﬁ the countervailing power of bodies such as the Néﬁ'éﬁél Union
ot 'Tetclierss  But the Unit, in order to allay fears,; maintzined that It
would not attempt to influence the curriculum via backdoor methods: That
cmbivalence mbout tts current role has now gone and ane of the Unit's
current major aims is to milk its very detailed survey findings in order

to improve curriculum content and delivery ;that is; teaching. It hopes
to achieve this via its new dissemination policy and by running in-service
~

courses tor teachers and LEA subject advisers.

Though tl.cre are no formal links between the APU and these two rrganisations
Lhe APU data will be fed in*o their committees to help them in their early
deliberations. Two particular areas of input are likely to be in helping

te think about criteria for allocating grades in the new 16+ exams and in
sugeesting modes for examining. Of course,; now the DES has the SCDC; it

Within the Unit thé émphasis now seems$ to have shifted away from a
concern with information relevant to policy making and resource allocation.
Instead it is in providing detailed information to guide teaching practice
that the APU's profile seems to be highest. The incidence of low achieve-
ment, changes over time, policy decisions concerning resource allocation,
making test items available to LEAs  these are #ll still on the agenda
but one senses that they are no longer considered to be paramount. These
areas are of course potentially far more problematic, particularly given
the way the APU carried out its tasks priof to 1982

. 17
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Ciprent APU moves to disseminate its findings to improve the
ciicnlim - by, it must be admitted, anything but backdoor methods - can
be miven a caiitious welcome (and certainly the demand from LEAs and teachers
"or courses and conferences seems quite considerable). However, its
Future impsct on the curriculum is uncertain and much will depend on the
APU's 1iiks with the aforementioned new organisations - the SCDC and the

SEC - and how these attempt to shape the curriculum.*

Ne' Developments in Public/School-teaving Examinations

o {ar we have not mentiomed the area of public examinations - those
which students take at 16 and i8. There are two types of exam, the
General Certificate of Education (GCE) Ordinary Level (at 16) and
Advancsd Level (at 18) which are meant for the top 20% of the population:
For the less academic student there is the Certificate of Secondary
Education (CSE) taken at 16 only. These exans are set by various
examinations boards, independent bodies uridér the aegis of the Universities,
evcept for one type of CSE exam 'Mode IIT' which is set by the student's
Gwn school but his to be approved by thé relevant examinations board.
With such a diverse system, there are bound to be guestions over
comparability and there is confusion over whether the prades awarded are
riorii-re ferenced or criterion based. In fact they are largeély norm-based,

{.e. the top x% always get Grade A, although some variation is allowed

Wood and Power (forthcoming) make the point that indeed, given the human

and financial resources the APU has received,; it i5 ot surpriﬁiﬁv the APU
has been able to produce superior test materials. Now that big curriculum
veform projects have gone out of favourin the UK, the APU can be viewed as

the "hearest thing to a curricutum reform project'.
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irom yoir to year so as not to penalise an apparently unusually highly-
O e ;roip, aiid thiere have been distinct trends over the years in some
subjects.

Al thouh the top grade in CSE has the same value as a pass prade in

- - - - - ,,\ - - - -
CCE '0O' level, the latter hds becote the tualification looked for by

employeis nnd the CSE has as a result become devalued. There hac in fact
beer conisiderible dissatisfaction with this dual system of examining and
1, 16 the Schools Council submitted proposals to develop a single
Seunination at 16¢.  In 1983 the Government agreed to introduce such a
citprle oydtein subject to the creation of satisfactory national criteria

for uyllabuses, assessment procedures and th: award of grades. & major

The present Secretary of State for Education has brought in the
notion of rrade-related criteria: '"national criteria must be established
... to ensure that ... all boards apply the same performance standards to
the awurd of grades“ (Orr aid Nuttall,; op cit): This development; which
lizii nok yet been completed is part of a more general trend to move away
from purely norm-referenced testing towards criterion-referenced testinpg -
whicli rittempts to specify more precisely what a student can actuaity do.

The -ittraction of criterion-referenced testing is that it can hale a

he done: Nevertheless, the practical pressures to aggregate a large number
0 criterion-referenced assessments for purposes of selection and so on,

i lLikely to teave us with many problems - not the least of which is the
requirvement for comparability. Indeed; the distinction between nornis

roferenced and criterion-referenced testing in widely misunderstood in
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ths UK (see Rlack et al, 1984) and it seems likely that the present hipgh
tovel political didvocacy of oriterion-referenced testiny and its
qceeptance by much of the teachinmg profession is based on a

ai cunderstanding of its riature and potentialities (Coldstein, 198%1).

One particular type of criterion-referanced test has existed in this
Gomntrv for many years - the graded fest. The most well known example of
rraded testing is that of music, thouph there are now moves underway to
(which has actually been poing on for some time) and FErglish. It is
likely, however, that subjects 1ike maths lend themselves more readily to
praded testing ‘1 pre-rpecified criteria) than subjects like English

(Nuttal and Goldstein, forthcoming):

Anothér approach is that of profiling in which an individual's results
in a subjecc are reported in the form of a profile which specifies levels
of attainment in each?iégéé 5% skills (ses Mortimore and Mortimore; 198k,
‘or a4 review of profiling and graded tests). However, this approach is
ot without its measurement problems either;as Nuttall and Goldstein (op
¢it) point out, one of the more serious of these is how to deal with
aﬁﬁfémdting very detailed assessments of individual attributes: &t
hother level, Her Majesty's Inspectors are concerned that schools will
soine on profiles and use them without caréful planning, not to mention

idline with the issue of comparability between schools (Education 25.7.83).

There is also the danger that profiles and praded tests will be used
only for the bottom 0% of the ability range. Indeed; 2% the end of
1947 the Government made available £ million for the development of
craded tests in maths for lower attaining pupils (DES Press Notice 268/852) .
Oie i here driven to guestion the motives of a Government which is

20



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

encoura~ing the development ol a unified examination system on thé one

it il dovelopment of graded tests for a particular section of tlie

populaticn on the other.

- developments , ,
Oiie thing all these nzw [/ have in common is the desire to move

Lowards an cramining cystem which tells us something about what Stidernts
can do in npecific terms: This parailels the move in special /remedial

odilenil on towards curriculum- and teaching objectives-based assessment.

THS Wiilsriying requirement is thuf test scores and exam results should
Caiy more inrormation with them than they do at present. [t would be by
6 Weans 4 bad thing if these scores and results were to be more useful ,
and therelore used more, than scores from norm-referenced standardised
tests. One of the challenges to those concerned with educational
Measlurement is in finding ways in which such sets of more detailed

i nrormation can be conveyed informatively:

It Janiinry of this year the Education Secretary made a major speech on
Future educational policy which received warm welcome from many in
sivention. This significant speech, known as the 'Sheffield speech',
emphasised the need tc raise standards and outlined the changes required
inh ézamining and the curriculum in order to achicve this rise: The
Seciétary of State gave as his objective bringing 80-90% of all 16 year
old pupils at least (his éh@héSis5 up to the level now associated with
tliat orade in CSE which is currently achieved by average pupils. He
reitorited hio cattr for a greater degree of criterion-referencing in
piitilic ewams; and for explicit definitions of the objectives of each
ehasie; and of each subject area, of the curriculum. Bxp:icitly defined
curvicular objectives increase teacher expectations, so his argument went,
snd hiph expectations based on defined objectives motivate pupiic to pive

of their best: #nd - echoes ol the then Prime Minister's Ruskin College
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speech in 1076 - 'There would be a Tirther gain if defined curricular

obijectiven were tiol onty broadly agrééa by all the partners in the

sducation service but were also shared by those who use it znd pay for

it = parvents, employers,; and the tax ard ratepaying public'" {our éﬁbhéSiSj.
Althoujh the emphasis on standards and value for money is much the same
a5 it was in 1976, sometning has changed: the current view about who has

ciouvernment ..M (Education 13.1.84).

Testing, and its inevitable companion the curriculum, has come a

loff wAy in the last ten years.
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