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The Next Forum

Two main issues form the foci for articles in the
January, 1980 Forum.

First, the impact of present government policies on
education. Caroline Benn writes on the perspectives
for comprehensive education; Mick Farley on the
effect on provision for the 16 to 19s. The problems
of administering local systems given the present and
proposed cuts is also analysed. An overall assessment
of the very serious implications of government
policies will be made by the editors.

Second, a group of articles continue the focus on
classroom practice. Maureen Hardy (editor of At
Classroom Level) contributes on ‘Talking in school’,
a study of infant school speech, and D A Reay on
‘Hidden streaming’, on junior school practice. The
NFER ‘Mixed Ability’ project report will be reviewed,
as well as L S Hearnshaw’s remarkable book, Cyril
Burt, Psychologist.




Cuts and Accountability

This autumn the truth and full implications of the summer’s
speculations, leaks, circulars and ministerial announce-
ments about education cuts will become known in ominous
detail. Even as we go to press it is evident than Tory govern-
ment plans are under way to destroy the foundations
essential for the continuing evolution of that more open
and humane education system for which Forum has cam-
paigned over the last twenty-one years.

Teachers and parents will need to be sharply vigilant and
learn to collaborate as never before to defend the educa-
tion service against the massive sabotage envisaged by the
most reactionary central government of the post-war era
and the complicity of backwoodmen in the LEAs. For
there is no doubt that 3% cuts in this and 5% cuts in the
next financial year cannot be imposed without irreparable
damage to the education of this generation of children.

A quite phoney case is being presented to the public that
extensive cuts are ‘necessary’ and that ‘the nation cannot
afford’ the sort of educational provision that Forum regards
as a prerequisite for a democratic society which believes
in the development of human potential. Typical of the
deceit is the government’s determination to include in their
new Education Bill arrangements for assisted places in
private schools to the tune of £50m, and a new appeals
procedure whereby LEA allocation plans for comprehensive
schools may be thrown into chaos. Along with the speedy
repeal of the comprehensive reorganization Sections 1, 2
and 3 of the 1976 Act, these schemes expose the dog-
matic ideological stance characterising the cuts. Under the
banner of ‘parental choice’ elitism is to be subsidized and
the nonsense of ‘co-existing’ selective and comprehensive
secondary schools perpetuated and extended at the expense
of quality in provision for the majority of children.

The hypocrisy of the clamour about educational standards
is revealed by cuts which patently can be achieved only
by such measures as further reducing nursery education,
refusing entry to rising-fives, creating larger classes in pri-
mary and secondary schools, curtailing curricular options
and restricting specialist teaching in many secondary
schools, reducing the supply of book and other learning
resources and imposing a moratorium on the in-service
courses needed to enable teachers to improve their exper-
tise.  Such measures must be particularly harmful to the
development of mixed ability work, to multiracial schools
and to those children whose ‘special educational needs’
were recognised in the Warnock Report. The opportunities
for improvement in the education service made available by
the incidence of falling rolls, as we argued in Forum vol 21
no 1, are to be wantonly sacrificed on the altar of the new
Tory dogma.

The context of the new government’s destructive policy
of educational retrenchment makes the subject of this
Special Number of Forum even more significant than when
the Editorial Board first planned it. The kind of humane
education for which we stand is threatened not only by
expenditure cuts but also by arbitrary normative testing
and consequential curricular distortion. We have previously

warned of the misconceptions and retrogressive direction
inherent in the Black Paper lobby on standards, contending
that all children’s educational achievement can be pro-
gressively raised in a genuinely comprehensive system of
primary and secondary schools with flexible nonstreamed
teaching groups where individual progress is monitored by
teachers.

Two earlier numbers, vol 18 no3 and vol 20 no 3, were par-
ticularly concerned with assessment issues and in the
editorial to vol 21 no 2 we promised ‘to keep watch on the
activities of the Assessment of Performance Unit and the
use made of data obtained from its nationwide sample
testing.” Hence we decided to present a thorough-going
critique of the APU and all its works and at the same time
to offer practical suggestions for an alternative strategy
wherby schools may monitor their own effectiveness.

To do so is opportune following Mark Carlisle’s public
commitment, as Secretary of State, to require LEAs to
publicize schools’ examination results and the ill-omened
appointment of Rhodes Boyson, Black Paperite and arch
protagonist of mass normative testing, as Under-Secretary
of State. Under this administration we can have no confi-
dence in the use that may be made of the APU’s alleged
‘findings,” especially when local corporate management is
seeking plausible grounds for cuts and school closures;
and the Inspectorates’s thinly veiled hostility to non-
streaming, revealed in Forum vol 21 no 2, can be expected
to be encouraged and exploited as enlarged classes make it
more difficult for teachers to give individual attention.
Rumour that the APU is to be exempt from cuts enhances
our misgivings but causes no surprise.

The surreptitious growth of the APU under the aegis of
select HMIs has been investigated for us by Joan Simon
in a key article which should alert readers to dangers of
irresponsible curriculum manipulation and crude devices
for teacher accountability. Professor Stones’ exploration
of the APU world exposes many absurdities and Professor
Goldstein’s informative critique of the favoured assess-
ment model’s inadequacies heightens suspicion of the
enterprise.

It becomes clear that the type of tests being developed for
and by the APU cannot help teachers to identify children’s
strengths and weaknesses more accurately nor to teach
better.

An American contributor, Dr Joan Shapiro, provides some
warning insights into the British scene in the light of the
longer experience the USA has suffered from the educa-
tional disease now being cultured here in the interest of
accountability.

Four articles then offer an alternative strategy for ensuring
that schools maintain and raise their educational standards
by undertaking systematic self-evaluation in accordance
with their own openly asserted objectives. Such an ap-
proach is consonant with professional responsibility in a
democratic society and appropriate to a comprehensive
system serving all children to which this journal is com-
mitted.



From Grammar to

Comprehensive (1926 -1963)

Raymond King

H.Raymond King has been Chairman of the Editorial Board since Forum’s inception and was invited by
the Board to contribute this personal, retrospective review of five decades in the evolution of comprehen-

sive education.

This issue marks the 21st anniversary of the first number of
Forum. My involvement in the comprehensive idea and
steps towards its realisation antedate the foundation of
Forum by some twenty years and are the subject and occa-
sion of this article.

The most notable contribution to English education in the
first forty years of the century was the extension of a
gradually improving secondary education from the com-
paratively few to something approaching a quarter of the
child population. At the time of my appointment to the
headship of a grammar school in 1926, the Hadow Com-
mittee was on the point of presenting the Report that fore-
shadowed ‘secondary education for all’. When this was
brought about by the Act of 1944, the schools that had led
the great expansion drew aside from the main stream of
secondary development, to their own loss and that of the
nation. The LEA grammar schools, clinging to the prestige
of the independent and semi-independent sector, were
mostly brought in too late, too inexperienced in the new
order, and too half-hearted to give any effective lead in the
comprehensive system. Comprehensive re-organisation has
remained incomplete and, with strong grammar school
elements still outside, has not yet won the confidence of a
considerable section of the indestructible middle classes.
But by the late ‘thirties some few grammar school heads
had discerned and approved the shape of things to come.
Secondary expansion had increased the proportion of
pupils for whom academic curricula and provision were
proving unsuitable, Lacking scholastic or vocational incen-
tive, these pupils — the ‘C Forms’ of the typical 3-form
entry school — aggravated the problem of early leaving.
A few favoured schools had been able to establish engi-
neering ‘sides’. In London the junior technical schools of
engineering and building offered the kind of provision and
incentives that kept pupils at school for a three-year course,
13-16. Central schools and some of the senior schools were
proving increasingly successful in retaining pupils for a
five-year course. Hence the idea of courses with a technical
or other practival bias, parallel with the academic in a
‘Miltilateral’ school, found considerable support among
secondary heads.

In London in the ‘thirties a group of headmasters met
regularly to discuss educational problems at greater depth
and with a freedom that the meetings of their professional
association did not offer. When in 1939 evacuation scat-
tered the schools, four of these headmasters continued the
discussions. In 1942 they published a pamphlet of some
15,000 words: A Democratic Reconstruction of Education.
It argued for secondary education for all through the ex-
pansion of the curricula and provision of existing secondary

schools to meet the needs of all: in effect the first pro-
fessionally conceived blue-print of what later came to be
called the comprehensive school.

I have space for only one quotation to illustrate the scope
and, forty years on, the relevance of the pamphlet: The
normal type of school should be the day school, where
influences of home and of the local community play their
part equally with the school in the education of the pupil.
This partnership of home, school, and community is
essential not only for the natural development of the
child, but also for the creation of a democratic society.

The cirulation of the pamphlet led to the formation of a
standing Conference on the Democratic Reconstruction
of Education (CDRE), at the inaugural meeting of which
H C Dent, editor of the TES, addressed a widely representa-
tive gathering. The Chairman of the LCC Education Com-
mittee was present and spoke. A Committee was elected
on which the future head of the LCC secondary branch and
a leading Director of Education served. Distinguished
educationists gave their support.

The pamphlet’s proposals included the public schools. On
the publication of the Fleming Report CDRE sent its
powerful and cogent counterblast to every Member of
Parliament.

The campaign continued from 1942-1946 and as Chairman
of CDRE I found myself in lively debate in various parts of
the country, most often at what proved later to be the
trouble spots.

The four headmasters, still known at Gordon Square as the
Four Housemen of the Apocalypse, saw their conception of
the expansion of the grammar school realised in a few
schools in London. At Wandsworth, a school for 2000
boys, the LCC brought together the whole range of secon-
day provision and resources, the aim being to make them
available to all pupils as they developed the varying abilities,
bents, motivations, and vocational aspirations to take
advantage of them. All roads could lead to the sixth form.
But provision of this order and deployment was quite
beyond the resources generally available, and comprehen-
sives had to be defined, often incongruoulsy, in other
terms. The term ‘comprehensive education’ awaits defini-
tion.

Before the London schools returned from evacuation, and
so while educational arrangements were still fluid, I sub-
mitted a two-tier comprehensive plan based on two conti-
guous schools, the one to serve as upper the other as lower
school. In discussions with the Education Officer and
Chief Inspector the plan was favourably considered. In the
event however, the LCC scheme for grouping the future
components of proposed comprehensives overtook this



idea, but gave opportunity for the submission of a second
local plan. A main counter argument was that re-organisa-
tion should begin from the bottom of the scale ‘upwards’
and not from the grammar school ‘downwards’. In the end
the meeting agreed that as a move towards what was
eventually intended the plan was sound and workable.
However, comprehensive grouping came to nothing
when it was realised that the coming ‘bulge’ and the inflow
of large populations to the planned housing estates in our
area would require all the extra accommodation of the
planned comprehensives.

In 1947 the LCC established eight ‘interim’ comprehensives,
based on central schools — ie starting from the middle —
and, by exception, asked Wandsworth School to take over
the London-based complement of the evacuated junior
technical school of the Brixton School of Building, which
had no settled home when evacuation ended.

First comprehensive blueprint

At a meeting in 1950 of the consultative committee of
heads of ‘interim’ comprehensives, the Education Officer
handed round copies of a booklet, The Comprehensive
School, that had been supplied to the LCC Education
Committee and its Administration and Inspectorate. The
booklet, of which I was the innominate author, had been
published by the English New Education Fellowship with
whom the CDRE had arranged joint conferences in 1944-45,
and who had continued to study comprehensive re-organisa-
tion in a series of further conferences which were reported
in its journal, the New Era.

In 1953 the LCC published its own Suggestions for Teachers
in comprehensive schools, which included much that the
ENEF booklet had recommended, notably the need for a
tutorial system for pastoral care and guidance, the develop-
ment of the school as a social community in close relation-
sjip with the parents and community it served, and the
opportunities that a unified secondary system would pro-
vide for new educational ideas and curricular development.

A weaker model

In two significant matters the Suggestions differed from
my recommendations and practice. It opposed the idea
of a separately organised lower school within the compre-
hensive and thus hindered a salutary development: the
continuity of organisation and methods upwards from the
primary school, free from the downward pressure and
preoccupations of 16+ examinations; the continuing role
of the class teacher; a socio-disciplinary climate in which
children of 11-13 thrive, and correspondingly, when they
have outgrown it, a regime for the young adults of 14-18
that does not cause disaffection.

The LCC Suggestions also recommended no differentiation
before the fourth year. While the leaving age remained at
15, this missed the chance of orientation before the year of
decision. Wandsworth aimed at five years of secondary
education for all. To motivate pupils towards that, we
introduced a tentative bias or ‘special interest’ into the
general course in the third year that fixed no destination
but gave them a sense of purpose and direction and the
knowledge that the school had something for them for
which it would be worthwhile to stay.

In an article in Forum, vol 5 no 1, I was able to report
percentages staying on in the fifth and sixth forms so
conspicuously above the rest of the London compre-
hensives as to vindicate the obstinacy of going my own

way. This was by no means due to a favourable intake.
The figures referred to the first comprehensive entry
in 1956, when Wandsworth School found itself in the
delimited area of Elliott School while its own area stretched
away to the east to Clapham Junction, and initially pro-
duced well under 200 applicants for 420 places, the short-
age being made up by ‘second choices’. I remedied this
administrative logic by persuading the Authority in their
scheme for 1957 to allot a common area to Mayfield,
Wandsworth and Elliott, that formed a fairly well-defined
community on the SW boundary of London and gave
parents the choice of co-education or single-sex school.
During the years of gradual expansion Wandsworth had
more than doubled in size, spread its intake over a wide
spectrum, and solved many problems on the way. One
vital problem remained: that of the pupils we had not yet
reached, with IQ below 80: the backward, retarded, or
disturbed, with some non-readers, some delinquent. Our
area was not short of these; but some, being unplaced,
were brought in from outside it.

The large school has the advantage that it can make staff
available to do justice to its minorities — if it can find staff
so qualified. Much seeking, attractive allowances, and a
year’s secondment of volunteers for courses in Child
Development enabled us to build up a remedial department
of 8, who organised their own in-service training and formed
a centre for remedial teachers from other schools.

For another minority who did not fall into this category
but who by their fourth year had found no motivation for
staying at school, we tried out methods that are described
in ‘Educating the Non-Scholastic’ Forum vol 14 no 1.

A confident start

When we finally became fully comprehensive in September
1956 the organisation that had been shaping for so long in
staff discussions slipped into gear from the first morning.
We had gone so far already. There was confidence that
things would work. But confidence was born of more than
organisation, I shall briefly describe three among develop-
ments already well-established that gave assurance that
we could meet problems that lay ahead. They deal with
situations that continue to challenge the schools, and one
learns from experience, even other people’s experience.

It was the displacement of the old Form Master by the
specialist teacher that led to the emergence of the tutorial
system. The Board of Education first noted it in their
1937 Annual Report and the Spens Committee recom-
mended its wider adoption in 1939,

Appreciating the need, the totally specialist Staff of Scar-
borough High School put into practice in 1926 a tutorial
system to which experience soon gave the following fea-
tures.

Tutor sets

The school was divided vertically into families of about 30
boys under the permanent tutelage of a master who of
course added this role to his teaching duties. The Tutor
Set representing the whole school in microcosm had its
home room and lockers in the Tutor’s class room. The
home room was the base from which they went to their
classes, where they assembled morning and afternoon for
registration (with Board of Education permission!), and
where all the usual routine business was done. Once a week
they had an extended assembly and once a fortnight a
last period tutorial session, which included a review of the



assessments by his teachers of each boy’s diligence on a
simple 3-point scale that replaced the old class marks and
form orders and in the aggregate was more illuminating
to the tutor, and also fairer to the boy since it put the dull
and the clever on equal terms.

Parental involvement

Home and School relations are an essential part of a tutorial
system. Tutorial at-homes brought large numbers of parents
to the school for each tutor to meet collectively and when-
ever needed to interview individually. The school was
always able to provide interesting occupation for those
awaiting their turn. Every meeting of parents concluded
with ‘open forum’ at which any matter relating to the
school might be raised.

Having no doubt that parental interest and support was a
main factor in enabling a boy to gain full advantage from
what the school proveded, I welcomed the formation of
a Parents’ Association — rather a novelty in those days,
especially in secondary schools. Parental views and atti-
tudes are most readily developed in the group. We en-
couraged the Association to become an active and respon-
sible body within a constitution that safeguarded the rights
of the Authority and Governors, excluded party political
and religious sectarian debate, but included all aspects of
school life, and educational and social matters generally.
The tutorial system had similar effect at Wandsworth,
where the Parents’ Association elected an Executive Council
which set up social and catering committees to serve both
the parents and the school, a help fund to provide milk,
meals and outfits in cases of hardship, and generously
supplemented the school’s provision and amenities. Of
particular interest was the Exploratory Committee that met
to study in co-operation with appropriate members of the
staff any matter or situation that required clarification.

The Council’s essential job was to plan the annual pro-
gramme that brought parents and teachers together in
discussion with each other and with people concerned with
various aspects of education. A perennial concern was
vocational guidance and careers. In this field they were
active in bringing expertise and useful resources from the
local commu nity as well as from further afield.

The ENFF Booklet of 1950 had a section on Technical
Education and the Link with Industry. It spoke of ‘breaking
down the false gnd mischievous dichotomy between voca-
tional and cultural education.” The incorporation of a tech-
nical school in 1947 gave Wandsworth an organic link
that was in due course substantially strengthened.

Careers guidance

Preliminary work of a kind had been done in the Grammar
School. In 1926 at Scarborough the Careers Master was

among the first to hold such an appointment. In the ab-
sense of anything much else, he linked up with the newly
formed education section of the National Institute for
Industrial Psychology (NIIR) and formed the nucleus
of a Careers Library from its Quarterly, The Human Factor.
After arriving at Wandsworth I appointed a Careers Master
who continued in that office for over thirty years. He
brought great enterprise to the job, using the resources
of the Headmaster’ Employment Bureau, arranging re-
cruitment schemes with particular firms, getting help from
Rotary vocational service, Chambers of Commerce, Parents,
and Old Boys. In 1936 four headmasters — yes, the same —
investigated the post-school careers of all pupils who had
left in the previous five years and published a disturbing
report on the degree of failure to have received or sought
guidance. This was widely studied in educational, business,
and professional circles.

A chapter on Vocational Guidance that I wrote for the
International Yearbook of Education (1954) gives an ac-
count of the pre-war years and the establishment after
the War of the Youth Employment Service.

Amalgamation with the technical school brought the
Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Brixton School of
Building, representing both sides of Industry, on the
Governing Body, established a firm link with Further
Education, exposed all pupils to an environment enhanced
by industrial expertise in Building Workshops (and later
Engineering), staffed by teachers with stipulated industrial
experience, who remained in touch with firms they knew
and with the boys they sent to them as apprentices.

An Advisory Committee was formed representing the
Building Industry and the Technical College, and then a
similar Engineering Committee, who approved the tech-
nical courses and accepted the School’s internal assess-
ment in lieu of external examinations for craft apprentice-
ship courses in the Technical College.

Community support

Industry was represented as well as leading community
interests in School and Community, an influential group
I got together in 1955 as the three great local comprehen-
sives were on the point of opening, and which continued
in somewhat modified form until the end of my time.

Parental opinion had been carried with us over the gradual
expansion, so that when the anti-comprehensive move-
ment started up in Wandsworth it fell completely flat.

A final thought. Had internal and external relationships
at Wandsworth a generation ago been institutionalised
in its governance, a balanced partnership of teachers,
parents, community representatives, and the LEA would
have been the fitting pattern.




What and Who is the APU?

Joan Simon

Joan Simon, occasional reporter for Forum, investigates the Assessment of Performance Unit.

‘Efforts are being made at every stage to inform every-
one in the educational service and in schools of its activi-
ties’

So wrote the head of the Assessment of Performance Unit
in the Department of Education and Science two years
back in a teachers’ journal.! There has been a certain flow
of information and comment about the tests it is spon-
soring to assess the outcome of schooling on a national
scale — initially tests bearing on ‘language’ and mathe-
matics commissioned from the National Foundation for
Educational Research, and on science from teams at two
universities, But few know what exactly the APU is, or who
has been directing work which must closely affect the
schools and might undermine the long established pattern
of rights and responsibilities in the education service. Hence
a brief from the editors of Forum to dig up and set out
the basic facts under a title borrowed from Edward Lear

‘Who or why, or which or what
Is the Akond of Swat?’

Nowhere could I find a straightforward account of the
APU’s origin, even its date of birth seems unrecorded. Some
time in July 1975 is a near enough guess, perhaps, but there
was a preliminary announcement a year earlier and the
carefully constituted Consultative Committee did not
meet until April 1976 — largely, it seems, because hard
bargaining was needed to secure adequate teacher representa-
tion. As for annual reports or accounts, it is merely said
that the unit is financed out of the DES grant, and the
Department has always been singularly uninformative
about the funds it allocates to research.

If you want the official version of operations and intentions
write to the DES, Information Division, Room 1/27, Eliza-
beth House. You should get, in about six weeks, a series of
simple little folders — apparently addressed to the general
public — and some more substantial pamphlets covering
specific aspects of testing and the organisation of the unit.2
Any idea that the enterprise is squarely in the hands of the
department of state responsible for education is deprecated
in DES Report on Education No 93 ‘Assessing the perfor-
mance of pupils’.

‘The APU is not a group of national administrators working
in isolation. Much of its work is carried out or guided by
groups composed of teachers, in primary and secondary
schools, local authority advisers, researchers, staff of col-

leges and departments of education, and members of HM
Inspectorate’.

To go more directly to the point the APU comprises, at
ground level, three HMIs seconded to this particular work
who, with appropriate administrative backing, are located
in Schools Section III of the DES; the new section concered
with curriculum and examinations, witness to considered

moves into a region with which the central authority used
not to meddle.3 Between them the three HMIs chair all
the component groups of the APU dealing with particular
aspects, from mathematics to morality. As for members
of these groups, all are nominees of the DES rather than
experts in particular aspects named by their peers.

Their work is directed by the APU Coordinating Group,
an anodyne name for what is effectively the executive or
seventeen man board of directors. No less than ten of these
are HMIs or DES personnel, one is from the NFER, leaving
a mere half dozen places. For these individuals were sel-
ected from a spread of institutions — teachers from a
primary school, two secondary schools, a college and a
university department of education, and an LEA adviser.4
So much for personnel, by comparison with summary de-
criptions which may suggest representative or expert groups
freely operating with friendly assistance from the odd HMI
and servicing from the DES. What of policy, then, or the
principles informing it? In June 1975 an article was pub-
lished in the official journal Trends in Education ‘monitor-
ing pupils’ progress’, ostensibly a casual contribution to
discussion by an individual HMI. The author, B.W. Kay, is
described as a staff inspector in classics with general res-
ponsibilities for secondary education ‘at present associated
with the work of the APU. In fact this was the man in
charge of getting things off the ground.5 Moreover, the
argument set out in the Trends article turned out to be the
prepared creed of the unit of which Kay shortly figured
as head until 1977; he continued to chair its Coordinating
Group to date.

Six mystic measures

The main idea advanced — in an ad hoc way without theore-
tical discussion, least of all any reference to the psychology
of learning — is that six ‘key forms of development’ can be
distinguished underlying the whole curriculum. It is these
that should be measured — rather than attainment in given
subjects in the curriculum — if the outcome of schooling is
to be adequately assessed. The ‘forms of development’
itemised, which supposedly add up to an overall response
to schooling or indicator of efficiency in encompassing
objectives, are verbal, mathematical, scientific, and physical,
aesthetic, ethical. But it is far from clear what is to be
measured, especially when it turns out that the related
APU groups are headed ‘language’ (said to cover both
writing and reading), mathematics, science, in true curricular
manner.

Groups established by the APU move up a scale as they
realise stages in procedure, or policy. Initially called ‘explora-



tory’, implying a free decision as to whether it is desirable
and feasible to have tests in (or of) a given area, they are
transmuted, once an affirmative is forthcoming, into
‘working’ groups to ‘map out’ the territory.

Finally, when the map produced finds acceptance, the
DES commissions a research team to construct tests relating
to the given area and the APU group acquires a ‘steering’
capacity. Each group numbers about eight members under
the tutelage of two HMIs, selected individuals, once more,
from a spread of institutions. It is notable that psychologists
seem conspicuous by their absence in the inner Councils, a
subject right up their street, although the odd sociologist
and philosopher have apparently proved useful.

Perhaps the best way of making clear the pattern des-
cribed is a rough diagram of the position by May 1979.

language’. By no stretch of imagination can this be classi-
fied as a ‘form of development’, nor as underlying the
whole curriculum. With the opening of this door, and the
evaporation of the only principle supporting the plan of
work, no grounds remain for refusing other applicants a
hearing. What about technology and design, for instance,
of key importance and hardly to be covered under the
headings science or aesthetics? Hence an eighth group, or,
rather, a ‘technology sub-group’ which consists mainly of
members of other groups considering this additional claim,
an indication how ingrown an enterprise of this kind can
become.

Of another order is the Statistics Advisory Group which has
ten members, eight of whom belong to the establishment.
In this case two outside experts were invited to serve and

DES Assessment of Performance Unit, May 1979
Components and Chairman

Secretary of State
Permanent Secretary ——— Consultative Commitee

SCHOOLS SECION III

(Dr. Barry Supple)

Assessment of Performance Unit
(Marjoram, Selby, Peaker, HMIs)

APU Coordinating Group
(B.W. Kay, HMI, DES)

= Statistics Advisory Group
(Marjoram, HMI)

Working Groups
7 First Foreign Modern
Language (Marjoram, HMI)

Steering Groups

1 Language (Marjoram, HMI)
2 Maths (Selby, HMI)

3 Science (Marjoram, HMI)

v
Research Teams

Exploratory Groups

4 Physical development (Peaker, HMI)

S Aesthetic development (Peaker HMI)

6 Personal & social development (Selby, HMI)

Language, at NFER Sub-group
Maths, at NFER 8 Technology
Science, at Chelsea College (Marjoram, HMI)

and Leeds University

This shows, at the centre of affairs, the Coordinating
Group chaired by Brian Kay and the trimvirate of resi-
dent HMIs — D T E Marjoram, who succeeded Kay as head
of the unit in January 1977, C H Selby and G T Paker —
who figure as chairmen of all the component groups. It
also indicates that three of the groups set up in line with
the six-point programme have advanced to the level of
having satellite research teams while three remain at the
exlporatory stage. The exploration of ways to measure
the outcome of schooling in terms of ‘aesthetic’ develop-
ment is clearly a move into uncharted seas, but the most
contentious step has been the establishment of what is
called the ‘personal and social development’ group. Accord-
ing to the relevant DES leaflet this is actively exploring how
to assess ‘the pupil’s understanding of himself, his develop-
ment as a responsible person, and his moral response to
his social and physical environment’ — a polite pointer to
proposals which extend to requiring assessment of the
religious and political outlook of children.6

The web widens

Two other groups need some explanation. It has been the
official contention that all the objectives of schooling must
be encompassed if assessment is to be viable; in brief
that the six-point programme must be preserved inviolate.
But this stance, no a very secure one to start with, has been
fatally undermined by the intrusion of a seventh group,
already at the ‘working’ stage — ‘first foreign modern

both have strongly criticised the approach to test construc-
tion favoured, an aspect discussed in later articles in this
issue.? Possibly it was the intention to smother such differ-
ences within the committee room; if so the plan has failed.
As for the members of other APU groups, supposedly cap-
able in due course of ‘steering’ the work of research teams,
it seems doubtful that many are qualified to understand the
highly technical questions at issue.

Representational hoax

Finally, although the standard accounts usually put it
first, there is a Consultative Committee, the only body
connected with the APUwhich is in any way representative.
It has just over thirty members, about twenty of whom
are appointed by teacher and local authority associations,
others being nominees of the Secretary of State. Someone
had the bright idea of gathering in the editor of the Times
Educational Supplement, another ploy which may have
cramped investigative reporting of APU affairs. The non-
executive role assigned to this body is summarised, aptly
enough, in a DES leaflet — it ‘examines the broad outlines
and priorities that are being proposed for the work and
brings its influence to bear on them’. No guarantee that
anyone in charge of planning the programme and priorities
will pay attention.8

At its first meeting, in April 1976, this relatively high-
powered assembly was presented with the six-point pro-
gramme for approval, learned that two groups were already



functioning and was told that the next item on the agenda
was to appoint the exploratory group to investigate the
ethical outcome of schooling. Not surprisingly, strong
doubts found expression which have never been allayed.
In short, the programme pursued under the direction of
the APU Coordinating Group has never gained the ap-
proval of the Consultative Committee established to main-
tain essential links with the educational world. It is sur-
prising how successfully this basic dissension has been
veiled. In effect responsible representatives of professional
associations have been forced into the position of question-
ing preconceived, if ill-digested ideas — only to find that,
by the next meeting, these have been acted upon regardless.
So it was that, despite cogent objections which remain
unanswered, the DES went ahead to select the group to
sponsor the testing of children’s moral, religious, political
and social attitudes, which has been at work for over two
years.?

Exit Lord Alexander

By now it will be apparent that the APU, far from being
geared to tell all about itself, has been constituted on time-
honoured lines; in such a way as to confine a real know-
ledge of what goes on to immediate participants, most
especially if there is any dissension. When matters are so
conducted the only option open to a serious objector is
to resign, in as emphatic a manner as may be. This was the
course taken in December 1977 by no less a member of
the Consultative Committee than Lord Alexander, a nomi-
nee of the Secretary of State. By all accounts it was a dra-
matic occasion for this doyen of the LEA world abruptly
left a meeting the more decisively to dissociate himself
from plans to exercise central control over the curriculum
and introduce tests of children’s beliefs, a move foreign to
the whole tradition of the education service.

No one made much of the story, however, and the crisis
was damped down.!0 Nevertheless dissension inevitably
smouldered on given continuance of the disputed group
and the nature of its deliberations. These have recently
been summarised in a thick duplicated document inappro-
priately labelled ‘confidential’ which ought, in all con-
science, to be published before any further steps are
taken,11

Barely a year after Alexander’s resignation, in November
1978, one of the DES nominees on the Coordinating
Group — John Eggleston, the sociologist who holds a chair
of education at Keele — unashamedly urged in a public
lecture that the APU

‘must press ahead with testing children’s personal, aes-
thetic, moral and physical development’

or the APU’s whole plan of work would founder and it
would be reduced to measuring no more than science,
maths and ‘literacy’.12

Open dissent

If this looks like a put up job to muster outside support or
accord an academic accolade to APU aspirations, it was
soon followed by another statement, in January, which
brought dissensions into the open. This, from the execu-
tive of the National Union of Teachers which has five
members on the APU Consultative Committee, firmly
opposes continuance of a group designed to sponsor tests
of what is called personal and social development. ‘Apart
from the impracticalities,” it runs, the concept of apply-

ing tests on the lines proposed is ‘educationally unsound
and politically undesirable’ and parents would certainly
add their objections did they know of the project. ‘The
status and credibility of the APU would be enhanced by
a decision not to proceed’.13

A similar view was voiced by Professor Jack Wrigley, a
psychologist who knows more than most about the intri-
cacies of assessment, both on the Consultative Committee
of which he is a member and outside it. He also warned that
the APU is now in danger of ‘trying to measure everthing’,
at a conference on assessment held in March at Reading
University where a knowledgeable audience showed con-
siderable scepticism about the APU activities outlined.14
Small wonder, perhaps, that the Coordinating Group took
the step of excluding the Consultative Committee from the
annual conference held early in May to consider progress
to date and ‘the way ahead’; nor has any report of the pro-
ceedings appeared.15 But one small ripple in its wake
indicates official determination to remain head down on
course — the appearance of an advertisement seeking a
research assistant for the APU ‘exploratory group on per-
sonal and social development’. Especially needed, it appears,
is ‘a comprehensive review of existing research’ of rele-
vance. It might seem inconceivable that an ad hoc com-
mittee should spend so long mulling over the matter with-
out first reviewing the findings of related research, were
this not the very hallmark of HMI procedure.16

L3 L4
Twin birth
This outline of the position down to the close of May
1979 provides answers to the questions in my title. But
another brief look should be taken at the beginnings of
the APU and its terms of reference by comparison with the
role now assigned to it. While official accounts say the unit
was established in 1975, without explanation or greater
precision, it is sometimes noted that there was a prelimi-
nary announcement in August 1974, in the White Paper
Educational Disadvantage and the Educational Needs of
Immigrants. This turns out to consist of DES comments
in response to a report on education by the Select Com-
mittee on Race Relations and Immigration, for the most
part defensive and directed to establishing that educational
disadvantage of all kinds must be treated alike. To this
end, it is said, an Educational Disadvantage Unit will be
established and the terms of reference are set out in Annex
A. It is in this remote corner that the APU first finds men-
tion.
Among other tasks, the EDU is required ‘to influence
the allocation of resources’ in the interests of ‘those identi-
fied on the best currently available criteria, as suffering
from educational disadvantage’; also ‘to develop in associa-
tion with the Assessment of Performance Unit (APU)*
other relevant criteria to improve this identification’,
The asterisk directs attention to Annex B where ‘for con-
venience’ the directives for the APU are set out. Its terms
of reference are (with my italics):
‘To promote the development of methods of assessing

and moritoring the achievement of children at school,
and to seek to identify the incidence of under-achievement.

Four related tasks are enumerated: to appraise present
instruments and methods of assessment, sponsor the crea-
tion of new, promote assessments in cooperation with
LEAs and teachers, and, finally,

‘to identify significant differences of achievement related
to the circumstances in which children learn, including the
incidence of under-achievement, and to make the findings



available to those concerned with resource allocation
within the Department, local education authorities and
schools’,17

In 1978 DES Report on Education No 93 prefaced its
account of current APU work with these terms of refer-
ence and tasks without deigning to notice the disrepancy.
Elsewhere they are ignored in favour of some fresh state-
ment about the APU’s role, or the reason for its founda-
tion, related to the particular pressures of the time. Thus a
DES leaflet opens:

‘Everyone wants to raise educational standards. But how do
we know what the education standards are? . .. The last
ten years have seen changes in school organisation and
curriculum. We need to be able to monitor the consequences
for children’s performance in school’.

That’s why the DES set up the APU. This reads a bit like
a response to Black Paper propaganda that there has been
a general decline in standards which provided a base from
which to demand continuous testing throughout school
life. All right, tests there shall be but not of the kind
proposed. For the proposition was tests of attainment,
primarily in the basic subjects, a philistine one particularly
associated with the name of Rhodes Boyson. Anyway it
must have been this that was in mind when the 1975
Trends article, advocating the six point programme, warned
that failure to accept it might produce

‘growing pressure for the imposition of far cruder measures
of educational effectiveness that could both restrict the
freedom of the reacher . . . and distort the work of schools’.

Accountability shrine

The latter points are reiterated in the 1977 Green Paper
when it rejects outright the proposition that ‘tests of basic
literacy and numeracy’ of a national character be iniversally
applied. The alternative aim advanced — and here the APU
finds mention as a natural development of the supervisory
work of HMIs — is to work towards

‘a coherent and soundly based means of assessment for the
educational system as a whole, for schools, and for indivi-
dual pupils’

in the light of a growing recognition of the need for schools

‘to demonstrate their accountability to the society which
they serve’.18 )
In sum, an initial emphasis on discerning and seeking a

remedy for ‘under-achievement’ has given way to something
more like a call for enhanced managerial control, under the
convenience flag of ‘accountability’, with the aid of the
latest in statistical devices. Even the head of the APU has
cited as its main task

‘to provide information which might help to determine
national policy including decisions on the deployment of
resources’,19

If this is really the central aim, to accumuiate information
facilitating the allocation of resources to match current
policy — the relative lack of concern about the educa-
tional viability of tests, and of the six point programme,
becomes understandable. What matter so long as results
come in to the DES which appear to provide ‘a far fuller
and better balanced picture of educational performance
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over the whole country than we have ever had before’, the
prospect triumphantly opened up for the public.20 This
may exhilirate administrators, even test constructors, but
from an education point of view must seem an essentially
linked aim to which to harness research funds and effort,
let alone so may unpaid helpers, in the age of the micro-
chip.

New personalities

In this space reserved for any last minute postscript re-
quired it must be noted that, at the close of June, the
personnel of the APU underwent a change. The head of
the unit since January 1977, Tom Marjoram, was moved
to the post of divisional inspector for the Metropolitan
and South Midlands area — not, it was reported, the equi-
valent of being sent to Siberia — while the association
with the APU of its original progenitor and head, Brian
Kay, also ended. A fresh pattern supervened insofar as the
new head of the unit, John Graham just promoted senior
inspector, is responsible only for the professional aspects of
the work. The administrative aspects will fall to Miss Jean
Dawson (formerly dealing with adult education in HFE
Branch I) who will also look after the administrative
business of the Schools Council.

So much for the bones of the matter. A good deal more
than a postscript is needed to consider possible develop-
ments in the ‘through the looking glass’ world introduced
by the general election, in which Rhodes Boyson is to be
found with a seat and a say in Elizabeth House. But rumour
has it that while Mrs Thatcher’s administration, is con-
sidering stringent ‘economies’ in many aspects of education,
the service in which she cut her ministerial teeth, at least a
million pounds has been found to ensure that the APU
continues to sponsor the production of tests.
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The world of APU

Edgar Stones
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principles to teaching and he has recently published a book on the subject, Psychopedagogy, psychological

theory and the practice of teaching (Methuen, 1979).

Clean linked go-getting CEQs with their noses to the wind
and eyes to the main chance are eagerly assisting the DES
and the APU in their efforts to drag us kicking and scream-
ing into the nineteenth century. In the world of APU we
make children grow by measuring them; the oftener the
better. Perhaps only in England could an assessment of
performance unit be established before an improvement of
performance unit.

The new passion for monitoring may well go a long way
towards relieving the withdrawal symptoms of eleven plus
junkies but it will be no more helpful of children’s learning
than selection was. Much the same can be said about
practically all examining as we know it.

The trouble is we all know it differently and partially. Even
the most sophisticated measurer is prone to basic concep-
tual errors that transform the foundations of his psycho-
metric edifice from bed-rock into sand. Less sophisticated
measurers are likely to compound error by the psycho-
metric naivety of their practices.

Basic test offences

In examining at all levels in a vast range of courses the most
elementary psychometric solecisms are perpetrated. One of
the most common is the aggregating of marks from differ-
ent tests. This elementary error is discussed and warned
against in all primers of test theory, and almost universally
ignored. The reason one should not add scores from differ-
ent tests is that if the distributions of scores on the various
tests differ (and they always do) the tests with large distri-
butions affect the overall score more than those with small
distributions. Thus looking to aggregate score for informa-
tion about the ‘clever’ children will provide an answer at
least as much related to the nature of the distributions of
scores as the ability of the children, To get a true picture
of a child’s ability we would be advised to scrutinize the
scores on the various tests separately.

However, a genuine searcher after truth cannot in all con-
science accept even those scores. If he does he assumes
that each question is of the same difficulty as every other
question. This is another problem discussed in elementary
texts on testing but the reaction of authors to this impasse
is usually disingenuous. A synoptic paraphrase of their
remarks might be: ‘Yes, we accept the illegitimacy of this
practice, however for our purposes in test construction
we think it a defensible procedure so we will proceed as
though marks on different questions are in fact additive’.
And with a bound Jack is free. If to the problem of the
dubious legitimacy of adding scores we add the compli-
cating factor that in most exams candidates have a choice
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of questions, it becomes clear that it is virtually impos-
sible to categorize children accurately as the present fashion
seems to demand.

But this is not all. I have so far only touched on some of
what seem to me key technical shortcomings in current
exam procedures. There is an additional overriding prob-
lem; that is the question of validity. Do exams in fact do
what they are supposed to do? That is, do the questions
we ask actually identify excellence in any given field? In
all but the simplest kind of learning, for example learning
to recite the alphabet, we cannot fully test the ability we
are interested in, all that we can do is to take the candi-
date’ answer as a legitimate surrogate sample of his ability.
In most cases we have absolutely no data one way or the
other as to whether exam results tell us anything at all
about levels of competence in a particular ability. Very
often we haven’t even much of an idea what competence
consists of. Is there, for example a recognized consensus
on what a ‘good’ doctor, dentist, teacher, lawyer, psycholo-
gist, university professor, politician, or novelist is? Or is it
not rather, the fact that criteria are derived circularly and
identified as the ability to succeed in exams.

There is one further point. Conventional approaches to
examining are nothing more than elaborate attempts at
ranking candidates. Even if test procedures were free from
errors alluded to above, all they would or could tell us is
that A scored more than B who scored more than C and so
on. Unless there is some objective external criterion to
which the test can be related we have no means of knowing
whether the standard of achievement in the test is being
upheld or not. The standard of binocular vision of the one
eyed king in the country of the blind would not impress
me but it would impress his subjects.

What do tests tell?

However it would be a mistake to reject tests and exams
altogether on the grounds that they are used as grading
devices to signal to people that they are superior or inferior
to others. Forms of evaluation may be available and con-
ceivable that will help people to learn. In rejecting grading
we need not reject guiding.

The graded word reading test exemplifies the limitations
of the grading function of examinations. The most com-
monly used of these tests was devised many years ago using
statistical procedures to ascertain ‘standards’. A word list
graded according to difficulty as perceived by the test con-
structor is tried out on a sample population and norms
derived from the try out. Levels of performance of the
try out population are then adopted as the ‘reading stan-



dards’. However there is no means of knowing whether
these standards are valid tests of reading ability since the
only validity they have is that derived circularly as the
ability to do well on the reading test which itself was
developed by seeing what children were currently capable
of. Given this situation it is extremely difficult to discern
any reliable grounds for anxieties about declining standards
of reading. The grounds are even less firm if we consider
the volatility of language usage. Tests standardized in the
way described cannot but become dated very quickly as
words change in familiarity, as the Bullock report points
out. Thus if two or three words on the test become fashion-
able, possibly because they appear in advertisements or
on television, reading standards are likely to ‘improve’
as compared with earlier years, wheras the opposite will
happen if words on the test drop out of use. In essence
while we are far from sure what reading ability is, most
existing tests tell us little other than that some children
do better and some do worse when they take the test.

The situation in other fields of testing and examining is
even less impressive. Public examining boards employing
cohorts of teachers to mark examination scripts every sum-
mer for the most part perpetrate all the psychometric sole-
cisms referred to above. Some take steps to ensure marker
comparability but most participants in the yearly ritual
are far too busy coping with the flood of scripts to contem-
plate the statistical, or even educational, validity of what
they are doing. In fact most of the operators of the system
are pristinely innocent of any psychometric or statistical
facts of life. To talk about maintaining standards in such a
system is patent nonsense. Anyone truly concerned to
maintain standards of competence in any aspect of school-
ing should be very sceptical about current procedure of
examining,.

Helpful tests

On the other hand much is to be gained by considering the
possibilities of alternative methods of examining or testing.
We should consider the type of test that avoids the errors
referred to above and which, instead of defining excellence
as the ability to do better than others, see it as the ability
to accomplish a task to a predetermined high level of com-
petence.

Tests of this type comprise questions selected not because
they are likely to discriminate among candidates but be-
cause there is general agreement that, in so far as is possible
given the crude state of the art, they tap ability in the sub-
ject under scruntiny. (To some extent this happens with
conventional tests except that the prior criterion almost
invariably is the discriminating power of the test question.)
In this type of test we are not just interested in ascertaining
that A does better than B. This kind of result tells us very
little. It tells the teacher hardly anything about the effects
of his teaching since A may well have learned very little.
Knowing that A has a reading age of seven when his chrono-
logical age is nine does not help a teacher to help the child
improve his reading. A test based on an analysis of the con-
stituent skills of reading is quite different. It could reveal
to the teacher the areas of difficulty the child is experienc-
ing so that both could take remedial action.

Tests of this type are extremely useful because they tell us
something about a child’s capabilities of a quasi-objective
nature which helps with his further development. If the
APU develops this kind of test I will be the first to applaud.

Will APU tests help?

From the way things are shaping however, it seems that
they are not. They are talking in terms of traditional stan-
dardised tests even though they may use the Rasch ap-
proach discussed in the next article. No matter how high
pupils’ achievement may be in tests of this nature about
half will be considered unsatisfactory, perhaps ‘under
achieving’ since their scores will be ‘below average’. Much
the same can be said about exams at 16+, 18+ 11+ or X+.
On the other hand with tests that assess the achievement
or non achievement of pre-agreed criterion standards the
idea of ‘average’ is unimportant since each candidate’s
performance is compared with the criterion and not with
other candidates’ scores.

Tests that support to sort people out in a competitive
struggle presumably fulfil needs expressed by an important
and influential group in contemporary British society.
The irony is that the rank order they produce is almost
certainly ‘inaccurate’. I fear, however, the irony would be
lost on many, for whom the struggle avails more than the
outcome,

Oscar Buros, who spent most of his professional life scru-
tinizing and reporting on tests of all kinds, left a message
for all educators that chimes closely with what I have said.1
The stress on tests that sort and categorize is deleterious to
education. The current recrudescence of such testing, it
seems to me, is a cancerous growth that will not and cannot
‘maintain standards’; Only when we get back to pedagogic
basics and bring together teaching and testing in a mu-
tually supportive relationship can there be any chance of
systematic ‘monitoring’ or maintaining of ‘standards’.

1 Buros, O K (1977), ‘Fifty years in testing: some remini-
scences, criticisms and suggestions’. Educational Re-
searcher, July-August, p 9-18.

Progressive Education

Progressive Education is the name of a new organi-
sation the aims of which are to bring together teachers
who share a ‘progressive’ point of view and to provide
a counter-balance to the negative trends in education
which are now so much in fashion. It is organised on
the basis of a number of local groups throughout the
country and a Central Co-ordinating Committee. The
job of the central committee is to facilitate the
working of the local groups, to organise conferences
and workshops, to publish a twice yearly newsletter
and to provide a directory of information.

If you would like to know more about us or to be put in
contact with your nearest local group, please ring or send
sae to:- Lesley King, 4 Central Street, Countesthorpe, Leics
LES8 3QJ. (Tel. Leicester 774577.)
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The Mystification of

Assessment

Harvey Goldstein

Since 1977 Harvey Goldstein has been Professor of Statistical Methods at London University Institute of
Education. Prior to that he worked at the National Children’s Bureau and was principally responsible for
the statistical analysis of the British National Child Development Study. Here he exposes the so-called
‘objectivity’ of the Rasch model now favoured at the NFER in its work for the APU.

A few years ago, educational assessment finally started to
emerge from the dominance of IQ Testing, and began to
consider the need for carefully thought out educational as
opposed to psychological motivations in devising assess-
ment procedures. The subsequent development of notions
such as criterion-referenced testing and process evaluation
has demonstrated that a variety of tools can be devised,
although many of these have been seen as providing quali-
tative rather than quantitative descriptions. For those who
are interested in making comparisons among individuals
and groups, however, some form of quantification of
assessment seems necessary, and one of the principal tasks
for educational statisticians, as I see it, is to provide
acceptable quantitative tools for educational measurement.
Nevertheless, since quantification without educational
content is insufficient, and since it is often all too easy to
develop the former to a level which is technically sophisti-
cated while lacking the latter element, any new statistical
technique needs to be evaluated carefully in terms of its
basic premises and assumptions. The purpose of this article
is to examine one such technique which has become known
as ‘objective measurement’, on behalf of which some far
reaching claims have been made.

A detailed critique of ‘objective measurement’ and the
related ‘item banking’ methods in the context of national
and local testing programmes has been made elsewhere
(Goldstein and Blinkhorn, 1977). Here, I shall explore the
underlying philosophy of this approach and try to see what
implications it might have in general for educational assess-
ment. Before doing this, however, it will be useful to make
a few brief comments on certain general critiques of educa-
tional measurement which seem to reflect a rather wide-
spread misunderstanding of this term.

In a recent article, McIntyre and Brown (1978), while
making some apt comments about the use of psychometric
techniques in measuring educational attainment, appear
to equate attainment measurement itself with psychometrics,
while they elsewhere refer to the ‘assessment’ of attainment
as if this did not involve any ‘measurement’. Of course,
anyone is at liberty to suggest their own definition of a
term, but it would be extremely unfortunate if a rejection
of the psychometric approach to measurement were to lead
automatically to the rejection of any measurement or
quantification in education. Thus even the act of deciding
whether or not a child has achieved a state objective can
be viewed as a simple measurement process, and as soon as
one is confronted with a number of such simple judgements,
some logical ordering or summarisation of them usually
becomes necessary.

The relevant questions to ask are those concerned with the
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levels and types of measurement or quantifications which
should be used to describe the defined attainments. For
example, in criterion referenced testing we may wish to
deal with a simple yes/no categorisation, but this then
leads on naturally to the calculation of percentages of
individuals responding ‘yes’ and to comparisons of such
percentages across groups of children. None of this acti-
vity is necessarily inimical to the objectives embodied in
the test used. Yet it does involve measurement and quanti-
fication, and hence the possibility of statistical analysis
and summary. The statistical methodology itself has no
inevitable connection with particular educational theories,
even though its use has often been to buttress such theories.
Thus Stenhouse’s (1978) criticism of the ‘psycho-statistical’
approach seems to stem from his identification of particular
techniques with certain approaches to educational measure-
ment, and does not really stand up as a fundamental
critique of the use of statistical methods as such.

Outstanding problems

To say that statistical methodology has a role in educational
assessment, however, is not to deny that there remain con-
siderable problems. Two of the principal difficulties which
have always faced constructors of traditional educational
tests, for example, have been those associated with the
need to provide a balance between test items appropriate
to children exposed to different curricula etc., and also
with the problem of test items becoming outdated with the
passage of time. This latter difficulty, in particular, has
thwarted attempts to make judgements about trends in
educational attainment, since any apparent change might
simply be reflecting the changing difficulty of the test
rather than the achievement of individuals. Thus for ex-
ample, any concern about so called ‘falling standards’ will
have to face this issue, and it is in dealing with this par-
ticular issue that claims on behalf of ‘objective measure-
ment’ have been advanced quite strongly.

Although nearly all the important developments in the
methodology of objective measurement have come from
Scandinavia and the United States, the British work in this
area will be used as an illustration since its effects are more
immediately apparent in this country. While several British
educational researchers have been involved in objective
measurement the most important centre of work lies inside
the National Foundation for Educational Reasearch (NFER)
and most of the ideas behind the work of this group of
NFER researchers are spelled out in the book by Alan



Willmott and Diana Fowles, The Objective Interpretation
of Test Performance (NFER 1974).

The follwoing quotations from Willmott and Fowles give
a fair summary of their underlying approach to objective
measurement.

‘An “‘objective’’ measurement is one of the type which is
so familiar in the physical sciences.’

and to establish ‘objectivity in a test,

‘.. . requires first that the characteristics of the items in
a test must somehow be made independent of the distri-
bution of attainment in the troup who are given the test,
and, secondly, that the test should give estimates of attain-
ment which are independent of the particular set of items
which comprise the test.’

This seems to express a deeply felt need to make education
as much like physics as possible, and even embodies the
rather curious notion (in the light of the Special Theory
of Relativity) that the properties of a measuring instrument
are invariant, and exist independently of the circumstances
in which it is used. Even so, the authors are prepared to
concede that such an ideal situation may not always exist
and that some of the items in their tests may not conform
to their ideal. Writing about their ‘model’ (which I shall
return to later) for an objective test they say:

‘The criterion is that items should fit the model, and not that the
model should fit the items.

This is an extremely radical proposal. What it says in effect
is that, given the particular assumptions embodied in the
mathematical formula which relates a test item score to an
individual’s ‘underlying ability’, any test item which does
not conform to the general pattern is simply discarded. This
can only mean that educational reality is subservient and
can be deformed in order to satisfy the ‘model’ rather than
that the ‘model’ is revised in order to better describe any
education reality. In fact, Willmott and Fowles make no
serious attempt to consider how their mathematical model
might be justified by any education model, and after they
have discarded the ‘non-fitting’ items in their tests they pay
scant attention to whether what is left actually measures
anything sensible.

Who are the misfits?

They even discuss what to do with those individuals who
do not happen to fit their model, and talk of;

‘Some form of diagnosis on the part of those who knew
the candidates well.’

In other words, the ‘norm’ consists of conforming to the
‘model’ and those who do not are considered abnormal
and needing diagnosis. Thus, a value judgement seems to
be implied and because the model tends to fit’ individuals
who have broadly similar response patterns to test items,
it would not be too surprising if the ‘abnormal’ individuals
turned out to belong to cultural minorities or to be those
following a novel curriculum. There is no discussion of the
dangers of such a possibility in Willmott and Fowles, nor,
so far as I can tell, by any other proponents of objective
measurement.

The ‘model’ upon which the above claims are based is
known as the Rasch Model, named after the Danish mathe-
matician George Rasch. It is quite unnecessary to go into
technical detail in order to describe the more important
assumptions upon which this mathematical model rests
(these can be found in Goldstein and Blinkhorn, 1977).
They can simply be stated as follows. First of all it assumes
that there is a single ‘trait’ or ‘factor’ which determines the
chance that an individual responds correctly to an itemin

a test. For a mathematics test, for example, it would be
assumed that something called ‘mathematical ability’
existed and could be described for an individual in terms of
a single number. Every item in the test is likewise supposed
to have a single value known as its ‘difficulty’. Secondly,
the model assumes that the difficulty order of the items in
a test remains the same for all individuals, whatever their
backgrounds, their exposures to different curricula etc.
Stated thus, the limitations of the Rasch model are fairly
obvious, so that any use of it ought, at the very least, to
be tentative and exploratory.

APU adopts Rasch

Nevertheless, advocates of objective measurement are not
simply spending their time playing with their models inside
research foundations, where it might be regarded as a pos-
sibly interesting and fairly harmless academic pursuit. Un-
fortunately, this is far from being the case. The NFER,
for instance, is carrying out much of the monitoring work
for the DES Assessment of Performance Unit (APU),
and some of their more senior researchers have been advo-
cating the use of the Rasch model in the design and ana-
lysis of APU tests.

One particular proposal envisages a ‘bank’ containing a
very large number of items which will be ‘calibrated’
against each other, and selections made according to a
user’s specifications. Resulting tests, it is claimed, will
be suitable for use by testers without further modification,
and with a ready-made calibration available so that results
can be scored on a common ‘objective’ scale. In particular,
the results from tests designed for different curricula can be
compared with each other, so that all individuals can be
ranked on a single scale (excluding presumably those who
do not fit!). Not only is such a possibility actually unattain-
able, it is also highly questionable as to whether such a
goal is even desirable,

Nevertheless, the possibility of such an absolute measure-
ment scale has a certain attraction and it is unlikely to be
abandoned easily, despite any lack of educational relevance.
A further strong reason for a reluctance to abandon it arises
from its claim that it provides a method of making com-
parisons so long as all the items used are selected from the
same item bank with ‘new’ items being calibrated against
‘old’ ones. This, however, is also impossible, even within
the assumptions of the Rasch model, as the following simple
argument shows.

Illogical claims refuted

If we suppose that each of the items in the bank has a pres-
cribed difficulty value, then it is strictly meaningless within
the context of a Rasch model to speak of one item as being
more applicable to one pointin time rather than to another.
The only meaning which can be attached to such a state-
ment must be in terms of difficulty values. For example,
suppose there are two items, one of which is more appli-
cable in 1975 than 1980 and the other of which is more
applicable in 1980 than in 1975. Then the two items will
have different relative difficulties in these two years, and
indeed their relative difficulty might become reversed
between 1975 and 1980. Hence, by definition, they cannot
belong to a single common Rasch scale extending over this
five-year period. Nor will it be possible to ‘calibrate’ their
difficulties via other items whose difficulties, for the sake
of argument, are assumed to remain constant. Thus an item
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bank based on the Rasch model and designed so that out-
dated items can be replaced is a self contradictory concept.
A similar logic applies to claims that an item bank can be
constructed to suit different curricula. Thus, despite its
claims the methodology of objective measurement con-
tributes nothing to the resolution of the difficulties facing
test constructors, which were mentioned in the introduc-
tion.

L3 L4 Ld L3 *

Disarming simplicity

I have argued that the objective measurement movement in
education is misguided and offers over-simple solutions to
complex problems. It is, however, the very simplicity of
these solutions which is extremely seductive, and this is
compounded by the jargon which surrounds the metho-
dology and which has about it an air of desirability and pro-
mise. The one thing which is not revealed clearly by those
who advocate the methodology, however, is just what
the mathematics actually implies in educational terms.
Certainly one searches in vain for such statements in
Willmott and Fowles. It is in this way that the advocacy
of objective measurement tends to lead to mystification.
It takes the discussion of the curriculum and its evaluation
out of the main educational forum, and essentially hands
it over to technicians who can manupulate the mathe-
matical equations. In the final analysis, even more than the
use of objective measurement itself, it is this mystification
which seems to pose the most serious threat to the enter-
prise of education evaluational and assessment.
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Accountability

— a contagious disease?

Joan Shapiro

Dr Joan P Shapiro is a Lecturer and Supervisor
of Teacher Education at the University of Pennsly-
vania’s Graduate School of Education in the USA.
She wrote this article while on a year’s leave of
absence (1978/9) as an Honorary Research Asso-
ciate in the Curriculum Studies Department at the
University of London Institute of Education.

This article is an attempt to provide British educators with
a synthesis of some major developments in the Accounta-
bility movement in education, focusing primarily on the
US experience. It has been written because there appears
to be a need to understand a trend, which is now spreading
in the UK. Since the Accountability movement in the US
is advanced by five to ten years on its British counterpart,
it is hoped that an understanding of the American ex-
perience may provide some insights into the present UK
situation.

In both the US and the UK, the term Accountability has
been interpreted in diverse ways. The varied definitions
range all the way from narrow monetary concerns to broad
political connotations. However, irrespective of the defini-
tion utilized, I believe that Accountability is an under-
standable outcome of an unstable social and financial
decade. During the 1970s, inherent mistrust of most institu-
tions have led politicians, ratepayers, and the media to
assume that they have the right to hold the school account-
able not only for its spending but also for certain aspects
of the educational process.

The punitive tone and the negative forms associated with
Accountability in the US have led me to liken this trend to
a disease. If viewed as such, then the rapidity of the spread
of this movement suggests the Accountability is contagious
in nature. Furthermore, in light of the negative attitude
exhibited by the general public towards education, it is
clear that the ability to ameliorate this condition is not
good. Unless controlled, it is my contention that the
Accountability movement will have a stultifying effect on
education, inhibiting innovation and progress in this field
for many years to come.

It may be argued that an analogy which compares Accoun-
tability to an infectious disease is a gross exaggeration. It
may also be debated that the US is so different from Britain
that reported abuses of Accountability in America could
never happen in the UK. However, I would suggest that to
ignore the causes, signs and symptons of Accountability
in America would be very foolhardy. Indeed, even if only
a few similarities between the two countries can be identi-
fied, then I believe that an analysis of the American Accoun-
tability movement merits some serious consideration.

Thus, in this paper, I shall discuss causes and effects of
Accountability in the US; and I shall draw the reader’s
attention to similar developments already occurring in the
UK. Finally, I will propose a treatment plan to help moni-
tor and limit the growth of this movement.



In the US, disillusionment with state education was a
noticeable aetiological factor associated with Account-
ability. One case for this disenchantment was suggested by
Bowles and Gintis (1976). They argued that Accountability
was an outcome of the public’s disdain for the ‘American
Dream’. In the 1950s attainment of this dream appeard to
be a possibility for those who obtained a university degree.
By the mid-1960s,0one-half of the appropriate age group
had entered college. But instead of achieving their dream,
these young people discovered that a restricted employ-
ment market awaited them. In the 1970s, disappointed
ratepayers demonstrated their own and their children’s
unhappiness with the schools by failing to support and to
fund state education.

Disillusionment with education has also been attributed
to the public’s increasing contempt for the promises of the
social reformers and progressive educators in the 1960s.
The societal instability of the sixties, embodied in Civil
Rights marches and campus protests, seemed to create in
many Americans a desire to search for, and return to, those
values which they perceived to have stood the test of time.
Groping for security in a very insecure society, the public,
in the 1970s, rejected change and were conservatively
harkening ‘Back-to-Basics’. In the name of a basic education
— frequently defined as the 3Rs — the public and politi-
cians felt justified in recommending drastic reductions in
school spending. Thus disillusionment with state education
led to both economic restrictions for the schools and to
a narrower ‘basic’ curriculum for students.

Falling rolls

Disenchantment with state education was not the sole
reason for the growth of Accountability in America.
Another unerlying issue of importance was the dramatic
decline in the birthrate. Women, who had been averaging
3.50 children in the 1950s, where averaging 1.76 children
by the late 1970s (Elam, 1978). With a decrease in the
number of children requiring schooling, it might be ex-
pected that declining enrolments could have had a very
positive effect on education. This decline might have led
to an awareness by the public that here was a ‘heaven-sent
opportunity to improve conditions!’ (Pedley 1979). Unfor-
tunately, this view was not expressed by many people.
Instead, the majority of US ratepayers regarded the decline
in the number of children as a chance to cut down on their
property taxes. This reaction led to the closure of many
schools and the dismissal of teachers throughout the
country.

The decisions related to declining enrolments were only one
sign of the growing demands of ratepayers to decrease their
property taxes. In 1978, the culmination of the ratepayer’s
rage was seen in the passage of Proposition 13. In one
sweeping decision, California voters rejected local school
district support of education.

Proposition 13

To understand the impact of Proposition 13, it is necessary
to have some knowledge of the funding of state schools in
the US. In the American Constitution, delegation of this
function was assigned to the state government. However,
over the years, local government sought and assumed this
role in order the achieve autonomy in decision-making for
its schools. Passage of Proposition 13 removed this auto-
nomy and returned power over the local school districts
to the state.

A factor in Accountability, not related to fiscal constraints
and social upheaval, is the reliance placed on assessment
techniques. Educational testing in the US was developed
both to monitor individual attainment and to estimate
national levels of achievement in state schools. It was
also associated with teacher training and teacher evaluation.
The assessment movement relied heavily on the Objectives
Model in education. This model emphasized prespecified
objectives, noticeable changes in pupils’ behaviour, and
measurable results. Conceptually, such a model stressed the
product or outcome of learning rather than the process of
education.

Since 1975, to determine individual pupil attainment, there
was a trend towards assessing minimum competency learn-
ing. In thirty-three states, specific minimum levels of
knowledge, measured through product evaluation, must be
achieved by each elementary and secondary student.
Although the requirements varied from state to state,
generally minimum competency meant that a child would
be tested at different times in his/her development. If,
at any stage, minimum results were not achieved, the child
would be either held back a year or receive remedial help.

It seems clear that all children should achieve certain mini-
mum levels of learning; however, the punitive aspects of
this type of testing have often been ignored. The deleter-
ious emotional effects of holding children back from their
peer group, and the possible consequences of dismissal
action for teachers, whose pupils have not all met minimum
standards, are issues worthy of consideration.

‘Blanket’ testing

In addition to testing pupils for minimum attainment, the
US was also engaged in determining national assessment
levels. The infectious nature of this kind of assessment was
noticeable because not only were national agencies per-
forming educational testing, but individual states also ini-
tiated their own programmes. Thus far, it has been the
states which have caused the major problems. For example,
Michigan ordered ‘blanket’ testing for its pupils and then
attempted to utilize the test results as a vehicle for dis-
missals and promotions of teachers (Burstall and Kay,
1978). In this way, as a form of ‘payment by results’, some
of the worst fears of teachers almost became a reality.
Only the action of an irate teacher’s union prohibited that
state from achieving this end.

Effects on teacher training

A further outgrowth of educational assessment was seen in
its use in the training of teachers. Performance-based
teacher education has been required in seventeen states.
In this type of training, it was believed that teaching could
be analyzed according to types of teaching activities — ie
explaining, guiding, disciplining. As such, performance
functions were stated as clear objectives so that they could
be subsequently measured. One of performance-based
teacher education’s harshest critics (Nash 1970) stated that
in the name of Accountability the US was ‘in danger of
reducing the entire teacher traning programme to such
trivalizing exercises as the preparation of general and speci-
fic instructional objectives’ (p 241).

Another system of the times, closely associated with
assessment, was the emphasis on teacher evaluation. From
the early 1960s, state legislators had been passing teacher
evaluation laws. Now, in over twenty-three states, these
laws exist. Although there was some flexibility in the
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guidelines of each state, the emphasis on product evaluation
and the punitive tone of the laws were evident. Thus,
teacher evaluation became an area of controversy and
teachers’ unions have been actively engaged in combating
this type of restrictive legislation.

Some comparisons

Although profound differences exist between the educa-
tional systems of the US and the UK, as far as the Accounta-
bility movement is concerned, parallels can be drawn with
some caution.

Firstly, with respect to disillusionment with state education,
which British teacher has not become aware of the com-
ments of parents, politicians, and the press related to the
perceived decline in the standards of learning of children?
This decline has most frequently been attributed to com-
prehensive schools and to progressive education. The same
critics have also expressed their desire for increased em-
phasis on skills and on a ‘basic’ education. This punitive
tone and conservatism towards the schools is strikingly
similar to that noted in the US.

Another similarity between the British and American
scene is a dwindling school population. In the UK, as a
solution to decreased enrolments, there has appeared to
be some reliance on school closures. Over five hundred
rural schools have already closed (Rogers, 1979), and the
urban areas are just beginning to be affected. In the wake
of closures, dismissals of teachers could follow.

Parelleling the US, economic problems in the UK are very
real. Inflation and strikes create an atmosphere which put
the public in no mood to provide educational ‘frills’. In
such a climate, British educators should expect to be held
more accountable for the spending of public funds.

Warning of APU

Assessment is a particularly noticeable similarity between
the two contries. In England, the APU and local school
authorities have been actively devising tests for pupils.
What uses will be made of the tests data have yet to be
discovered. However, if the US experience is used as an
example, then I would predict that inaccuracies in data
analysis will flourish and that media distortions in interpre-
tations will abound.

Clearly, I believe that the Accountability movement in the
US has been detrimental to that country’s educational

development. Although not as advanced as its American
counterpart, a similar condition is infecting the schools
in the UK,

The aetiological complexity of the Accountability move-
ment suggests that no simple treatment plan can be pres-
cribed, Therefore, each country must devise its own appro-
priate ways of dealing with problems produced by the
trend. However, the American experience has indicated that
consumerism and politics in education is a reality and that
an attitude of detachment and passivity by professional
educators is unacceptable.

The need for alternatives

What is urgently required in the UK is concerted educa-
tional leadership, from both the schools and universities,
to counteract the movement. Educators, at all levels, need
to criticize, monitor and provide alternatives to Accounta-
bility. It should be British educators themselves who evalu-
ate the schools; report the findings to the general public;
perform the necessary research studies to meet parental
criticisms; assist and ‘up-grade’ the professional staff;
and dismiss, if all help fails, incompetent colleagues. Only
through rapid and united action will British teachers, edu-
cational administrators, and faculty in schools of education
restore confidence in the state educational system. In so
doing, they may be able to limit the effects of Accounta-
bility before education for a future generation is jeopar-
dized.
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Discussion

Assessment
and
Pupil Profiles

A report of a conference organised by
PRISE (Promotion for Reform in
Secondary Education) in March 1979,
to consider alternative ways of assess-
ment other than the public examina-
tion system.

The conference began by considering a
previously distributed paper entitled, ‘The
Myth of Comparability’. which was pre-
pared for PRISE by Desmond Nuttall, Pro-
fessor of Education at the Open University.
The work, based largely upon studies by
himself and Alan Wilmott of NFER, argued
that there is no way of achieving compara-
bility, between boards in a given subject,
between subjects within a given board,
between years in a given subject in a given
board, other than relying on trained, but
fallible human judgement. After saying that
comparability was not content comparability
nor skills comparability and that therefore
it was identicality of performance, the paper
went on to consider whether comparability
mattered and suggested that that issue
paled into insignificance beside the inevi-
table inconsistency of the assessment pro-
cess itself. In the final section it was sug-
gested that more should be done to make it
more widely known that comparability is
only rough and ready. However, the conse-
quences of this might be pressure for stan-
dardising syllabuses or prescribing the cri-
teria to be tested in any examination. There
were already pressures for this from SCUE
at A level (and at N & F) and the Waddell
Report moves in this direction for a com-
mon system of examining at 16+.

So a dilemma faces us. Should the genuine,
but somewhat misguided, according to
Nutthall, desire for comparability be pan-
dered to by setting up elaborate modera-
tion, validation and accreditation proce-
dures and give labels, either in words or
grades that are designed to have some com-
mon currency, or should each school be
allowed to develop its own reporting proce-
dures? This latter invites employers, col-
leges and universities to take much more
initiative in devising their own selection
procedures: in some ways this could be
constructive, but it does, says Nuttall,
invite ‘league-tabling’ of schools, nepotism
and all those bad effects that public examina-
tions were originally devised to overcome. It
also implies a boom in, often inappropriate,
psychological and educational testing by
employers, with possible unfortunate back-
wash effects into the schools, let alone the
creation of problems for those on the
milkround of job seeking. So Nuttall urges

care to avoid leaping from the frying pan into
the fire.

Questions to Desmond Nuttal and Robin
Smith (Secretary of the Oxford Examina-
tions Board) and discussion among confer-
ence participants raised such issues as:
would removal of the public examinations
at 16+ free the secondary curriculum as
removal of the 11+ examination had liber-
ated the primary school curriculum? Were
CNAA validation procedures applicable to
schools? Would local industry try to impose
syllabuses? If the exam boards spent so
much time, money and effort in trying to
obtain comparability could the schools
really do things better? Do not school
leavers get their jobs before the results
of external examinations are known so is
it not the school report or profile that is
more important?

The conference then heard about three
pupil profile schemes that have recently
been developed. The first, by the Scot-
tish Council for Research in Education and
the Working Party on School Assessments
of the Headteacher’s Association of Scot-
land, was reported by Patricia Broadfoot,
lately a Research Officer in SCRE and now
at Westhill College, Birmingham.

It should be remembered that Scotland has
no CSE exams so a considerable percentage
of the school population is not catered for
by an externally accredited examination,
although as the Dunning Report made
clear, a far higher percentage is presented
for O grade examinations that was origi-
nally intended. The SCRE Profile Assess-
ment was developed to meet the needs of
all pupils for self-knowledge, for curricular
and vocational guidance and for a relevant
and useful leaving report. It is a diagnostic
rather than a judgemental assessment based
on the principles of justice, relevance and
practicability.

The profiles, produced perhaps twice a
year, provide not only a comprehensive and
cumulative basis for within-school guidance
but also the necessary information for a
leaving report for each pupil, covering basic
skills, subject achievements and personal
qualities. The final leaving report aims to
be brief, accurate, positive and useful to
potential users and pupils. It is summative
and does not include all the subject specific
categories useful for in-school purposes.
The basic skills include: listening, speaking,
reading, writing, visual understanding and
expression, use of number, physical coor-
dination and manual dexterity;each is graded
on a four point scale, each point being
criterion referenced. Not all skills are
assessed by all teachers. Initially there were
eight personal qualities to be assessed but
these have been reduced to two — Enter-
prise and Perseverance (or Inspiration and
Perspiration!). The system is an open one
that the pupils know about. It establishes
assessment as communication and as a learn-
ing process. It recognises the individual and
his attributes, the emphasis is on description
and not comparisons between pupils.

Bob Mahy, (Deputy Head, Sutton Centre,
Sutton-in-Ashfield, Notts) spoke about the
scheme developed and used at the Sutton
Centre. Pupil groups each have a tutor who
stays with them as long as the tutor and the
group are in the school. Home visits and
relations with parents are highly rated. The
ethos of the staff-pupil relationship is based
on people being equally important. All tutor
groups are of mixed abilities and the em-

phasis at the Centre is on individual work.
Nowhere in the Centre does any grading or
labelling occur until the external examina-
tions are taken. Everthing within the school
is individualised and personal. The external
exams were, until recently, Mode 3 CSE
with total continuous assessment.

It was against this background that the
Sutton Centre Profile was developed. What
was wanted was something more than the
usual report, something which supple-
mented the CSE results. The profile was
conceived as a yardstick by which the pupil
could measure himself, and a means by
which others could measure him. The pro-
file seeks to achieve four ends, to be:

a three way dialogue between staff, pupils
and parents

a record of a pupil’s achievements,

an information document useful to em-
ployers about the courses followed at the
Centre.

Information is kept in a file inder the fol-
lowing headings:

introduction, personal section, general com-
mentary, subject section and basic skills
section.

The personal section of the profile is filled
in weekly by the pupil during one of the
daily half hour tutorial sessions. Other parts
are filled in by the agreed dates thoughout
the year with a very full comment being
made mid-way through the year. All tutors
follow up the mid-year sending home of
profiles with home visits and they offer to
parents the chance of making appoint-
ments to see particular subject staff.

The profile seeks to view assessment as
communication and evaluation, with as full
a picture as possible being given of the
pupil.

Finally, the conference heard from Don
Stansbury, Edward V1 College, Totnes,
Devon, about the Record of Personal Ex-
perience which he uses, and from whom
further details may be obtained (see Forum
Vol 21, No 2 Discussion Section). Central to
the RPE is the development of the indivi-
dual’s personal qualities. The RPE is a
personally compiled record of activities,
interests and experiences both in and out
of school, made during the fourth and fifth
years of secondary education. It is not an
assessment nor does it produce pupil profile.
The pupil has total control over what is
written and there is no teacher contribu-
tion whatsoever. The Record provides an
opportunity for each pupil to record what
he thinks is important. It enables them to
show initiative and enterprise and provides
them with a chance to exercise responsi-
bility. Through recording their experiences
they come to know themselves better what
their skills are and what they want to do
when they leave.

During the afternoon session conference
participants joined one of three discussion
groups on each of the systems described
above and the day ended with an open
forum discussion.

It was noted that the take up rate of the
Scottish Profile had been disappointing and
the RPE was not used to feed information
to teachers not involved in its implementa-
tion.

The three profile systems were well received,
with people generally seeing them as useful
adjuncts to the public examinations though
not, as yet at any rate, a replacement for
them.

DAVID TOMLEY
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A Constructive Response to

the APU

Maurice Galton

Maurice Galton is a Senior Lecturer at the University of Leicester School of Education where he is Co-
Director of the ORACLE Project which is evaluating different teaching styles in the primary school. He
has taught Chemistry in a number of schools and at the University of Leeds. In this article he suggests
how private classroom assessment may be made more public.

Since the end of the second world war, there has been a
tendency for British educators to jump on the latest Ameri-
can band wagon, often at the precise moment in time when
the idea or theory was about to be devalued in its country
of origin. In the late 50s there was programmed learning,
the panacea for more efficient teaching and the answer
to the special needs of bright and dull pupils alike. This
was followed by a flood of curriculum theories, compe-
tency based teacher evaluation and a rapid growth in de-
mands for more complex educational technology at all
stages of schooling. The latest of these American exports
is, of course, accountability.

There are some striking parallels between the American
experience and what is now happening here as the demand
for accountability, which in the popular view is seen largely
as being concerned with checking up on standards, becomes
stronger. One of the American tests, the IOWA tests of
basic skills, is now marketed here as a diagnostic intru-
ment under the name of the Richmond Tests. The publi-
shers of these tests are now offering a computer marking
facility and it would appear to be a strong favourite among
the forty or so local authorities who have now instituted
monitoring schemes. The test is advertised as a diagnostic
instrument but many local authorities use it as a norm-
reference test for making comparisons between pupils and
schools.!

Although the DES sent representatives from the Assess-
ment of Performance Unit and the National Foundation
for Educational Research to study and evaluate the Ameri-
can scene (Burstall and Kay 1978), it would seem that not
all the lessons of the American experience have been
successfully assimilated. The DES is clearly anxious about
the over zealous attitude of some local authorities. Two
years ago at the annual conference of the NFER, the then
Secretary of State for Education, Mrs Shirley Williams,
urged local authority representatives present to take a more
cautious approach to monitoring and warned against over-
reliance on standardised tests. She advised them to wait the
development of new materials currently being produced by
the NFER for the APU. Like its American counterpart,
NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress),
the APU will use a technique called ‘matrix sampling’
where each sample of pupils is tested on a random sample
of items. It is claimed that this technique, apart from the
advantage of not burdening any one pupil or any one
school with excess testing, also diminishes the impact on
the curriculum of a large scale assessment programme. The
first APU survey in mathematical performance took place
during May 1978 with just under a fifth of all primary
schools involved. With any one school, only one third of
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eleven year old pupils were tested, not all of them doing
the same test.

As with the American national monitoring programme, the
APU, advised by the NFER, also wishes to move away
from norm-reference testing. The procedure they favour
is based on the construction of a series of item banks
(Choppin 1978). The banks will contain items designed to
assess a large number of objectives covering a wide range of
content and taking into account different approaches to
the subject. Thus in theory a school will retain complete
control over what it decides to teach and the methods it
uses. Teachers, for example, would still be free to choose
either a traditional or a modern approach to mathematics.
Items will then be selected from the bank to meet specific
curricula requirements but every item will have been cali-
brated so that they measure a known level of performance
in the specific skill listed under the statement of objectives.
This kind of development requires a different psychometric
approach from the conventioanl item analysis employed
when contructing the norm-referenced tests.

The National Foundation for Education Research are
developing these item banks using a technique known as
RASCH Analysis (Willmott and Fowles 1974). The theory
of this technique and its limitations are discussed and
criticised elsewhere in this issue by Harvey Goldstein.
There is here, however, a striking parallel with the Ameri-
can situation in that just as NAEP were unable to evaluate
adequately their approach, so the first survey of perfor-
mance for the APU has already taken place before any clear
consensus exists about the validity of the RASCH model.
It appears that in America the political consequences of
admitting that the tests ‘do not test what they were sup-
posed to test” were too damaging in view of the expensive
nature of the operation. Rather than abandon the exercise
the testers have fallen back on a norm-referenced approach.
If the same thing were to happen to the results produced
for the APU by the NFER, then the best that might be ex-
pected would be for those responsible for the survey to
argue for caution when interpreting the results, since the
future of the Foundation is very much bound up with these
new developments in testing. Such reservations are likely
to be forgotten in the ensuing debate by politicians and
vested interest groups seeking to exploit the results for
their own advantage.

The position of the NFER is indeed interesting and also
slightly disturbing. Much of the funding currently going to
that body is from the DES to support the activities of the
examination units. The NFER are responsible both for the
mathematical and language development programmes of
the APU. Only the Science development has been handed



out to research teams in the universites. Personal and social
development, aesthetic and physical development are still
in the exploratory stage but the Foundation will no doubt
be making its bids in these areas too. For sometime the
DES has expressed anxiety about the way that some local
authorities have ‘umped the gun’ on monitoring. It is
hoped that local authorities will be guided by the ex-
perience of the Foundation while working on the APU
material and, if the item banks are to prove viable, the
materials will have to be sold to local education authorities
as well as to the APU, In the 1980s therefore the NFER
will have a virtual monopoly of the testing and assessment
procedures used within the school outside the traditional
GCE and CSE examination pattern. With so much at stake,
such a concentration of power cannot be a good thing for
the schools where in the past the partnership between
central and local government, in cooperation with the
teachers, has ensured a system of checks and balances
which prevented domination by any one vested interest
group. The question therefore arises as to what teachers
might themselves do to restore this balance of power.

A realistic starting point might be to accept that some form
of accountability including monitoring aspects of pupil
performance is now with us and that during a period of
falling roles and teacher unemployment it would be diffi-
cult to mount support for a widespread campaign of oppo-
sition to the APU. There is no reason to believe that the
situation in Britain would be any different to that in
America where views tend to be somewhat polarised and
many teachers, in states where accountability laws operate,
express a measure of satisfaction at knowing exactly what
is demanded of them in terms of their pupils’ performance.

Both Bennett (1976) and Barker Lunn (1970) showed that
there was a sizable number of primary teachers who still
carried out regular testing. It is this worry that some
teachers will settle for a minimum and only teach what is
available in the item banks that overshadows the APU’s
emphasis on the positive aspects of monitoring experiment.
It is claimed that the information collected will lead to
more informed decision making about allocation of re-
sources at both national and local level and that this is as
important as comparing standards. But it is the use of these
testing procedures by the local authorities that poses the
more serious threat to the teachers’ autonomy. In Hilling-
don, for example, the NFER cooperated in preparing test
materials to aid the transition from primary to secondary
school (Summer 1977b). The purpose of the exercise was
to provide information about pupils and courses to the
secondary schools so that they could plan their first year
curriculum more efficiently while allowing primary teachers
to retain as much freedom as possible over what to teach.
In fact there has been no attempt to evaluate the use of
these new pupil performance profiles by the secondary
schools and at the moment it has proved impossible to do
so because the introduction of the new procedures coin-
cided with the transition to comprehensive education,
which of itself necessitated considerable upheavals and re-
thinking of courses. Instead what has happened is that
these new assessment procedures have been followed by a
lengthy list of objectives designed to mirror the areas which
the tests cover. These objectives are called ‘guidelines’
and look remarkably similar to some CSE examination
syllabuses. Thus the continuity between the primary and
secondary sectors will be achieved not by any adjustment
in the first year at secondary level but a gradual inposi-
tion of uniformity at the primary stage.

If confrontation is rejected but total acquiescence or
capitulation deplored, what then remains? Although,
in theory, teachers will be asked to write items for these
new banks the technical expertise needed for the analysis
of such data is always likely to be beyond the grasp of all
but a few experts. Thus in any such cooperative activity
the partnership will be very one sided and control of what
goes in or out of the bank is likely to rest with the re-
searchers rather than the teachers. In any case it is clear
that many of the objectives which teachers have are con-
cerned not with behavioural outcomes as such but with
the processes of learning. This is recognised, to some
extent, by the work of the APU’s group concerned with
Science, where skills of observation, inferring and designing
experiments are to be assessed, Progress reports, however,
are not encouraging and there are said to be signs of strain
within the centres at which this work is being developed.

If there is to be an important element of teacher control
over pupils’ assessment then the subjective measures,
commonly used by teachers as part of normal classroom
practice, must be refined and made more explicit, so that
they can be seen as clear cut, legitimate, alternative pro-
cedures. In one of the early NFER studies teachers were
told that their pupils had only progressed during the
year by one and a half WITS and were thus one WIT
down on the expected norm.2 Most teachers in that group
apparently refused to accept this finding, insisting that
they knew their pupils had learned more. The problem
was that they had no public evidence with which to support
this counter-claim. It is precisely this kind of problem that
the new °‘Teacher-based Assessment’ procedures are de-
signed to overcome.

There seems to be a general pattern to the development of
this kind of approach illustrated by the work of Wynne
Harlen at Reading (Harlen et al 1977), Anne Jasman and
the ORACLE project at Leicester (Jasman 1978) and Harry
Black in Edinburgh (SCRE 1977). Typically teachers are
brought together and asked to state what skills they expect
pupils to use during the course of a lesson. They are asked
to indicate what kinds of evidence would be acceptable
in support of these expectations. Gradually, through dis-
cussion, a consensus emerges within the group and differ-
ent criteria can then be listed and classified according to
some hierarchical principle. Checklists are then developed
and pupils rated after observation. A pupil’s performance
profile is gradually built up over time and can be used as
a diagnostic intrument either to indicate where additional
help is needed or to allow teachers to plan future work
activities. Within one group of teachers developing the
procedures this seems to work well. After an initial period
of difficulty the group members usually become very en-
thusiastic. It is claimed that it brings a greater awareness
of teaching and there is enough evidence to suggest that
these assesments are reliable, in respect that different
teachers agree very well in their assessments of the same
pupils in a team-taught situation. The process by which
the teachers acquire such skills tends to be somewhat
drawn out. Somewhere between one and two years can
be taken up with teachers meeting at regular intervals,
taking materials into the schools and trying them out on
the pupils.

Clearly teachers who are prepared to involve themselves
in this way are likely to be both concerned and enthusiastic.
With so much involved, such techniques are not likely to
appeal to those who are prepared to settle for the lowest
common denominator and to accept the local authorities
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‘guidelines” as a performance specification. In all three
studies mentioned above the attempts to persuade a wider
audience to take the materials developed by the teachers
groups has not so far met with much success.3 Since
learning how to use the checklists takes time many in the
profession feel that this can be better spent doing other
things with their pupils. If testing must be carried out,
they argue better to use a conventional assessment pro-
gramme which takes up one morning from the school
term rather than requiring frequent monitoring of indivi-
dual pupils.

At the heart of the problem lies the fact that these new
assessment procedures demand a different style of teaching
from the one conventionally used. A number of observation
studies have shown that the didactic expository style still
finds favour with a majority of teachers both at junior and
secondary level (Eggleston et al 1976; Galton et al 1980).
Regular monitoring of a pupil’s performance in terms of
the processes of learning rather than carrying out inter-
mittent assessments of the final product makes totally
different demands on the teacher. She needs time to engage
in a dialogue with her pupils, and must be able to observe
them while they are working cooperatively together.

Yet the ORACLE studies show that the amount of teacher
and pupil contact at this intimate individual level is very
slight, that collaborative group activity involving pupils
sharing ideas almost non-existent and that many teachers
are forced to spend large amounts of their time marking
silently. In just over half the classes studied forty per cent
of the pupils who were observed spent up to the equivalent
of one day a week either waiting for the teacher or involved
in a wide range of distracting activities. Yet the current
suggestion of the inspectorate is to increase the class sizes
so as to free some teachers who could deal with pupils
having special difficulties. It is argued that if you have a
class of 35, four more will not make much difference. It
remains to be seen whether the teacher unions can persuade
the politicians that falling roles should lead to decreasing
class sizes rather than school closures.

Despite these difficulties there seems no real alternative but
to pursue a vigorous policy of in-service training in these
new assessment and evaluation techniques at as many levels
as possible. While the traditional ‘one day’ course can pro-
bably do little to encourage the use of monitoring inside
the classroom the continuing increase in part-time higher
degree students provides a chance for teachers to develop
an understanding of the skills involved. This training could
provide a nucleus of personnel to run school-based in-service
courses, the ideal environment for training in teacher-
based assessment techniques. Courses run by teachers for
their colleagues start with a natural advantage, given the
genuine fears which may exist over local authority attitudes
to accountability. Perhaps the role of the head in stimulat-
ting school based activities needs also to be looked at.

In the past researchers developing these new assessment
techniques have tended to be over ambitious. Both the
Scottish ‘Pupils in Profile’ and Wynne Harlen’s ‘Progress
in Learning Science’ checklists are far too comprehensive
and elaborate. Both look impracticable and time consuming
so that natural resistance to using the checklist is built
in from the start. The importance of the method is not
what is being assessed but the technique by which these
assessments are carried out and teachers need first to be
persuaded to move to a less directed style of teaching if
reliable assessments are to be made. It is therefore just as
valuable to train someone to assess one small element in
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the curriculum rather than trying to sell a ‘complete system’.
At the ouset it will be necessary to ‘cut corners’ until
more people have gained confidence in using these tech-
niques. In the ‘ORACLE’ study, for example, structured
exercises have been provided which mirror the skills being
assessed by teachers through observation. These structured
exercises, not only provide clues as to what the teacher
should look for, but also provide a means by which the
teacher can compare her judgement against other kinds of
evidence. In principle, a similar use could be made for the
item banks currently being developed. In many cases a
teacher’s judgment and the more formal assessment will
agree. The teacher is then free to concentrate on observing,
in greater details, those cases where a mismatch occurred.
This might go someway towards meeting the problems of
using these techniques in large size classes.

Given support from those responsible for reflecting offi-
cially teacher opinion and a commitment from those re-
sponsible for in-service training, teacher-based assessment
could provide a satisfactory alternative in meeting the
demands for more ‘objective’ information about pupil
attainment. The great value of promoting this exercise
would be that, at last, it would begin to erode from the
public mind the assumption that the old fashioned ‘tradi-
tional’ forms of teaching go hand-in-hand with strict
accounting, If this were to happen then we might consider
re-exporting accountability theory to America in a healthier
and more valuable form,

Notes

1 A norm-referenced test compares a pupil’s performance
in relation to the other pupils taking the test. It is de-
signed to spread pupils out as much as possible in terms
of their test scores giving the customary normal shaped
distribution. A criterionreferenced test is merely con-
cerned about whether a pupil has achieved the required
standard of performance. Such distributions are bi-
modal consisting of a group who have and another who
haven’t mastered the set tasks. For a programme of
national monitoring, criterion-referenced tests are ob-
viously more appropriate. However, there are difficul-
ties in constructing and analysing such tests (see Sumner
and Robertson 1977a). In America, researchers have
got as far as specifying the criteria but in the absence of
an agreed procedure for item analysis they have been
forced to use techniques which are more suitable for a
norm-referenced approach. Tests of this kind have come
to be known as ‘objective referenced’ and represent a
rather unsatisfactory compromise between criterion and
norm-referenced testing.

2 Under the RASCH model, the chances of a pupil making
a correct response to an item depend only on the pupil’s
ability and the item difficulty, both measured in the
same units. The unit used by the NFER is called the
WIT. It is so chosen that when a person’s ability exceeds
the difficulty ot the item by five WITS then there is
seventy-five per cent chance that the item will be an-
swered correctly. As one might imagine, there are also
half-wits, and according to the NFER the average pupil
is likely to make two and a half wits progress per year
of schooling.

3 In a recent example, as part of the ORACLE study,
teachers were asked about their assessment of project
work. The majority registered extreme concern about
the judgments they made in this area and when shown
a checklist, developed by a group of local teachers,
were very supportive and claimed that it was ‘ust
what was required’. Yet after a term not one teacher in
the sample had made use of it to monitor their pupils’
performance. When teachers on a related in-service
course volunteered to persuade their colleagues to
try out the checklist on one or two pupils they met with
no greater degree of success.

See page 18 for a list of references
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Like most innovatory ideas the concept of ‘school self-
evaluation’ is vague and ambiguous. It can be understood
simply as an answer to the question ‘Who should accept
responsibility for evaluation’ regardless of what is to be
evaluated. In which case it will pick out the school as an
evaluation agency in contrast to other possible agencies
like the local or national inspectorate. In this sense one
could have self-evaluations of University INSET courses,
Teachers’ Centres, LEAs, Schools Council Projects, etc.
I suspect that like me a number of people understand the
idea in a stronger sense than this. I would define it as the
school accepting responsibility for evaluating itself. Here
‘the school’ is both the agent and the object of the evalua-
tion. In this article I shall be concerned with ‘school self-
evaluation’ in its stronger rather than weaker sense.

I am going to set out three kinds of grounds on which a
case for a school self-evaluation could be argued. The form
an evaluation activity takes in practice largely depends on
one’s reasons for engaging in it. By setting out some alter-
native reasons for a school engaging in a self-evaluation
I hope to indicate the different forms such an evaluation
might take in practice.

The case for a school self-evaluation can be argued on at
least three kinds of grounds which I will call those of
social, economic, and professional accountability.

Schools might be described as socially accountable to the
extent our society delegates to them the task of preparing
children for socially valued roles and tasks. This act of trust
places schools under an obligation to provide society,
particularly at the level of the local community, with an
honest account of its policies in the light of relevant social
criteria. For example, a school might present to its governers
an honest account of the extent to which its option policy
provides girls with equal opportunities to boys for choosing
science as a career, or it might present to its parents an
account of its curriculum policy for mathematics, in the
light of the question ‘Is the maths taught in the school
the kind of mathematics children will need as members
of society?” Within a context of social accountability
‘school self-evaluation’ largely consists of reviewing curri-
culum policies in terms of the extent to which they make
adequate provision for children’s future social needs.
Schools might be described as economically accountable
if they are under an obligation to demonstrate to those
responsible for allocating resources at central and local
government levels that they are giving value for money.
In order to establish a system which makes schools economi-
cally accountable to the providers of resources the latter
have to get them to see themselves as factories manufac-
turing clearly defined and measurable outputs in the form

of ‘learning outcomes’. Once these out-puts have been
specified schools can be required to justify the resources
allocated to them by demonstrating that they are achiev-
ing an acceptable level of productivity ie in relation to the
resources available. Such a demonstration will take the
form of an evaluation of the extent to which pupil per-
formance matches the appropriate level of out-put.

At this point it may be useful to spell out the essential differ-
ences between ‘school seif-evaluations’ based on economic
accountability and those based on social accountability.
First, there is a difference in focus. An evaluation in a social
accountability context will focus on the curriculum policies
of a school; the courses of action it undertakes with respect
to the selection of content and its organisation for purposes
of learning. An evaluation in an economic accountability
context will focus on the performance of pupils. Secondly,
there is a difference in criteria for appraisal. Social account-
ability implies a form of evaluation which is concerned with
the social acceptability of policies. Economic accountability
implies an evaluation concerned with the economic accept-
ability of pupil performance levels (See MacDonald 1978).
Thirdly, this difference in evaluation criteria has metho-
dological implications. Social evaluation essentially involves
the use of qualitative methods while economic evaluation
involves methods of quantification. The former is more
concerned with the quality of what Parlett and Hamilton
(1977) call ‘the learning milieu’ than with the amount of
learning achieved.

I have just started interviewing parents with a view to
discovering the ways they assess the institutional merit
of schools. So far as I have talked to a very small number
so must be wary of stating more than a tentative hypothesis.
But I am rather surprised to find, even amongst the few
parents interviewed, that they are more concerned with the
social relevance of their school’s curriculum policies than
with its productivity in the form of exam results. In evalu-
ating schools they are concerned with the extent to which
the school’s policies make adequate provision for their
children to learn what is socially valuable. This is not to say
that they regard quantifiable information about pupil
performance as unimportant. But they appear not to see
such information as central in evaluating the work of a
school. This explained for me another surprise I had when
interviewing: I have found few parents wanting to see
schools publishing their exam results to the world at large.
They don’t want to see ‘league tables’ of results published,
feeling that such out-put information gave a distorted view
of the relative merits of schools. The parents I am talking to
are sufficiently realistic to appreciate the fact that their
children, rather than their school alone, must bear some
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responsibility for the amount they learn. They are prepared
to hold the school responsible in a negative sense, when its
policies and practices appear to prevent children from
realising their full potential. But in the absence of this
negative evidence they are sensible enough not to blame
the school for learning failures.

Fourthly, economic differs from social evaluation with
respect to its audience. A school that sees itself as econo-
mically accountable will tend to evaluate itself for its
resource providers, namely, its LEA, The direct line of
accountability is between the school and the LEA bureau-
cracy. On the other hand a school that sees itself as socially
accountable will tend to evaluate itself for the local com-
munity, as represented perhaps by its governors, and its
parents.

At the present time some LEAs are attempting to get
schools to see themselves as economically accountable
units. The indicators are all there; advisers encouraging
schools to specify their aims in terms of pupil achieve-
ment criteria; in-service courses on teacher-based assessment
of pupil performance; the bureaucratic processing of ex-
amination and test results submitted by schools. Even
at national government level some HMIs have been en-
couraging schools to adopt the achievement criteria deve-
loped by the APU as a basis for school self-evaluation
(see Kay 1977). Meanwhile, at the level of the local com-
munity, some schools are breaking new ground in presenting
school governors and parents with detailed information
about curriculum policies as a basis for discussion.

Are these two emergent kinds of ‘school self evaluation’
compatible with each other? Personally I think not. A
school which comes to see itself as accountable for pre-
specifiable out-puts will ultimately allow economic ends
— the cutting of costs — to distort the social value of its
curriculum policies. They will become less responsive to
a variety of social needs.

Determining the social quality of curriculum policies is a
difficult and complex affair. Any particular policy will
carry a variety of social advantages and disadvantages which
are not always easy to detect and weigh up. Moreover,
the balance of advantage to disadvantage will vary over
time. What looks like on balance an undesirable policy in
the short term can turn into a desirable one in the long
term, and vice versa. It is not only important to scrutinise
the intrinsic qualities of a policy but also its short and long
term consequences, including unintended side-effects. Over
time its qualities shift and change. The social evaluation of
curriculum policies is therefore a matter of piece-meal
ongoing social criticism. There can be no absolutely con-
clusive summative evaluation. There will always be times
when the school self-evaluation suggests that on balance
existing policies need to be changed and a decision ought
to be made. But even at the point of responsible decision
one can never be completely sure.

Economically based school self-evaluation, emphasising as it
does, quantity rather than quality, will tend to neglect and
ignore the social quality of learning. In taking pre-specified
learning outcomes as the criteria for an evaluation of itself
the school comes to view the value of its policies in strictly
instrumental terms. They are desirable if they maximise
intended learning outcomes, undesirable if they do not.
This kind of goal-orientated evaluation blinkers schools
to both the intrinsic social value of policies and to their
manifold social side-effects. As Scriven has pointed out a
policy may be a good one even when technically it is a
failure, simply because its social side-effects bring benefits
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which far outweight its failure at goal-achievement (1977).
This is no argument against goal-setting but a social account-
ability argument against evaluating exclusively on terms
of them. Social accountability requires a willingness in the
part of schools to change and modify goals in the light of
changing conceptions of the social qualities of their policies.
Economic accountability fixes and masks these qualities
and makes the school socially unresponsive.

The emphasis on quantity rather than quality also carries
another distorting effect on the social value of policy.
Certain learnings are easier to measure than others. Those
that are not will tend to get neglected irrespective of their
social value. A classic example is provided by the APU’s
pamphlet entitled Language Performance (1977). It states
‘There are four modes of language — listening, speaking,
reading, writing.” It then goes on ‘Following the advice of
the Bullock Committee, the language group has started with
writing and reading. The other two modes are important
and all four are interconnected, but listening and speaking
are even more difficult to assess adequately.” If schools
then come to accept the kind of performance criteria
defined by the APU as a basis for self-evaluation they may
find themselves focusing on the more easily quantifiable
aspects of language with a consequent distortion in the
overall quality of their language policies. It is certainly
arguable that the social importance of speaking and
listening is greater than that of reading and writing.

Professional Accountability

Schoo! can be described as professionally accountable if
they are under an obligation to demonstrate to the teaching
profession that their policies protect and foster educational
values. In addition to interviewing parents about school
accountability I am also interviewing teachers. The phrase
‘a professional attitude’ occurs again and again. When asked
to explain what they mean teachers tend to talk about ‘a
concern for the needs of children’. These needs refer not
so much to social as to personal needs. The educative
responsibilities of the teacher as opposed to his social
responsibilities are towards children as potential persons
rather than as potential occupants of social roles. Of course,
a child cannot develop as a person without developing in a
certain role. But he can certainly occupy a role, even
competently, and remain as a person alienated and un-
developed. Children develop as persons when they learn to
autonomously choose their roles for the intrinsic value and
interest they discover in their performance rather than for
extrinsic reasons. If the school curriculum is the medium
through which social roles are made available to the child
its teaching methods are the medium through which he is
related to them. The teaching policies of a school can
enable or constrain the development of personal autonomy.
They can educative or miseducative regardless of the social
value of the curriculum they transmit.

A school self-evaluation in a context of professional ac-
countability will focus on either common teaching policies
or those for which the school delegates responsibility to
individuals or groups of teachers. The criteria employed will
be related to the extent to which classroom teaching enables
and protects the development of personal autonomy in the
learning situation. The audience will primarily be the
teaching profession and in particular the staff of the school
concerned.

The different forms of school self-evaluation entailed by
social, economic, and professional accountability can be
summarised as follows:



Self- Social Economic Professional
Evaluation Accounting Accounting Accounting
Focus Curriculum Pupil Teaching
) Policies Performance Methods
Criteria Social Economic Educational
Acceptability  Acceptability  Acceptability
/value for /enabling
money personal
autonomy
Methodology  Qualitative Quantitative Qualitative
Audience Local Local Teachers
Community/  Government /The School’s
Governors [its officers staff

In my view socially and professionally based school self-
evaluations are not necessarily incompatible and must
eventually ‘marry’ if schools are to avoid neglecting the
educational needs of children in favour of their social
needs, and vice versa. School self-evaluation in a context
of economic accountability necessarily has a distorting
effect. The educative value of a school’s teaching methods
lies not in the amount of content they get children to
learn but in the way they enable children to learn that
content. In a context of economic accountability the
educative quality of teaching becomes an irrelevance.

Some would argue that schools cannot be trusted to evalu-
ate (account for) their own policies objectively. Such
evaluations will tend to be biased in the direction of present-
ing the school in a favourable light. Only an external
evaluation can satisfy the requirements of objectivity. My
reply to such arguments would be that if schools cannot
be trusted to evaluate themselves honestly then by impli-
cation they cannot be trusted to make responsible deci-
sions.

A school that is reluctant to engage in an honest self-
appraisal reveals a lack of genuine concern about the ex-
tent to which its policies are socially and educationally
worthwhile. Policy decisions in schools can only be made
responsibly when they are guided by these concerns.

We are currently witnessing attempts in some local authori-
ties to externally evaluate schools more systematically.
In my view such developments, whethe: they take the form
of externally developed and imposed tests or local inspec-
tions, are indicative of a tendency to transfer power over
decision-making from the schools. Externally imposed
evaluation systems are essentially the means of getting
schools to comply with policies decided elsewhere. They
are grounded in the knowledge that power can only be
exercised over others by constantly monitoring their
activities. The weaker the monitoring the less people will
comply. The development of external evaluation systems
is indicative of the current crisis of confidence in our
schools. Although the ‘cry of accountability’ is used to
legitimate it, the truth of the matter is that such a develop-
ment makes it impossible for schools to exercise any
genuine accountability to society or themselves.

Perhaps the advocates of external evaluation are correct
in assuming that schools cannot be trusted to formulate
responsible policies. If a willingness to provide society or
even themselves with honest self-appraisals is a sign of
responsible policy-making, then perhaps they are right.
The onus now I think is on schools to demonstrate that
they can be entrusted with policy-decisions by accepting
more responsibility for evaluating themselves.
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For the school, as with its individual children, assessment of
all aspects of ‘physical, intellectual, social, emotional and
aesthetic areas of development’ is valid and necessary. A
full, regular review is essential in order to identify strengths,
weaknesses, particular needs and to explain any fall in levels

of achievement; to stimulate dialogue between teachers,
pupils and parents, and, above all, to ensure that the indivi-
dual and the school know just where they stand. Since the
school must be accountable for standards to its public and
its clientele it must be ready to initiate change for the sake
of progress.

Continued from page 29

the relationship between the curriculum practices of the
school, the principles on which the school operates and the
general assumptions made by educationists about the na-
ture of the curriculum process. It includes three or four
advisors from outside the school, including one member of
the PARB.

What did become obvious at Lorne was the strength of the
consensus about the positive aspects of the school. There
was an overwhelming re-affirmation of the principles on
which the school operates, and of the need for Huntingdale
to be both a learning and a caring community.

Without the Lorne Seminar, the Planning and Review Board
would have been an end point rather than simply one
(important) point in a continuing process. One suspects,
indeed, that much of the value of the PARB Report would
simply have been dissipated in an aura of self-congratula-
tion without the hard-headed follow-up which placed the

whole exercise much more firmly into context.

In any short list of implications for the UK must stand
consideration of alternatives to the Governing Body and the
role of the Inspectorate. Huntingdale’s extensive re-apprai-
sal was effective as a spur to development because it was a
corporate venture. Changes will be undertaken because
the conclusions reached at Lorne were those of the staff,
the students, their parents and the school’s own Council.
Nobody was acting under duress or made to feel they were
responding to correction. And in the end, only those work-
ing in continuous contact with a school can decide what
will and what will not work for it. A review, call it what
we will, has to find a way of being both critical and crea-
tive: it has both to reveal possibilities hitherto unrealised
and to inspire those on the job to devise the strategies
appropriate to realising them. We would claim that in these
respects, Huntingdale’s review system was highly success-
ful.
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Self-assessment at a
London Comprehensive

George Varnava

George Varnava is First Deputy Head at Pimlico School. Formerly Head of Modern Languages at Holland
Park School, he has been fully involved in mixed ability teaching and comprehensive organization. Here
he comments on how one school has responded to the challenge of self-assessment.

Two years ago, ILEA’s Keeping The School Under Review
invited schools to undertake a systematic exercise in self-
assessment; in the Secondary section. to clarify what it is
the school is attempting to do and whether it is satisfied
that what it is attempting is right. Those courageous enough
to answer its direct, practical questions with complete
honesty found, no doubt, clear directions to areas of neces-
sary or desirable improvement,

The Secondary section of the document directs its ques-
tions to facts, people, policies and procedure, concluding
with an ‘acid test’: ‘Would I recommend a colleague to
apply for a post at the school?” and Would I recommend
the school to friends for their children?’ It is tempting to
apply the ultimate test: Would I send my own children to
the school? A final note on ‘Action’ is designed to ensure
that the exercise is constructive.

This proposed method aims to stimulate the kind of en-
quiry and discussion necessary to any re-definition of the
school’s objectives and the general educational principles
by which it functions. As the introduction points out,
each question is likely to suggest others. Under Resources,
for example, a separate count of male and female staff, the
number of teachers who have children themselves, length
of service, etc., may go some way to explaining staff atti-
tudes to their work and their professional development.
Similarly, a count of ‘problem’ children or one-parent
families will show whether or not a shift of resources is
necessary. It is worthwhile, too, to take into account any
additional use of the school premises and identify any parti-
cular architectural features that affect organisation and
working conditions: a main hall too small for full assemb-
lies; specialist rooms that cannot be used for general teach-
ing; dark, secret corners that invite delinquency, and as
many more examp les, surely, as there are schools. Even the
school roll deserves careful analysis: at Pimlico, a roll of
1,591 constitutes only 1,156 families.

The entire process of self-assessment, nevertheless, can
easily remain a bureaucratic exercise if not conducted
with the determined intent to make changes where changes
are necessary, in both particular aspects of school life
and in standards of efficiency. At Pimlico, the exercise
was conducted partly through a full staff conference, neatly
entitled the ‘The Common Task’, aimed at identifying areas
of concern and involving staff in solving problems and,
subsequently, by a complete revision of the Staff Hand-
book, a document of over 60 pages covering policy, organisa-
tion, resources, curriculum and daily routines — a combina-
tion of reference book, standing orders and a statement of
intent.
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Apart from bringing factual detail up to date, major changes
were necessary in the areas of staff responsibilities — follow-
ing the evolution of the role of the Form Tutor and a
general shift of responsibility for classroom discipline from
pastoral to academic staff; in regulations regarding security
in the light of the Safety at Work Act; in school uniform —
resulting from prolonged discussion involving staff, School
Council and Parents’ Association, and finally, in the areas
of the assessment of pupils where both mixed ability
grouping and setting by ability occur. This last change,
subject of a working-party’s discussions lasting almost two
years, is perhaps the focal point in any exercise of self-
appraisal, for it is ultimately the criteria by which children
are judged that determine the school’s philosophy and ob-
jectives, its policies and organisation, and its performance.

Here is Pimlico’ instruction to staff:

Assessment (Grades and reports)

General

Continuous assessment of the individual pupil is made by
awarding two grades for each subject. These are recorded
in the Form Grades Book prepared by the Form Tutor,
and on twice-yearly reports. Each child is awarded a double
grade in each subject on a 5 point scale, the first digit being
for the quality of the work (attainment) the second for
effort.

1 —forexcellent; 2 — good; 3 — average; 4 — below average;
5 — poor. For example, a child who is given in English an
assessment of 2.1 is judged to have produced work of good
quality and have worked very hard to achieve it. The con-
tinuous assessment of attainment and effort provides the
school record of the individual pupil’s academic progress
throughout his school career.

Progress may be seen as competition against oneself and
this simple, regular form of assessment aims to give each
pupil the incentive to compete against his last performance.
A combination of both mixed-ability grouping and setting
occurs within certain departments and within years. To en-
sure, therefore, a correct scheme of assessment recording,
involving the use of a letter code which precedes the grades,
is used throughout the school from years 1 to S.

Procedure for assessment
GRADES — attainment) both on 5 point scale.
— effort )
awarded for all pupils and recorded in grade books.
Grades preceded by letter A, B, Cor M
A, B or C denoting level of group as fixed department;
M denoting mixed-ability.
(N.B. A, B, C M not used for 6th)



REPORTS

Ist/2nd Years: a Effort grade only, preceded by

M (N.B. A, B or C for Latin or

sets in 2nd Year);

b Exam mark where appropriate

¢ Comment (explanatory and ad-

visory)

Both grades, preceded by A, B,

Cor M;

b Exam mark where appropriate;

¢ Comment (explanatory and ad-

visory)

Both grades (no A, B, C or M);

Exam mark where appropriate;

¢ Comment (explanatory and ad-
visory)

3rd/4th/5th Years: a

6th Year:

o ®

Here, an attempt has been made to reconcile the funda-
mentally different approaches in assessing children in
mixed-ability groups and those set by ability. In mixed-
ability groups, co-operation between pupils is more appro-
priate to the learning situation than the encouragement of
keen competition. Any objective assessment of ability,
therefore, should not hinder the motivation of the indivi-
dual pupil. In sets, assessment of attainment is progres-
sively related to potential in public examinations.

A conventional statistical approach to examination results
normally gives no more than a crude picture of a school’s
performance. Marten Shipman’s very useful ‘The Presenta-
tion of Examination Results’ in Contact (24 Nov 1978)
indicates how important it is to assess performance in terms
of the school’s intake characteristics and its examination
policy. The following figure shows how a school’s achieve-
ment might be interpreted if the question asked is not ‘how
many passed?’ but ‘who passed?’ — a question, surely, that
is of much greater interest to those directly concerned.

1st year 5th year.
Predicted Actual provenance
ability Streams of each category
1
A GCE 2
3
E| A
3 GC
5 CSE
B|csE & — | B
7
8
9 c
o | Nox- ;(1’
M
EXA 12

Parallels between the assessment of individual children and
of the school as a whole are obvious, whether the assess-
ment is made by comparison with others or with previous
performance. In the Secondary section of Keeping the
School Under Review two brief questions only refer to the
assessment of children: H5 (Arrangements for learning)
‘How do we assess the quality and quantity of work pro-
duced?” and I (Departmental Self-assessment) ‘What steps do
we take to assess and record progress?’ The Primary section
gives greater importance to ‘Attainment’ with fuller, more
searching questions.

Continued on page 25

A Year of

Evaluation

A R Delves and John Watts

The Principal of Huntingdale Technical School,
Melbourne, Australia and John Watts, Principal of
Countesthorpe College in Leicestershire have
collaborated in presenting this report of the
evaluation process in which both were involved
at Huntingdale.

The conventional British approach to school assessment
is patrician. The Full Inspection requires a team of Her
Majesty’s Inspectors to investigate all aspects of the school,
to go away and after due deliberation to present a confiden-
tial report to the Governors of the School and the Secretary
of State. In practice there is likely to be a lot of valuable
discussion between individual Inspectors and classroom
teachers, but in principle this is not part of the process.
As the reporting Inspector told the staff at Countesthorpe
in advance of their Full Inspection of 1973, the Inspec-
torate cannot at one and the same time report and enter
into discussion.

It might be thought that such procedures ensure objectivity,
free from favouritism. Unfortunately, that view turns on
the assumption that in every aspect of schooling, from
organisation to pedagogy, from examining to counselling,
the Inspectorate knows best and the teachers will be
judged on the extent to which they have ‘got it right’.
Indeed the desire for accountability has often led politi-
cians to call for a local Inspectorate that would check
whether a school was doing things ‘the right way’, on the
analogy of industrial safety inspectors who can check con-
formity to regulations. It is of course a vain hope.

There are no regulations that add up to a prescription of
how a school should be run, and in our changing times,
there is no certainty that a team of Her Majest’s Inspectors
have got all the answers for the teachers. Sometimes things
will have moved on to a point where the HMIs have not
even got the questions.

Many HMIs have acknowledged a change in role from that
of judge-and-jury to one of counsellor, guide and friend.
Many must prefer to sit down with the teachers and jointly
tease out a problem together. Unfortunately, their own
machinery for inspection and report has not undergone
comparable re-designing. What schools desperately need is
help in the techniques of self-evaluation and consultation,
a totally different mode of giving account of themselves.
Teachers are amateurs in self-evaluation where they should
be professionals, able to carry out mutual assessments and
able to teach the techniques to their students. And to avoid
complacency and insularity, they need to learn how to seek
and take external counsel. To accomplish this may entail
serious revision of our present procedures and of the func-
tion of the Governing Body. That it would be worthwhile,
may be seen from the experience of Huntingdale Technical
School in its evaluation of 1978.

In Australia, government primary and secondary education
is controlled by the six states, with the Commonwealth
government assuming direct control only in the various
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Territories. In the State of Victoria, school assessment was,
as in Britain, the province of Boards of Her Majesty’s
Inspectors who reported their findings to the State Educa-
tion Department and to the school, although without the
element of confidentiality which surrounds British practice.
Some eight or ten years ago this situation began to alter
dramatically as a result of a series of fundamental changes.
At the secondary level there was a significant move towards
school-based decision making in a number of areas and this
inevitably led to a great diversity in curriculum across that
state. At the same time, the teacher unions adopted strong
policies of opposition to the system of inspection, chiefly
because the promotion of teachers depended almost en-
tirely on inspectorial reports, In addition, the Inspectors,
finding themselves often unwelcome in — and even locked
out of — schools, sought for themselves the role of ‘coun-
sellor, guide and friend’.

These changes greatly altered the quest for accountabilty
of schools. In the secondary high schools, the Education
Department instituted a process of School Review Boards.
Schools seeking assessment of their work ask for such a
Board, which is then set up as a joint venture between the
school and the Education Department. Control of this pro-
cess, however, remains firmly in the hands of the latter.
These Boards report to the school and the Department,
as did the Inspectorial Boards of old, and there has been,
to put it mildly, a mixed reaction to their work.

A further important recent change by the Victorian Govern-
ment has been in the field of school goverment. In 1975,
the Education (School Councils) Act significantly altered
the role of the advisory Councils which had operated in all
schools for some years, Firstly, each school community —
parents, staff, students and interested people from the
neighbourhood — determined the composition of its own
Council. (In Victoria, School Councils have never been
political bodies in the way School Boards are in the United
States, or Boards of Governors in Britain).

The powers of the Council are wide, and include responsi-
bility for buildings and grounds, for cleaning and main-
tenance, for all finance coming in to the school, for the
employment (and payment) of non-teaching staff and for
ensuring maximum community use of the school and its
facilities. Councils may enter into contracts (for example,
for building extension) on behalf of the school. Each
Council is asked to advise (but may not direct) the Principal
and staff on curriculum, and it has little or no role to play
in the appointment of teaching staff who are placed by the
Education Department.

In the case of the secondary technical schools, however,
the Councils have by law a strong advisory role to play in
the appointment of senior staff. In addition, the technical
schools have had, by long tradition, control over all their
operating finances except for teacher salaries. The impor-
tance of this power may be gauged by the fact that Hunting-
dale Technical School Council controls funds in excess of
150,000 pounds per annum,

The composition of The Huntingdale Council also gives
a clear indication of the way in which the major groups in
the school community is reflected in the overall goverment
of the school. There are four elected parents, four elected
staff, four elected students, four members nominated
by a voluntary community group — the school is used
extensively by the community at large — one representative
of the local government authority and one of the Education
Department, the principal, and up to four others co-opted
by the elected and nominated members. It should also be
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noted that the term ‘staff® is used in the school to include
all employees at the school, both teaching and non-teach-
ing.

When Huntingdale began in February 1972, the Education
Department asked the school to examine alternatives for
curriculum facilities and the development of community
relationships. In return for this chance to innovate across a
broad spectrum, the school was also asked to conduct an
assessment of its work after the first five or six years of
operation.

Self evaluation

The process of evaluation began in September 1977, when
individuals and groups within the school began to look at
the positive and negative aspects of their work thus far.
The School Council, at the same time, set up an ad hoc
Committee to oversee the whole process, taking the view
that it was the Council’s special responsibility, acting on
behalf of the whole school community and of the Educa-
tion Department.

By early 1978, the criteria for the evaluation had been
determined and agreed upon, and it was broadly decided
that there was a need not merely to review what the school
had already done but also to plan for the next five to ten
years.

The evaluation included a range of activities, beginning with
the internal evaluation mentioned above. The school also
commissioned a ‘Community Needs and Response Survey’
which was conducted by staff and students of a College of
Advanced Education, assisted by Huntingdale staff and
students. Students who left the school in 1976 and 1977
were followed up to look at their job or tertiary education
situations. A survey of the parents of Year 6 students in
feeder primary schools was taken to establish why they
would choose (or reject) Huntingdale for their children
in 1979.

The School Council conducted an evaluation of its own
work late in 1977, as did the Community Involvement
Group which had an important role both as a committee
of Council and as the management group for the com-
munity use of the school’s facilities.

The major documents which had been written in and about
the school since its beginning were also collected and
published in a large volume entitled ‘The Evaluation Book’.
The Council also commissioned a Planning and Review
Board of seven well-known educationists, including two
from the Department of Education, to come and assess the
school for a week at the beginning of August 1978. There
was again emphasis on forward planning as well as on re-
view. The Board was financed from school funds, supported
by special Education Department grants, and its task was
to report to the school community and the Council, and
thence to the Education Department and the Minister of
Education. In a very real sense, this procedure turned
completely upside down the traditional school accounta-
bility process.

Council determined that the composition of the Board had
to be such that the members were widely regarded in
Australian education with a clear reputation for indepen-
dence of spirit. At least one member of the Board was, at
the very least, uneasy about the school and its work when
the Review began.

This was not, however, to be the end of the evaluation,
even if it was in a way the high point. The climax was a
three day live-in conference for members of the school



community at a goverment-owned residence some 150
km from Melbourne. At this conference (The ‘Lorne
Seminar’) all of the evidence of the various components of
the evaluation (including the Review) would be considered
and planning for the next five to ten years would take
place. -

In July 1978, the seven members of the Planning and
Review Board (PARB) came together under the chairman-
ship of Ray McCulloch, Associate Professor of Education,
Monash University, and chairman of the School Council
of Huntingdale Technical School. The six other members
were Jean Blackburn (Australian Schools Commission),
John Mayfield (Director of Educational Facilities, South
Australia), Barry Fitzgerald (Head of the School of Educa-
tion, Ballaret College), Bill Johnson and Noel Watkins
(both Assistand Directors of Technical Education, Victoria)
and John Watts (Principal, Countesthorpe College). As their
backgrounds show, they represent a broad coverage of the
educational fields in which Huntingdale operates.

The terms given to the PARB by its chairman made clear
that it was to be a part of the evaluation process and an
aid to forward planning over the following years. The
PARB was to spend a week in the school and to present
a critical appraisal of the work of the school. All members
of the Board were familiar with the school from earlier
visits (even John Watts had spent the previous week in the
school), and each of them had studied the recently com-
piled Evaluation Book, the extensive documentation of
the school’s six years of existence. Some members of the
Board had had close contact with the school ever since
its inception, and one member, Noel Watkins, had already
seen his own daughter pass through the school.

It was made clear to the Board by its chairman that we
would be reporting in the first instance to ‘the school
community’. The report would be public and it would be
immediate, delivered on the last day of our visitation.
It was, however, also clear that there was a wider interest
and that our report would be presented to the Minister of
Education for Victoria State.

In spite of initial announcements made to the school there
was a tangible suspicion on the part of some staff, that the
PARB had been convened to assess individual teacher per-
formance. To establish good faith therefore, the Board
announced on arrival that all its deliberations would be
open, and that we would give an interim report at the end
of each day. The PARB members were introduced to staff
on the Sunday evening, and to the whoie school on the
Monday morning.

Open dialogue

The daily report-back-sessions, starting on the Monday
after school, took an increasing significance. All through
the day members of the Board, singly or in pairs, would
accompany staff and students, listening, questioning, and
then at 3.30, would each comment on their experience,
posing new questions, inviting comment, announcing their
intentions for the following day. Once it was seen on
Monday that the Board was being as good as its word, that
an open dialogue was being created, the attendance grew
from some forty or so to the two or three hundred who
packed the long session of the final Friday afternoon.

The only session that became limited to members of the
Board was that of the Thursday night, during which the
final reports were hammered out, agreed and drafted. Not
that the meeting was exclusive: very pertinent contribu-

tions were made by the Principal, who sat it out, and the
Caretaker, whose perceptive and optimistic summary
heartened us all round about midnight.

The PARB was given access to all records and personnel,
but this access was reciprocal (in contrast to a British Full
Inspection which is not open to reports or comments
from parents or governors). Between them, members of the
PARB saw teaching in progess, students in unsupervised
study, pactoral meetings, staff meetings, curriculum discus-
sions, a meeting of the School Council, and adult students;
they examined equipment and resources, explored the site
and the new buildings under construction.

The PARB had agreed initially that it would try to consider
the ways in which the school saw itself serving its com-
munity, and the feasibility of the proposed use of its re-
sources over the next five to ten years. The Board also felt
it should comment on the ways in which Huntingdale’s
unique features might or might not be contributing any
useful model for wider application. The task was therefore
no mean one, and well comparable to a Full Inspection
by HMI.

The climax of the week was Friday afternoon’s presenta-
tion. Each member of the Board read a report, agreed in
draft the night before, each covering one particular aspect
so as to make a coherent whole. The presentation was
public, and subsequently edited into a final document of
some forty pages. Probably what is more significant proce-
durally is that what the Board had to say collectively was
delivered before departure. There was no prolonged delibera-
tion behind closed doors and no final anonymous and con-
fidential document delivered to the Principal and Governors.
It is also significant that the conclusion of this intensely
busy and stressful week came after the PARB’s delivery
and all the votes of thanks, with a satirical masque perf-
formed by students and a celebratory buffet supper for
everybody. They may well have been celebrating the
PARB’s summary statement which concluded by saying
that their school ‘already ranks among the most prominent
and promising break-throughs in the present world-wide
quest for new and more appropriate forms of popular
education. . .’

111 members of the school community attended the Lorne
Seminar for three days in November. Seventy-one of those
were staff, twenty-two students and eighteen parents and
other interested people. Sixteen of the total were also
members of the School Council.

Prior to the Seminar, agenda items were proposed by any-
one who wanted to put something forward, and these
were distilled by the Agenda Committee into five main
Topics: (a) A Caring Community; (b) Curriculum; (c) Be-
yond a Secondary School; (d) School and Community; and
(e) HTS 1984.

Each Topic was introduced by a ‘lead’ speaker who helped
te set the parameters for the subsequent discussion which
took place in groups of about eight to ten people. At general
sessions motions previously committed and new motions
proposed by groups were debated and adopted only if a
broad consensus was reached. Over forty resolutions were
approved by this process.

One important outcome was the setting up of a Curriculum
Steering Committee to recommend an overall curriculum
policy to the whole school community. The need for this
committee arose directly out of concerns about curriculum
planning raised by PARB. The CSC is at present examining

Continued on page 25
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Reviews

Racist
ideology

IQ, Heritability and Racism: A Marxist
Critique of Jensenism by James M. Lawler.
Lawrence and Wishart (1978) pp. 192

‘There is, perhaps, no more important
question than that of human intellectual
capacity, and especially the degree to which
it is capable of change and development.’
So begins Brian Simon’s introduction to this
excellent analytical study by the Professor
of Philosophy at the State University of
New York. At a time when the heredity
thesis of human development is once again
being promoted by right-wing and racist
forces in both the United States and Britain,
it is good to have a book which demolishes
that thesis with such clarity and precision.

A little over a decade ago, in the early nine-
teen sixties, we may have been forgiven for
thinking that the battle was already won
here in Britain. The idea promoted by the
late Sir Cyril Burt and others that intellec-
tual capacity was wholly due to genetic
endowment seemed to be discredited. There
was wide-spread opposition to intelligence
testing; and, at the same time, more and
more teachers and educationists accepted
the need to abolish streaming in primary
schools and reorganize secondary education
along comprehensive lines. An optimistic
view of human potential even found its
way into government reports concerned
with education: in the words, for example,
of the Newsom Report (1963), ‘intellec-
tual talent is not a fixed quantity with
which we have to work but a variable that
can be modified by social policy and educa-
tional approaches . . . . the kind of intel-
ligence which is measured by the tests so
far applied is largely an acquired charac-
teristic’. A thesis offering nothing but
fatalism and despair had been rejected by
many in favour of the reinstatement of
education in the centre of the picture.

But the forces of reaction were not to be
easily cowed. Early in 1969, Arthur Jensen
wrote an article in the Harvard Educational
Review entitled ‘How Much Can We Boost
IQ and Scholastic Achievement?’ The title
may seem innocuous enough; the conclu-
sions drawn were quite venomous. It wasn’t
simply that Jensen was restating the ‘classic’
view of intelligence; more than this, his
article was giving racist theories of human
evolution and a spurious appearance of
scientific respectability.

The position can be stated quite baldly:
Jensen and his followers believe in the
innate intellectual inferiority of working
class and especially of black children. The
starting-point of their argument is that there
is a consistent finding of racial and class
differences on IQ test; this thesis is then
used to demonstrate the futility of massive
compensatory education programmes de-
signed to equalize opportunities and im-
prove the average performance of the under-
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privileged. What, after all, is the point of
educating black children on a large scale
if the level of ‘intelligence’ that they reach,
or fail to reach, has been basically decided
once and for all in the genes?

In his Marxist critique, Professor Lawler
deals comprehensively with the theory and
practice of testing. He questions the relia-
bility and validity of IQ tests; and rejects
the assertion that ‘thinking’ is something
that cannot be taught. He understands the
history of mental testing, and shows how
‘Social Darwinism’ — the application of
biological laws to the explanation of human
evolution — continues to underlie the
‘meritocracy’ theory of Jensen and his
followers. To accept the Jensen thesis
is, after all, to believe that the few on
top in society are there because of nature,
because they were born with the brains;
while the rest, either in the middle or at
the bottom, have only themselves, or their
genes, to blame.

Above all, Professor Lawler emphasizes
the crude social and economic implications
of Jensen’s arguments. Referring to the
American scene, he writes: ‘in a situation
where there is scarcity not of abilities but
of places in higher education for youth
without substantial economic means, the
insinuation that special programmes or
priorities that still exist for minority youth
are being wasted on the intellectually in-
ferior promotes racist division between
blacks and whites. The concept of the
intellectual inferiority of blacks encourages
whites to fight blacks for shrinking educa-
tional opportunities, rather than to defend
the legitimate special demands of blacks
and to oppose the vicious system of racism.’
This, surely, is the most frightening aspect
of Jensen’s work. Ideas are not matters of
purely theoretical interest; they can have
a profound effect on the way people treat
one another. What Jensen has done is to
contribute massively to the ideology and
practice of racism.

CLYDE CHITTY

Earl Shilton Community College, Leics.

[ J
Evaluation
L3
guide
Evaluation and the Teacher’s Role, ed by
Wynne Harlen, School Council Research

Studies, Macmillan Education (1978) pp.
189 £6.95.

This book was written primarily for teachers
who are concerned with evaluating in order
to ‘assist taking decisions about the organiza-
tion, methods and content of work in
schools’. It is, also of interest and value to
others who may be involved with evalua-
tion within schools; LEA advisory staff,
college lecturers or anyone dealing with
pre- or in-service training of teachers. The
introduction makes clear the intentions and
purposes of the book. It is seen as a resource
book which can be used to give ideas, infor-
mation and practical guidance on evalua-
tion procedures which relate to the parti-
cular needs of those people concerned with
taking decisions at whatever level within the
school context. The short summaries of
each chapter in the introduction are parti-
cularly helpful to teachers and others who
may only be concerned with evaluation
and decision-making for one aspect of
school life at any particular time. These
summaries direct the reader to the relevant
contribution(s) so that sections of this
book which may be of interest but do not
relate directly to the problem in hand can
be left till later.

The message which is reiterated throughout
this book is the need for teachers to evalu-
ate in order to make decisions. The collec-
tion of information without action on the
basis of that information is considered a
relatively useless operation. The contri-
butors clearly see the teacher playing a
vital role both in collecting information and
in making the decisions concerning the
organization, methods and content of work
in the school. In order to make decisions
information is needed and this book sets
out ways of collecting and recording infor-
mation, and the possible uses of this data
in decision-making. The types of information
described and their methods of collection
may surprise readers who are used to think-
ing of data for evaluation in terms of con-
ventional tests and examinations. Methods
described range from the technique of
‘focused observation’ of individual pupils
for assisting classroom-based, team-teaching
decisions to the idea of indices for areas
such as ‘school prestige’; for example, ‘do
more pupils apply for admission than there
are places available’.

The first two chapters, ‘Evaluation and
individual pupils’ and ‘Recording the pro-
gress of individuals’ discuss evaluation in the
context of making daily classroom decisions
about pupils’ learning experiences and
methods for maintaining an efficient and
effective recording system. In each chapter
the importance of ‘evaluation’ is discussed,
examples of various techniques and proce-



dures are given and a section on the ques-
tions which are raised by the preceding
discussions are given for the reader to
consider. The chapter dealing with ‘Class-
room accountability and the self-monitoring
teacher’ has a different emphasis. This
discusses the concept of accountability and
arising from this discussion is the notion of
self-evaluation by teachers. This is illus-
trated from the work of the Ford Teaching
Project. In this action-research project
teachers were helped to clarify the conse-
quences of their actions in embracing cer-
tain aims through the procedure of triangu-
lation, where records and accounts of the
same events from the teacher, pupils, and
an observer are compared in order to help
the teachers become aware of any gaps or
inconsistencies of behaviour when compared
with their intentions.

The shift from traditional curriculum
development of producing materials to-
wards the training and retraining of reachers
and changes in organization which are re-
quired if new ideas rather than new ma terials
are to be implemented are discussed in
‘Organization for learning’. General strate-
gies are described, and these are related to
four specific examples: curriculum integra-
tion, mixed-ability grouping, team-teaching
and open-plan organization. Different kinds
of questions are suggested for each of these,
but the authors make clear that these are
dependent on the particular context and
value system operating so it is impossible
to draw up a blue-print for evaluation. The
next contribution deals with some of the
factors which affect ‘curriculum decisions’
but may not be acknowledged: the values
held by those who take decisions, the infor-
mation available and the constraints both
human and material which operate within
the context where decisions are taken.
Sources of written information relevant to
curriculum decisions are suggested which
might not be immediately considered, as
well as a very practical discussion of the
constraints which operate, the need to
recognize priorities for allocating time,
materials, money and other resources in
making curriculum decisions.

‘The evaluation of the school as a whole’
gives an overview of the areas of decision
which need evaluative information and of
methods which have been used. The impor-
tance of fitting evaluation to a purpose is
discussed and the chapter then discusses
what a school can do for itself. In includes
a very comprehensive list of possible items
for investigation which will help a school
focus on a particular area for evaluation and
decision-making. The final contribution
summarizes issues which have been raised,
re-emphasizing that evaluation and decision-
making are part of the teacher’s role, and
considering questions such as accountability
and communcation in relation to evalua-
tion.

This is not a prescriptive book, the responsi-
bility for choosing the appropriate area for
evaluation, the techniques and procedures
for collecting and recording information,

and the nature of decisions which are taken
are firmly placed with the teacher(s). It is
however, practical, providing useful re-
ferences which give more detailed informa-
tion of the examples described should
teachers wish to begin some kind of evalua-
tion within their own schools. It is clearly
argued too that if teachers are to be held
accountable for what happens in class-
rooms and schools then they must be given
the tools and expertise to undertake the
evaluation and participate in the decision
making which will result from that evalua-
tion.

ANNE JASMAN
University of Leicester

Basis for
action

A School-Based Evaluation:
from a DES Regional Course,
Cambridge Institure of Education Class-
room Action Research Network, Bulletin
No 3 (Spring 1979) 120pp

Documents

In-School Evaluation by Marten Shipman
Heinemann Organization in Schools series
(1979) 187pp £5.95.

School-based Evaluation is essentially a con-
ference report. About one third of its length
is concerned with membership details, the
remainder with conference papers, docu-
ments arising from small group work and
case studies. It suffers, as do all conference
report, from being rather fragmented. No
doubt conference members would have
a greater sense of cohesion and flow.

The conference papers, Pupil Assessment by
Wynne Harlen, Methods for the Self-Analysis
of Teaching (The Self-Assessment of Teacher
Performance) by John Elliott and sugges-
tions for a School Self-Evaluation Based on
Democratic Principles by Helen Simons is
the most valuable section. Each reflect the
economic style of the lecture with plenty
of highlighting of key points and the inclu-
sion of diagrams and tables. What follows
is rather less valuable and it is necessary
to dig out the interesting bits. It must have
been a lively conference and members will
obviously find the report a useful record.
A general reader will find parts of the
report stimulating and useful.

Marten Shipman says of In-School Evalua-
tion that ‘it is a do-it-yourself manual.” He
has painted a very broad canvas indeed and
as a practising head teacher I have rarely
felt so positively that my work will be en-
hanced if only I can follow a few of the
leads he has given.

Evaluation is much talked about. Quoting
the author out of context ‘It is an area
where rhetoric is not matched by action’.
This book provides a basis for action. Not
by providing exact models, but by sugges-
tions, hints, ideas and examples. A very
strong case is made for in-school evalua-
tion and even the most timid will feel more
confident.

T hope the author will not object if I momen-
tarily compare his book with a ‘good’
cook book that I sometimes use on one of
my very rare excursions into the kitchen to
prepare a special meal. The guidelines are
followed and with a little advice from the

local ‘expert’ an amazingly good dish can
result. So many of us, even in the profes-
sional context of our lives, sometimes lack
confidence. We know what we ought to
be doing, even have a general idea how to
set about it, but somehow don’t get started.
No reader of this book who wishes to
establish or improve techniques of evalua-
tion need worry about getting started.
Marten Shipman opens with a considera-
tion of evaluation as ‘a basic management
tool’ serving ‘as an aid to decision-making.’
Three chapters follow on school assessment.
A number of useful books on assessment
already exist so little is added to the store
of assessment and testing techniques al-
though a comprehensive and useful sum-
mary is given. The third of these chapters,
however, deals thoroughly with that treacher-
ous area concerned with the presentation
of public examination results. Practical ways
of presenting and using examination data
are developed.

Although the first part of this book is so
useful and interesting I found the final
chapters on evaluating the wider aspects
of school life, school organisation and curri-
culum, evaluation in context and the
organization of in-school evaluation very
stimulating. Much of this is new ground.
Ideas and examples abound. Ways of collect-
ing and presenting data are suggested.
We are left in no doubt of the value of
collecting detailed statistics, of present-
ing them clearly and of finding ways of
evaluating all aspects of school life. ‘The
crucial part is the organization of an infor-
mation base for the school so that staff
can get a picture of trends in the school
and comparison with external data.’

This is an extremely valuable, practical
book that must be included on the essential
reading list for those concerned with
management in schools.

ROGER SECKINGTON
Earl Shilton Community College, Leics.
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