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1 Introduction

This thesis has been written as a result of a research study undertaken to investigate the 

management of pupil assessment data in schools in the US and the UK. There is a good case for 

arguing that the effective management of knowledge can play a significant role in enhancing the 

effectiveness of schools as it does in other organisations. Many would argue that pupil 

assessment data is a key element in ensuring effective pupil learning and in improving pupil 

learning (Black et al, 2004; DfES, 2002a; Hopkins et al, 1994, 1987; James and Connolly, 2000). 

I developed an interest in how schools collect and use pupil assessment data during my work as 

an Assistant Head of a secondary comprehensive school in South Wales. Whilst working closely 

with educational colleagues in my own and neighbouring schools and Local Education 

Authorities, I experienced first hand the limited knowledge and understanding of current 

assessment practice. Through my own observations of the need to develop an understanding of 

current practice and from an increasing awareness of opportunities for sharing best practice both 

within the UK and further a field, I decided to undertake an inter-national comparative analysis of 

the management of pupil assessment data. The decision was influenced in part by opportunity 

but mainly by the increasingly global nature of educational policy and practice development 

including assessment policy and practice (Olson, 2004).

Aim and purpose of study

The aim of the thesis was to report the findings of an international comparative analysis that 

researched how schools manage knowledge, in particular pupil assessment data, and the way to 

which that knowledge is utilised for school improvement. The aim of the research was to 

establish, analyse and compare current practices in the management of pupil assessment data in 

public high schools in the UK and the US. Specifically the study would:

investigate, analyse and compare current practices in the management of pupil 

assessment data in schools in Wales and the US.

and the purpose was to:

achieve a greater awareness and understanding of how and why schools manage pupil 

assessment data in order to gain insights with a view to improving practice - my own and 

others.



A key objective of the thesis was to identify the challenges faced within schools in their 

management of pupil assessment data. An initial task I undertook was to consider and examine 

my personal perception and understanding of the different aspects and components of data 

management within an educational setting. My own particular experience of working with data 

whilst in a number of different roles in a secondary comprehensive school, had provided a basis 

from which I was able to build a knowledge of a range of assessment practices. For example, I 

was aware data management was typically a role undertaken by a significant number of different 

personnel within a school. School leaders, senior managers, teachers and administrative staff all 

either acquired, generated or processed assessment data. Nonetheless, each individual's 

understanding and management of such data varied considerably reflecting their specific 

knowledge and comprehension of what data it was necessary to acquire, which data to analyse, 

disseminate and use. An analysis of the management of pupil assessment data within schools 

would therefore be valuable in enhancing the understanding of the ways institutions manage and 

use pupil assessment data and through appropriate dissemination could lead to improved pupil 

attainment.

Contents of the thesis

In this thesis I have attempted to provide the reader with a brief history and recent account of 

educational developments associated with assessment within both the US and UK and by so 

doing present a framework for the research study. Therefore, following this introductory chapter, 

the second chapter gives an overview of the background and context to assessments in schools 

in the UK and the US. Chapter 2 also explores the theories of learning and how these theories 

have influenced the development of assessment. In addition, the chapter examines the 

relationship between assessment and learning as well as reviewing the rationale of assessment 

within schools both for accountability purposes and for educational development. The last section 

of the chapter examines the different types of assessment that may be used within an educational 

setting. The chapter closes with an exploration of knowledge management, highlighting recent 

developments in the approach to assessment in the UK and the US, in addition to raising some 

reservations that have been made over the increasing number of assessments undertaken in 

schools.

In chapter 3,1 describe how the UK and US educational systems are organised. The chapter 

initially depicts the different types of schools in each country as well as explaining how the public 

school systems are structured and organised. The next section of the chapter outlines the US and 

UK schools pupil admittance procedures as well as examining the funding and governance 

procedures for state funded schools. The next four sections of the chapter describe how the two



educational systems arrange the school grades in the US and the school years in the UK as well 

as providing information on the length of the school year, pupil:teacher ratios and pastoral 

organisation. The last section of the chapter gives an overview of the curriculum and graduation 

requirements in New York State and Ohio State as well as an outline of the National Curriculum 

and national qualifications undertaken in the UK. Chapter 3 closes by highlighting the contribution 

homework tasks make to pupils' final assessments in addition to explaining the US and UK 

schools systems for reporting to parents.

Chapter 4 examines the development of curriculum and assessment in the US and the UK. The 

first section of the chapter describes the US federal government involvement in education and 

testing, and briefly reviews public schools' participation in the National Assessment on Education 

Progress Testing programme. The chapter continues outlining the development of the US 

Department of Education including an examination of the Nation at Risk report by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education in 1983 (US Department of Education, 1983). This 

section of the chapter also examines the local and national responses to the Nation at Risk 

report. The following section focuses upon the current US educational testing and reporting 

requirements with an emphasis on the recent changes that, for the most part, result from the new 

federal legislation known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Schools have become increasingly 

accountable for pupils' results and by 2014 will be expected to ensure that all their pupils are 

proficient in English and mathematics (Education Trust, 2003). This section of the chapter closes 

with a brief explanation of the process of pupil promotion between grades with a short statement 

on state school inspections. The second half of Chapter 4 examines the UK government 

involvement in education and testing in state funded schools. The remaining sections initially 

outline the development of the UK educational system, highlighting the Education Acts of 1980 

and 1986 in addition to the Education Reform Act of 1988 including the introduction of the 

National Curriculum. The chapter continues with an overview of the National Curriculum and the 

assessment of pupils closing with a brief comment on school inspections.

Chapter 5 examines school accountability and current educational policy in both the UK and the 

US. The first part of the chapter outlines the recent US educational policy development known as 

NCLB introduced in Chapter 4. The first section of the chapter describes the timeline for phasing 

in the new assessment procedures as well as the process of school accountability known as 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). This part of the chapter also describes the consequences for 

US schools that fail to reach AYP and the subsequent measures for improvement that will be 

imposed by State Education Boards. The final section of the first half of Chapter 5 highlights a 

few of the issues associated with NCLB including some concerns that have been highlighted over 

the lowering of academic standards as well as drawing attention to a number of the legal



challenges that have been made against NCLB. The second half of Chapter 5 describes recent 

educational policy development in the UK, commencing with an overview of educational policy in 

Wales. The chapter continues with an explanation of the UK school accountability system and the 

process of school inspections. The latter sections of the chapter detail the consequences for 

schools that fail to meet the standards laid down in the School Inspection Act 1986.

Chapter 6 describes assessment processes within schools in the US and the UK. The first section 

of the chapter outlines the acquisition and management of pupil assessment data in the US, with 

an emphasis on state academic content standards and how some US schools are using data to 

raise standards. The chapter continues with a description of the assessment data that is 

produced and acquired by the schools in addition to a review of schools management of data. 

This section of the chapter closes with a detailed description of the testing arrangements in Ohio 

State and New York State as well as some information on how both states are adjusting their 

academic content standards and testing arrangements to meet the requirements of NCLB and 

AYR. The final section of the first half of Chapter 6 outlines a number of additional examinations 

that are undertaken in both Ohio State and New York State including a range of standardised 

assessment tests as well as an explanation of when schools receive data during the schools 

academic year. The second half of Chapter 6 outlines the acquisition and management of pupil 

assessment data in the UK. This section commences with an explanation of the role of Local 

Education Authority's and the use of pupil assessment data to raise standards. The next section 

describes the pupil assessment data that schools produce and acquire, including a brief section 

on value added data. The chapter closes with an explanation of when UK schools receive data in 

addition to some information on the provision of government guidelines on the use of data as well 

as how schools management of pupil assessment data can raise pupil attainment.

Chapter 7 outlines the methodological approach adopted throughout the study and details the 

research that was undertaken. The chapter initially reaffirms the aims and purpose of the study 

and identifies the most important research questions that formed the foundation of the research 

design. The next two sections of the chapter outline the research design and explore the research 

paradigms justifying my choice of research methodology. The next section briefly reviews the 

objectivity and validity of the study as well as the issues of access, ethics and confidentiality. The 

chapter moves onto describe the research undertaken, the literature review and the criteria used 

for selecting the case study schools and the interview participants. To establish a valid foundation 

for comparing schools' management of pupil assessment data, particular attention was given to 

determining the criteria that was used to select each of the schools. To provide a valid and 

relevant comparison, the schools, although they varied in nature were matched in terms of size 

and geographical and social settings. The chapter closes by explaining the data collection



process and the analytical framework applied. Analysis of the data was complicated as a result of 

the diverse nature of the two countries' educational systems and the final section of the chapter 

details how I undertook the intra-national and inter-national cross case analysis.

Chapter 8 provides an account of the different schools that participated in the multi-case study, 

reiterating the schools' demographic settings as well as giving a detailed analysis of the research 

undertaken. The chapter contains six distinct sections and each section follows a similar format. 

The sections commence with a description of a case study school using a number of different 

categories that were specifically chosen to investigate the culture and ethos of the school. The 

second half of each of the six sections provides an analysis of the case study schools 

management of pupil assessment data using the analytical framework outlined in Chapter 7. All of 

the schools were unique in their approach to assessment policy and knowledge management and 

the schools had developed distinctive strategies to manage the increase in statuary testing and 

state accountability. There was evidence of an increase in the use of computer technology and 

on-line computer programmes to support administration systems and the use of pupil assessment 

data.

The latter section of the thesis presents the findings of the research study. Chapter 9 outlines and 

compares each school's management of pupil assessment data, from an intra-national and inter 

national perspective. The chapter is divided into three sections. The first section considers the 

three US case study schools, initially comparing each of the schools using the criteria outlined 

above in Chapter 8. This is followed by a comparison of the pupil assessment data that is 

produced and acquired in each of the schools. The section closes with an account of the 

similarities and differences that emerged between the three US case study schools using the 

following headings:

  computer technology

  testing, accountability and the management of pupil assessment data

  curriculum.

The next two sections of the chapter follow a similar format described for the first section of 

Chapter 9. The first part reports on the intra-national comparison of the three UK case study 

schools and the final section outlines the inter-national cross case analysis. Chapter 10 draws 

attention to a number of key issues that emerged from the study and include:

  assessment for organisational learning, strategic planning and the use of assessment 

data for pedagogic purposes



  tests administered and assessment processes undertaken

  external guidance on the administration, interpretation and application of pupil 

assessment data

  computer technology.

The schools generated a considerable quantity of data through internal assessment procedures, 

statutory testing, and achievement and learning ability tests. The importance of leadership 

emerged throughout the study, particularly the ability of the school leaders to incorporate 

assessment procedures and the actual use of pupil assessment data in the day to day operations 

of the school. The last chapter presents some additional conclusions and final considerations 

making a number of claims from the case study findings including some comments on teaching to 

the test, removing pupils from test score results, school accountability and school leaders, 

computer technology and finally organisational learning and assessment literacy. In addition the 

chapter closes with some remarks on knowledge management and the key issues surrounding 

how schools use pupil assessment data to impact upon school improvement and pupil 

attainment.



Chapter 2 Teaching, learning and assessment 

Introduction

Assessment is a feature of many schools throughout the world and there are a range of different 

types of assessment that are typically undertaken by pupils during each academic year. The 

following chapter commences with a brief overview of the background to assessment in the UK 

and the US. This section is followed by an examination of some of the different theories of 

learning and how these relate to assessment and learning in practice. The latter part of the 

chapter explores the purpose of assessment and the different types of assessment that may be 

utilised within an educational setting. The chapter closes with some issues relating to knowledge 

management within schools and briefly outlines some of the developments within assessment in 

both the UK and US which are reviewed in more detail later in Chapter 3 and Chapter 6.

Background and context to assessment in schools in the United Kingdom and the United 

States: A brief overview

Public examinations have played a significant role within UK schools since the 19th century, 

emerging at that time as a way of recruiting for the higher ranks within the British civil service in 

1850 and for entry into military colleges in 1870 (Butterfield, 1990; Eggleston. 1984). State 

schools undertook their first public examinations in 1858 when Oxford and Cambridge universities 

established an entrance examination that was to be taken in schools and in 1917 the government 

Board of Education introduced the School Certificate followed by the Higher School Certificate in 

1922 (Butterfield, 1990). A continuing and rapid growth of the examination system followed, with 

examinations having a key role in the process of defining and evaluating the curriculum and the 

nation's educational system (Eggleston, 1984).

During the 1950s and 1960s the government's involvement in education increased, driven in part 

from a need to generate a technically equipped workforce that was required to cope with an 

expanding post-war economy (Hargreaves, 1989). In 1951 the School Certificate was replaced by 

the General Certificate of Education (GCE) and until the 1960s the GCE was the most 

widespread public examination with pupils taking the ordinary level at the age of 16 and the 

advanced level at the age of 18 (Butterfield, 1990; Desforges, 1989). Teacher involvement in 

public assessment increased with the introduction of the Certificate of Secondary Education 

(CSE) in 1965 as an alternative qualification to the GCE ordinary level (Butterfield, 1990; 

Desforges, 1989). At this time state educated pupils either attended grammar or secondary



modern schools. The school that pupils attended was determined by their performance in an 
examination taken in the last year of primary school known as the eleven plus. Pupils who passed 
the examination were permitted to attend a grammar school, and typically undertook GCE 
examinations whilst all other state educated pupils attended secondary modern schools and 
generally took CSE examinations (Butterfield, 1990). In the 1960s a debate developed around the 
grammar school selection process, specifically that the eleven plus examination created 
educational divisions (Butterfield, 1990). At this time two reports, the Crowther Report (Central 
Advisory Committee for Education, 1959) and the Newsom Report (Central Advisory Committee 
for Education, 1963) highlighted the difference in the opportunities that were available for pupils in 
the two types of school and were influential in the move towards a comprehensive system. 
Successive governments encouraged Local Education Authorities (LEAs) to introduce non- 
selective comprehensive schools and by the mid-1980s, 90% of pupils who attended state 
secondary schools went to comprehensive school whose guiding principle was that admissions 
were not selective (DfES, 2005c). From this point UK secondary school examinations altered little 
until 1986 when the General Certification of Secondary Education (GCSE) was piloted and 
introduced nationally for 16 year olds in 1988 alongside the implementation of the National 
Curriculum and the associated standardised tests for 7, 11, and 14 year olds as outlined later in 
Chapter 4 (Chitty, 1992, 2004; Desforges, 1989). Examinations have persisted into the 21 st 
century as the central means of assessment in British secondary schools (Chitty, 2004).

In the US there has been no history of national or standard curriculum and no national public 
examinations (Gutek, 2000) which contrasts with developments in the UK. Education in the US 
has traditionally been a local district and community responsibility with few standards or 
assessments common to all states or school districts (Gutek, 2000; Spring, 2004). As states differ 
considerably in size and population there are significant variations in educational demand, 
moreover the number of school districts within any one state reflects the history of the community 
and traditional custom of the state, not the size of the population within any one geographical 
area (Fuhrman and Rosenthal, 1981). Additionally, there are variations between states' 
educational governance, for example, some states appoint members of state boards of education 
whilst others have members elected by local communities (Fuhrman and Rosenthal, 1981). As a 
result of such differences between the US states, a localised testing culture has developed to 
measure the efficiency of the educational system and its schools (Gutek, 2000; Spring, 2004). 
American society appeared to pride itself on this diversity, and individuality within states was 
encouraged with school districts typically resisting predominately federal but also at times state 
government imposition of curriculum directives and national testing programmes (Hursh 2005- 
Gutek, 2000; Spring, 2004). Consequently, most of the US states and local school districts have 
well established and long standing individual testing programmes (Gutek, 2000; Spring, 2004)
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Although differences between states continues to be a feature of US education changes being 

wrought by recent educational legislation for example, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), has 

demanded that there is a more universal approach between states, both in testing for 

accountability and the development of federally approved state academic standards (Hursh, 

2005; Lapointe, 1986). A predominance of tests are now standardised as schools adopt uniform 

procedures for the administration of national, state and district tests (Hursh, 2005; Gutek, 2000).

Theories of learning: Influences on the development of assessment

Broadfoot (1999,1999a) argues that societies with mass education systems use educational 

assessment procedures that are determined by our beliefs about learning. Taxonomies of 

learning have influenced the theory and practice of curriculum planning and assessment and in 

particular, the taxonomy of educational objectives developed in the 1950s by a group led by 

Benjamin Bloom (Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989).

Bloom's taxonomy of learning behaviours

Bloom's work developed partly in response to the view that the intentions of examinations could 

be better understood if there was a common framework to classify test item behaviour (Jonassen, 

Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989). Three domains of learning behaviours were identified by Bloom 

and his team that led to a hierarchy of educational objectives being established which is generally 

referred to as Bloom's taxonomy of learning behaviours (Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 

1989). Three major texts followed detailing the different domains of test behaviour, the cognitive 

domain (Bloom, et al, 1956) the affective domain (Krathwohl et al, 1964) and the psychometric 

domain (Harrow, 1972).

The three domains of educational activity range from the simplest behaviour to the most complex 

and drew early attention to the differences between learners and appropriate assessment 

procedures (Anderson and Krathwohl, 2000). The cognitive domain involves knowledge and the 

development of intellectual skills, which includes the recall or recognition of specific facts, 

procedural patterns, and concepts that serve in the development of intellectual abilities and skills 

(Bloom, et al, 1956; Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989). The cognitive domain assists in 

creating a standard around which further work could be done with the concepts of higher and 

lower order thinking. This model included six levels of thinking: knowledge, comprehension, 

application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Each level not only asks more of learner's 

thinking skills but consists of the previous levels as subsets of the new level. The levels provide 

teachers with a structure which can be used to devise curriculum materials that take learners
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more deeply into an area of study (Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989). The second, the 

affective domain, relates to the manner in which we deal with matters emotionally, such as 

feelings, values, appreciation, enthusiasms, motivations, and attitudes (Krathwohl et al, 1964; 

Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989). The third, the psychomotor domain predominately 

worked on by Harrow, is concerned with physical movement, coordination, and use of the motor- 

skill areas (Harrow, 1972; Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 1989). Development of these skills 

requires practice and is assessed in terms of speed, precision, distance, procedures, or 

techniques in execution (Harrow, 1972).

One possible interpretation of Bloom's taxonomy is that learners acquire complex higher-order 

skills by breaking learning into a series of prerequisite skills (Jonassen, Hannum, and Tessmer, 

1989). After basic skills had been learned by rote, learners assemble them into complex 

understanding and insight. Learners were then assessed not on the application but the 

acquisition of these skills (Anderson and Krathwohl, 2000). Much has been written about the 

developments of learning theory since Bloom's taxonomies of learning behaviours from which two 

significant approaches to learning and knowing have subsequently emerged namely the 

constructivist and the sociocultural perspectives to learning which are explored in the following 

section (Murphy, 1999).

Constructivist and the sociocultural perspectives to learning

Constructivism - Computational view

Bredo (1999) argues that the constructivist cognitive perspective or symbol processing approach 

to learning assumes that information is a given and that tasks are therefore the same for each 

individual pupil who undertakes them i.e. learners perceive and interpret them in the same way 

therefore seeing the same things as problematic. Explicitly, individual learning assumes an 

external, objective reality, the knower and the known are separate and knowledge is a passive 

reflection of a separate given world (Bredo and McDermott, 1992). Greeno et al (1999) 

emphasise that the symbol-processing approach, relies on the learner building blocks of acquired 

knowledge, which is held by individuals who then recall it as required. Hence, learning takes 

place in contexts and learners form or construct much of what they learn and understand as a 

function of their experiences in situations (Schunk, 2000). Advocates for the computational view 

argue that constructivism can significantly influence teaching and learning as teachers come to 

understand that pupils' perceptions of their intended outcomes can differ considerably from what 

was originally intended and therefore modifying their teaching as required (Van Glasersfeld 

2005). Moreover, assessment procedures used to measure outcomes and performance should
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be formulated in the understanding that teachers provide a scaffold for the building of knowledge 

which is then constructed and applied by the learner, facilitating traditional testing and 

assessment procedures in a controlled environment (Wood et al, 1976).

Culturalism -Socio-cultural view

The sociocultural view is considered to highlight the socially and culturally situated nature of 

activity (Bredo, 1999). An individual's knowledge results from a transaction or activity in which the 

knowledge developed and deployed is not separable from or ancillary to learning and cognition 

(Bredo and McDermott, 1992; Bredo, 1997). As such, learning from the sociocultural perspective 

or situativity theory typically has a distinctly social focus where personal interactions and other 

external conditions can have an effect on an individual's performance (Bredo, 1999). Proponents 

of situated learning generally do not deny that although learning can go on in a wide range of 

circumstances the real unit of interest is in the culture of learning rather than the learning task 

(Rogoff, 1990, 1999). Furthermore, situative theory suggests that as social interactions and other 

external conditions can have an effect on individual performance, contextual factors need to be 

understood in interpreting learners' performance and outcomes in the process of assessment 

(Bredo, 1997, 1999). Specifically, problems are worked through and are defined by the learner 

and are not seen as stated facts (Bredo, 1999). Tasks are therefore, a matter of 'interpretation', 

the learner acts with the environment rather than on it and this is an important distinction between 

the two approaches (Bredo, 1999).

Learning theories in practice

Cobb (1999, 2005) considered both the socio-cultural and symbol-processing approaches to 

learning through his work in mathematical research. Through his research he emphasised a 

pragmatic approach to theorising, aiming to make theory apply to teaching and learning within the 

classroom (Cobb, 1999, 2005). He concluded that within a learning situation although the 

constructivist and socio-cultural perspectives often conflicted there did exist some signs of a 

complementary relationship between the two approaches (Cobb, 1999, 2005). Bruner (1999) 

characterises a similar approach in his discussions on a computational mind and a cultural mind. 

He argues that learning through problem solving results in a move towards a solution that is 

similar to the symbol-processing approach. Specifically the mind is orientated towards finding a 

solution, as a controlled search rather than a trial and error process placing the learner in a sterile 

learning zone, which Bruner (1999) argues, does not exist in reality.
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Similarly to Cobb's practical approach to learning, Lave and Wenger's (1999) perspective on 

learning theory from a socio-cultural view point, reflects practice as an intricate aspect of learning. 

They argue a primary feature of the social context is at the level of society - the institutions, 

technologies, norms and practices developed by and appropriated from previous generations. 

Therefore, viewing learning in a practical sense, that is to say a learner has to be within a 

situation to be able to learn about it (Lave and Wenger, 1999). Additionally, Rogoffs (1990, 1999) 

theory of learning reflects the notion of action being central to learning or knowing in doing. 

Rogoff (1990,1999) emphasises the situated aspect of learning through three planes of analysis; 

community, interpersonal and personal view of learning. Associated with these are 

apprenticeship, guided participation and participatory appropriation. Apprenticeship involves a 

system of interpersonal involvement and arrangements where people engage in culturally 

organised activity within which apprentices become more responsible participants. Secondly, 

guided participation focuses attention on interpersonal activities managed collaboratively by 

individuals and their social partners. Communication and co-ordination are central to guided 

participation and participation assumes that activity is directed towards goals, implicit, explicit or 

emergent. Thirdly participatory appropriation, a term Rogoff uses for the process by which 

individuals transform their understanding of and responsibility for activities through their own 

participation (Rogoff, 1990, 1999). Lave, Wenger and Rogoff emphasise that a learning setting 

and surrounding circumstances are more than a simple situation, in particular that the learning 

setting is an intricate part of social practice in the world. Consequently, to understand individual 

learning we cannot consider the pupils' learning outside of an activity or of the people 

participating in it (Lave and Wenger, 1999; Rogoff, 1990, 1999).

In contrast, the symbol-processing approach to learning would not generally consider classroom 

interactions as important but would identify an evolving micro culture that does not exist apart 

from the teacher's and pupil's attempts to coordinate their individual activities (Bredo, 1999; 

Cobb, 1999, 2005). Bredo (1999) claims socio-cultural theorists link activity to participation in 

culturally organised practices whereas constructivists typically give priority to individual pupil's 

sensory-motor and conceptual activity. From one perspective, the focus is on the social and 

cultural bias of personal experience, from the other perspective it is on the constitution of social 

and cultural processes by actively interpreting individuals.

In conclusion, the different views about learning and assessment of that learning bring into 

question fundamental pedagogic decisions about what tasks to select and how to embed them so 

that all pupils understand their intent, and can access and apply their understanding in pursing 

them (Bredo, 1999; Cobb, 2005). Brown et al (1989) argue that many methods of didactic 

education assume a separation between knowing and doing, regarding knowledge as

14



theoretically independent of the situations in which it is learned and used. Furthermore, schools' 

primary concern often seems to be the transfer of knowledge which comprises abstract de- 

contextualized formal concepts (Brown et al, 1989). Bredo (1999) and Cobb (1999, 2005) suggest 

that learning and human cognition can only be understood through an appropriate confluence of 

approaches. Consequently, in an attempt to address the conflicting relationship between the 

symbol processing and the situated views of cognition, policy makers and teachers ought to seek 

a more collaborative relationship between the two approaches (Bredo, 1999). I would therefore 

propose that in designing teaching and learning tasks consideration should be afforded to how 

learning is conceptualised and for assessment purposes teachers could benefit from an 

understanding of the role that activity plays in learning and development.

Assessment and learning

Early curriculum design characteristically had an emphasis on teaching and learning that could be 

objectively and in practice quantitatively assessed (Weber, 1952). Less attention was generally 

focused on the role of the social context of learning in shaping higher-order cognitive abilities that 

real-life circumstances often require in problem-solving situations (Weber, 1952). 

Correspondingly, until the 1990s assessment and testing had generally been dominated by a 

psychometric approach since its development at the beginning of the 20th century (Lunt, 1993). In 

the UK, until the introduction of the GCSE, assessment through examinations was dictated by 

examination boards and their chosen syllabuses (Roby, 1990). At this time it was rare for the 

examination syllabuses to state objectives, they typically only consisted of indications of content 

without making explicit the qualities and achievements that were to be assessed (Butterfield, 

1990). In launching the GCSE the DES (1985b) brought a change to examinations by making 

known what candidates needed to know, understand and be able to do to meet the examination 

requirements i.e. a move towards a more criterion-referenced test (Butterfield, 1990). 

Assessment objectives were a central feature of the GCSE, and the examinations required a 

coursework element moving away from the traditional recall of knowledge and the timed written 

examination (Butterfield, 1990). When assessment objectives are used it is necessary that they 

are written as action verbs, for example, write, list, or describe as opposed to know and 

understand, with observable and measurable learning outcomes (Butterfield, 1990; Roby, 1990).

Prior to the introduction of the GCSE, the most traditional type of educational measurement had 

been norm-referenced assessments (Wiliam, 1998; Desforges, 1989). Criterion-referenced 

assessments and norm-referenced assessments have two distinctive purposes (Buckle, 1990). 

The former is used to determine whether an individual possesses knowledge and skills as defined 

by a certain syllabus or course. Performance is judged solely in terms of syllabus or course
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content and provides an opportunity for all candidates to pass (Buckle, 1990). The latter judges 

an individual's performance against that of other individuals (Buckle, 1990; Covaleskie, 2002). 

Buckle (1990) presents an example of how a norm is established. He explains how a normal size 

for an apple may be indicated by selecting a single apple from a crop. Then if the size of each 

apple in the crop was plotted against the number of apples having that originally selected size a 

normal curve would be generated as indicated in Figure 2.1 below.

Figure 2.1 A diagrammatic representation of the normal curve.
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A number of different scores are used with norm-referenced tests for example, percentile scores 

which indicate the rank of a pupil compared to others who took the test. In a test 100 pupils took a 

percentile of 25 indicates that a pupil's test performance equals or exceeds 25 out of the 100 

pupils; a percentile of 87 indicates that the pupil equals or surpasses 87 out of 100 (or 87% of) 

pupils. Percentiles are derived from the actual score a pupil achieved, often known as a raw 

score, using the norms obtained from testing a large population when the test was first 

developed. Norm-referenced test scores may also be indicated as a stanines. Stanines are 

essentially groups of percentile ranks, with the entire group of scores divided into 9 parts, with the 

largest number of individuals falling in the middle stanines (3-7), and fewer pupils falling at the 

extremes. A standard score may also be used and is similarly derived from raw scores using the 

norming information gathered when the test was developed. Instead of reflecting a pupil's rank 

compared to others, standard scores indicate how far above or below the average (the mean) an 

individual score falls, using a common scale, such as one with an average of 100. Standard 

scores also take variance into account, or the degree to which scores typically will deviate from 

the average score. For example, a standard score of 110 on a test with a mean of 100 indicates

16



above average performance compared to the population of pupils for whom the test was 

developed and normed. A significant number of tests used in education are developed in order to 

yield standard scores, where the majority of all pupils would fall within a small range (or one 

standard deviation) of the mean or average score, and where 50% of all pupils would fall above 

and 50% would fall below the average score (Buckle, 1990; Taylor, 1998).

Norm-referenced assessments are often considered as causing considerable disadvantage for 

pupils who do not fall into the 'norm', in particular pupils from ethnic minority groups (Lunt, 1993). 

Specifically, Lunt (1993) contends that pupils' responses are individual and depend upon their 

prior experiences yet in traditional assessments pupils are measured against a norm, which 

assumes all pupils have had similar prior experiences both in learning and in life. Consequently, 

pupils who fall out of the norm are at significant disadvantage compared to pupils who fall within 

the norm (Buckle, 1990). Covaleskie (2002) highlights additional problems associated with norm- 

referenced assessments, arguing that although norm-referenced scores provide a group's 

average and where individual pupils stand in such a group, they essentially provide little 

information about what a pupil (or group of pupils) actually knows. Covaleskie (2002) continues 

that a group of pupils may know very little about a subject yet as an individual's performance is 

judged against the performance of other individuals within the group, some pupils can score in a 

very high percentile with relatively little knowledge. Conversely, wherever a teacher has 

concentrated on a specific area of a subject and a group of pupils have a particularly good 

knowledge, individual pupils can know a great deal about a subject yet achieve a relatively low 

percentile score. In more recent curriculum design it is argued (Cobb, 1999) that the acquisition of 

knowledge skills is not sufficient to create a competent thinker or problem solver. It is also 

necessary to acquire the disposition to use the skills and strategies, as well as the knowledge of 

when and how to apply them (Cobb, 1999). Hence, to know something is not just to have 

received information but to have interpreted it and related it to other knowledge one already has 

(Cobb, 1999). Therefore, the presence or absence of discrete items of information, which is 

typically the focus of traditional multiple-choice tests, is not of primary importance in the 

assessment of meaningful learning (Lunt, 1993).

The notion of situated learning poses some challenges to the question of assessment and 

evaluation in educational settings. For example, as Lunt (1993) argues norm-referenced 

assessments are not designed to take into consideration the situation of learning but Lunt 

contends neither are criterion-referenced tests which are equally focused on measuring what the 

individual can demonstrate within the narrow context of formalised tests. Rather, Lunt argues 

(1993) that what is important is how and whether pupils organise, structure, and use that 

information in context to solve complex problems. Lunt (1993) continues that 'dynamic1 or 

'interactive' assessment offers pupils the opportunity to demonstrate their thinking and learning
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processes. In addition dynamic assessments present an insight to pupils' strategy for learning 

thus providing teachers with the opportunity to extend or enhance that learning (Lunt, 1993). 

Dynamic assessment has its origins in Vygotsky's work on the relationship between learning and 

development (Lunt, 1993). According to Vygotsky (1962, 1978) from a socio-cultural perspective 

to learning, the zone of proximal development is the difference between a pupil's independent 

solving of a problem and the level of problem solving with an adult or peer mediating 

understanding. Lunt (1993) argues that for Vygotsky, instruction is central to learning and leads 

development, in contrast with other psychologists such as Piaget (1952), who presents a 

constructivist approach to learning. Piaget (1952) suggests children work from concrete 

experience through to abstract thoughts and thus learning follows development.

In recent years, practioners have looked to assessment as an integral, ongoing aspect of the 

teaching and learning process (Assessment Reform Group, 1999). For example, Gardner (1999) 

argues for a change from assessing potential and achievement under carefully controlled and 

maximally decontextualised conditions. He proposes moving away from traditional, multiple- 

choice tests to alternative assessments with a wide variety of strategies such as open-ended 

questions, exhibits, demonstrations, hands-on execution of experiments, computer simulations, 

writing in many disciplines, and portfolios of pupil work over time. In this way, more meaningful 

assessments which better capture significant outcomes could be established enabling a school's 

management and use of assessment to become part of the natural learning environment 

(Gardner, 1983,1985). Moreover, it is argued by the Assessment Reform Group (1999) that 

measuring pupils' ability in organising and applying knowledge is a more appropriate target of 

assessment, and as such educators and policymakers are turning to alternative assessment 

methods as a tool for educational reform. In my experience as an educator, enabling pupils to 

leam isolated facts and skills through structured drill and practice on discrete factual knowledge 

may facilitate quantitative assessment. Yet it is more difficult for pupils to access their knowledge 

without having learnt the ability to organise and recall information in problem-solving situations.

What is assessment?

Within an educational setting assessment is generally regarded as a process by which 

information is obtained on the performance of pupils in relation to their ability, aptitude and 

attainment (Butterfield, 1990; Buckle, 1990; Satterly, 1989). More specifically, educational 

assessment focuses on measurable areas of knowledge, skills and understanding as the 

systematic basis for making inferences about the learning and development of pupils (Dary Erwin 

1991). I will now turn attention to the purpose of assessment within an educational setting.
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Purpose of assessment

Roby (1990) suggests that in designing assessment a number of questions should be initially 

considered, that is first establishing the purpose of the assessment before it is created, for 

example.

  Will the assessment benefit pupils?

  What information should the assessment provide?

  Will the assessment information be useful?

  Are the assessment techniques appropriate and valid for the learning situation?

  Is the marking scheme reliable?

Desforges (1989) claims the main purpose of assessment is generally regarded as providing 

information to assist in decision making processes. Likewise, Satterly (1989) depicts educational 

assessment as including all the processes and products which describe pupil learning for the 

purpose of providing information to be used in educational judgements. Satterly (1989) continues 

that assessment has three key purposes; firstly as a goal setting tool, assisting learners in 

ascertaining what they need to achieve; secondly for formative feedback during the process of 

learning; and thirdly as summative feedback providing a final end product. Regarding the specific 

purposes of assessment within a school setting Butter-field (1990) describes four key functions, 

firstly that assessment may be used to motivate pupils through creating competition; secondly for 

diagnostic purposes to identify where pupils require additional tuition; thirdly for the purpose of 

providing certification and fourthly as a means of selection.

The US and UK governments have indicated their purpose of assessment in a range of 

documents for example, in the US, NCLB outlines one purpose of statutory assessment is to 

close the achievement gap between different schools and different pupils (US Department of 

Education, 2002). In the UK, the DES (1985a) in the Better Schools document explicitly outlined 

the government's purpose for assessment through examinations: to raise standards across the 

whole ability range; to support curriculum changes and teaching strategies; to provide clear 

teaching aims beneficial to pupils teachers and employers; to record successful achievement and 

to measure what pupils know, understand and can do (Roby, 1990). Moreover, the Association of 

Assessment Inspectors and Advisers (2002) suggests that assessment can be used to answer 

various questions associated with a range of educational judgements, for example.

  How is the school doing and how can it get better?

  Are we doing what we think we're doing?
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  How are individual pupils doing and how can they get better?

  Are there some features of school work that are more effective than others?

  Are some groups of pupils doing better than others?

  How do school results compare with previous achievements?

  How does the school compare with other similar schools?

  Is the school's expectations of pupils appropriate?

  Are some classes performing better than others?

  Are there any year on year trends?

  Is work challenging enough?

  Are all teachers using the full range of learning styles?

  What are the schools quality of learning resources?

  What is the level of expertise?

  Is assessment used to set targets, gather evidence and subsequently used to modify 

	teaching and learning to achieve targets?

  Are there any patterns emerging throughout any one region or part of the entire 

	countries educational system?

(Association of Assessment Inspectors and Advisers, 2002)

Therefore, the information schools provide through assessments may be used to assist in such 

decision making processes by a variety of stakeholders, including but not limited to: pupils; 

teachers; parents; employers; and higher education professionals in addition to local and national 

policy makers (Desforges, 1989). The purpose of assessment within schools could well include 

the use of data by senior managers and teachers to gauge pupil attainment levels and to identify 

pupils that are facing learning difficulties (Desforges, 1989). Consequently, assessment 

information can enable teachers to contribute to each pupil's learning through direct, constructive 

feedback and by identifying a pupil's future learning needs (Crooks, 1998). One primary function 

of assessment is therefore, to provide feedback in order to develop and inform teaching and 

learning practice in which both teachers and pupils are engaged (Meyerson and Martin, 1991).

In addition, heads of departments and school curriculum planners can use assessments to gauge 

which parts of a curriculum are proving difficult for pupils and which parts are providing relevant 

and appropriate academic challenge (Desforges, 1989). In the UK, the DfES (2002a) encourages 

teachers to make use of assessment from a range of sources to make judgments on pupils' 

capabilities as an integral part of teaching and learning. The DfES (2002a) claims through the 

assessment process schools may gain knowledge of their pupils' needs, achievements and 

abilities. As such, teachers are able to improve their effectiveness in the teaching and learning
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process by using data in their short and long term planning (DfES, 2002a). Furthermore, by 

identifying specific areas of curricular strength or weakness, school leaders may guide the 

allocation of resources and staff development needs (Crooks, 1988). Moreover, school leaders 

and departmental heads may use assessment to provide information to measure the 

effectiveness of a particular instructional strategy (Desforges, 1989).

For pupils, Desforges (1989) argues that assessment serves the purpose of providing information 

on their own strengths and weaknesses. Once these have been established a pupil is able to 

focus upon the areas of their performance that require development. For example, a pupil who 

receives an assessment on their essay writing that highlights poor grammar may either revise 

previous class notes or seek assistance from their teacher (Desforges, 1989). Assessment data 

can therefore, facilitate pupils in the development of targets for improvement as well as 

supporting teachers in the setting of pupils in academically appropriate classes (DfES, 2005a).

A further significant role assessment plays is in communicating a school's achievements to a 

range of external stakeholders, for example school governors, parents, further educational 

institutions, employers and government bodies (Kellough and Kellough, 1999). Reviewing 

assessments provides policy makers with one indication that policies are being enacted and 

standards are being maintained (Desforges, 1989). In particular, policy makers can use 

assessment to set standards, directing schools to focus on agreed goals as well as monitoring 

the quality of education (Desforges, 1989). For example, in the UK, the government department 

responsible for inspection of schools and Local Education Authorities in England (Office for 

Standards in Education - Ofsted) considers that assessment is typically undertaken to improve 

pupil and school standards, and not merely to be used as a measurement tool (Ofsted, 2000a).

For parents assessment provides information on which to judge a school's performance in 

addition to monitoring their own child's progress (Desforges, 1989). Dunning and James (2002) 

argue that a key purpose for the implementation of the National Curriculum assessment 

procedures was to enable the comparison of schools for both parents and government officials. In 

conclusion, by determining the varied and numerous functions of assessment, it follows that there 

are a number of different types of assessment that are appropriate for each particular purpose 

(Desforges, 1989). It is therefore advantageous to be clear on the purpose of assessment, for 

example monitoring purposes, diagnostic or selection purposes, before selecting an assessment 

method (Desforges, 1989; Roby, 1990).
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Different types of assessment

Black and Wiliam (1998) in reference to their work on formative assessment state that there are 

many different labels attached to assessment. Wiliam (Wiliam, 2000) indicates that assessment 

can be grouped into three particular categories: formative assessment; summative assessment 

and evaluative assessment. He maintains that formative assessment is undertaken in order to 

support learning; summative assessment for the certifying of individuals; and evaluative 

assessment in which to hold educational institutions accountable. The DfES (2005d) extends the 

classification of assessment further by identifying seven specific forms of assessment that may 

be used in educational institutions applying them in isolation or in a combination to generate pupil 

assessment data:

  "criterion-referenced assessment where learners'performance is related to given 

criteria

  norm-referenced assessment where a learner's performance is judged against the 

performance of others

  formative assessment is a means of assessing pupils so that their performance can 

inform planning for future learning

  diagnostic assessment in an effort to diagnose a particular problem or area of poor 

learning

  pupil self assessment involving pupils taking responsibility for the assessment of their 

own learning

  summative assessment where the assessor identifies what a learner has attained 

within a given domain and these attainments are portrayed in a quantitative format

  evaluative assessment involves aggregated summative assessment so that the 

effectiveness of a learning programme can be judged."

(DfES, 2005d, page 4)

The following list of assessment provides a more detailed description of some of the assessments 

used in the US and the UK.

Criterion-referenced assessment

Educators and policy makers may choose to use criterion-referenced testing to measure how well 

pupils have learned the knowledge and skills which they are expected to have mastered 

(Desforges, 1989; Hargis, 1995). Criterion-referenced assessments provide an explicit definition 

of what a pupil must do to get a particular grade (Wiliam, 1998) within which the selected criteria
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must be specified with particular precision (Popham, 1990). For example, a history teacher may 

write an in-class criterion-referenced assessment of a certain historical battle. The first criterion 

may be that pupils accurately record the date of the battle and the second criterion that pupils 

document the sequence of events during the battle. If a pupil satisfies the set criteria then 

regardless of other pupils' scores they will pass the assessment (Desforges, 1989). Scores are 

often reported as percentages and each pupil who undertakes a criterion-referenced test is able 

to gain a high score as achievement is measured against criteria rather than against the scores of 

others as is the case with norm-referenced tests (Buckle, 1990). To return to the example of the 

history test, the teacher must make clear to pupils that they are being judged on the accuracy of 

their answer for each and every criterion, that is the date of the battle and the exact sequence of 

events. Once known assessments are established they can contribute to validity and encourage 

accountability, moreover, it is suggested that if pupils understand what is required they are more 

able to strive for success (Popham, 1975, 2005). However, although criterion-referenced tests 

require detailed and explicit criteria, some argue that standards are also dependent on teachers' 

professional judgements (Buckle, 1990; Wiliam, 1998).

Norm-referenced assessment

Norm-referenced assessments are based on the assumption that academic achievement is 

normally distributed as outlined above (DfES, 2005d) (Buckle, 1990; Taylor, 1998). Scores are 

often reported as percentiles and by definition not all pupils can achieve a high score, therefore 

pupil achievement is relative to the entire cohort who undertook the test (Buckle, 1990). The 

norm-referenced test is in the main, regarded as useful in the evaluation of educational 

programmes or for accountability purposes as the norm that the pupils achieve is a general 

indication of what the pupils understand and know (Hargis, 1995). However norm-referenced 

tests are generally considered inappropriate to determine effectiveness of educational 

programmes or to provide diagnostic information as tests typically cover a broad range of content 

that is unlikely to be taught in every school (Hargis, 1995). However, although norm-referenced 

tests indicate little about the learning outcomes of pupils it is generally viewed as an objective or 

scientific approach to assessment (Hargis, 1995; Popham, 1990).

Construct-referenced assessment

Wiliam (1998) refers to construct-referenced tests as assessments that do not have a determined 

criteria. That is teachers assess a pupil's work based on what they consider as appropriate levels 

of attainment. The teacher's assessments are judged by a designated expert who will provide 

feedback to the teacher. The process of marking continues until the teacher has mastered the 

correct marking standard as ascertained by the expert.
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Formative assessment

Black and Wiliam (1998) describe formative assessment as assessment information that is used 

to adapt teaching to meet pupil needs. Using formative assessment involves a combination of 

activities that provides information for the learner indicating their current level of performance on 

a particular piece of work (Black and Wiliam, 1998). Black (2004) emphasises that the important 

feature of formative assessment is that the information provided by the teacher to the learner 

enables them to reach the level that is required by the assessment. Sadler (1989) extends this 

further by determining that the formative function only exists if the learner comes to understand 

the goals towards which they are aiming. Specifically, pupils who know what they need to learn 

and why they need to leam it are more able to assess their understanding and gaps in knowledge 

directing pupils to the curriculum areas that they need to develop (Black, 2004).

Activities that contribute to formative assessment include different approaches to detailed 

feedback, such as teacher questioning and peer and self assessment (Black, 2004). Black (2004) 

identifies four key ways to implement formative assessment all focusing on communication 

between the learner and the teacher informing the teaching process as a direct result of the 

learners understanding. Firstly, there exists a focus upon feedback; secondly there is questioning 

and communication; thirdly marking is limited to comments and grades are not presented on 

pupils' work; fourthly, learners undertake peer and/or self assessment (Black, 1999). Assessment 

for learning has become a central feature of the UK government core principles for teaching and 

learning and these principles underpin the National Strategy (DfES, 2004a).

Through the National Strategies (DfES, 2004b) the UK government aims to support teachers in 

developing formative assessment through assessment for learning practices in the classroom at 

the point of teaching and learning. Formative assessment or assessment for learning has been 

defined by the Assessment Reform Group (2002, p2) as: 'the process of seeking and interpreting 

evidence for use by learners and their teachers to decide where the learners are in their learning, 

where they need to go and how best to get there". Specifically assessment for learning involves 

and includes:

  sharing learning goals with pupils and pupils in peer and self-assessment

  aims to help pupils to know and to recognise the standards they are aiming for

  both teacher and pupils in reviewing and reflecting on assessment information

  providing feedback that leads to pupils recognising their next steps and how to make 

them

  embedded in a view of teaching and learning of which it is an essential part

  is underpinned by confidence that every pupil can improve. 

(Assessment Reform Group, 1999)
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There are however, some misgivings in the practical application of formative assessment in wide 

educational settings (Smith and Gorard, 2005). Initial enthusiasm displayed by teachers in 

constructively communicating with pupils can decrease with time, leading to less effective 

formative assessment processes being executed in the classroom (Smith and Gorard, 2005). The 

proponents of formative assessment nevertheless argue that the success of formative 

assessment can be sustained, acknowledging that limited teacher training, poor motivation and 

lack of support for teachers may well lead to failure of the formative assessment process (Black 

et al, 2005). More precisely Black et al (2005) argue that formative assessment is based upon 

relatively slow and sustained programmes of professional development and support.

Summative assessment

Summative assessment may be used to measure pupils' levels of learning at the end of discrete 

units of work therefore providing a tool of accountability by judging the achievements of teachers 

and schools (Buckle, 1990). Such assessments may be composed of both tests and teacher 

generated assessments and are generally used to determine final course grades, based on a 

cumulative learning experience and are therefore outcome measures that emphasise pupil 

achievement rather than aptitude or effort (Butterfield, 1990). Summative assessments are used 

extensively in many educational systems although they are often expensive to administer and 

score (Black, 1999). In addition, whilst assessment is generally used to inform and enhance 

learning in a relatively private way, assessment for accountability is becoming increasingly 

prevalent, placing pressure on learners, teachers and schools (Le Metais, 1999). Further criticism 

is levelled at summative tests that are used to hold school's accountable as it is argued they have 

a negative impact on pupil motivation, and can lead to a narrowing of a schools curriculum 

(Harlen, 2004). Moreover, Kohn (2002) argues that teachers are compelled to teach to the test 

and focus mainly upon the discrete skills of the test. Covaleskie (2002) suggests, however, that 

although many complaints are directed at tests in that they lower the quality of education, testing 

does not have to have a negative impact for effective teachers. He argues if teachers are 

effective in engaging pupils in an exciting manner they are likely to achieve high test scores 

irrespective if pupils are taught to the test or not (Covaleskie, 2002).

Diagnostic assessment

Diagnostic assessment is typically used prior to instruction as an evaluation of a learner's skills, 

knowledge, strengths and weaknesses (Butterfield, 1990). Such assessments are often highly 

specialised and assist in identifying underlying causes for learning problems (Butterfield, 1990). 

Establishing these factors enables a teacher to differentiate and adjust the curriculum according 

to each pupils needs (DfES. 2005d).
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Knowledge management in schools

Schools might think they manage pupil assessment data well but the reality may be different, 

what they think happens could be very different in practice. As such, like many work 

organisations schools may not realise the potential of what could be achieved if they effectively 

used the knowledge provided by assessments (Roby, 1990). Pupil assessment data is important 

organisational knowledge for schools and needs to be managed in the same way that knowledge 

is managed in many other work organisations (Dunning and James, 2002). Choo (1998) 

establishes a framework for knowledge management identifying a range of activities that can be 

useful in analysing the management of pupil assessment data. Schools that use data 

management in organisational sense making, knowledge creation, decision making and 

organisational action are able to be more effective by utilising pupil assessment data through 

efficient systems and processes (Choo, 1998). Furthermore, by engaging in continuous 

organisational learning through the expertise of its staff, schools can make adjustments to their 

internal management and use of data in order to impact upon and improve pupil outcomes (Choo, 

1998). Choc's framework (Choo, 1998) has been central to how I have framed the way schools 

manage assessment data.

School leaders and knowledge management

Hanna (1997) argues that schools, as open system organisations, are exposed to controls and 

influences from the outside world and are dependent on their external environment in order to 

survive. Consequently, school leaders have a demanding role in managing their schools external 

environment and the extent to which outsiders participate in or influence organisational activities 

(Corwin and Wagenaar, 1976). Hence, the increase in the use of pupil assessment data within 

schools as a result of high stakes testing, data driven decision making and school reform is 

altering school boundaries as they respond to external mandates and demands (Hursh, 2005). 

Goldring (1997) advocates that effective leaders typically balance the external demands for data 

production while simultaneously achieving enough independence to adapt and react to the pupil 

assessment data that is produced. Principals and head teachers who assume the boundary 

spanning role therefore, are required to guide their schools using strategies to create a balance 

between the schools dependence and independence relative to their external environment 

(Goldring, 1997).
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Assessment within schools

Schools in the US and UK generate pupil assessment data from internal assessment procedures 

and from mandatory national standardised tests as outlined later in Chapter 4. Assessment for 

accountability has been established in the UK for some years and has recently become an 

integral part of the US educational process through the introduction of No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) (US Department of Education, 2002). Both in the US and the UK school leaders and 

governors are made accountable for their results by the Local Education Authorities or State 

Education Boards after agreeing to set targets for expected pupil outcomes (Hursh, 2005; 

Lapointe, 1986). Each year schools must either maintain or exceed their previous performance, 

and pupils' scores are measured and compared within league tables (Butterfield, 1990). 

Specifically, in the UK results from standardised external tests are made public and used to set 

benchmarks and targets against which the effectiveness of teachers and schools are evaluated, 

and a specified percentage of pupils must demonstrate proficiency in core subjects (Le Metais, 

1999). Similarly in the US standardised testing is related to sanctions through the NCLB 

'Adequate Yearly Progress' (AYP) formula (Hursh, 2005). Under AYR, schools have clearly 

defined goals to ensure that they are on target for teaching pupils to state standards and failure to 

reach an agreed improvement in pupil performance results in a series of sanctions and 

improvement measures (US Department of Education, 2002).

There are some misgivings over the increasing level of assessments undertaken in schools. For 

example, Satterly (1989) argues that assessment is not the main business of a school and may 

lead to a distraction from the real essence of education, that is individual learning and 

development. Furthermore, tests that were once used largely as monitoring devices are now 

recognised as having enormous consequences, and have justly earned the label "high-stakes 

testing" (Hursh, 2005). In addition the specific increased use of summative assessment for 

accountability in both the US and UK, has been challenged. For example, Wiliam (2001) argues 

that current educational assessments are ineffective claiming that the primary purpose of 

educational assessment was to select and certify the achievement of individuals (i.e. summative 

assessment). However, education systems have tried to make assessments originally designed 

for this purpose provide information with which educational institutions can be made accountable 

(evaluative assessment) (Wiliam, 2001). Additionally, Black (1999) takes the view that 

educational assessment has become increasingly divorced from learning by neglecting the 

formative function of assessment both in public policy and in everyday practice.
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Developments in assessment in the UK

Whilst summative testing and accountability remain a central part of the assessment system, a 

change of focus has placed formative assessment or assessment for learning on the national 

agenda in the UK (Black and Wiliam, 2004, 2004a). As outlined above, the National Strategies for 

primary and secondary schools have introduced and developed assessment for learning in the 

classroom with a focus upon personalising learning for all learners (DfES, 2004b). Furthermore, 

national policy changes towards assessment practice are clear in the aim to impact upon the way 

schools manage their pupil assessment data (DfES, 2004, 2004a). For example, the Key Stage 3 

strategy (DfES, 2004b) recognises assessment for learning as fundamental to good teaching and 

learning and is one of a number of programmes being applied across the curriculum (Wilce, 

2003). Schools will be encouraged to ensure that their approach is consistent with moves to use 

evidence and dialogue to identify where pupils are in their learning, where they need to go and 

how best to get there (DfES, 2004b). In practice, this means the effective management and use 

of pupil assessment data in order to provide clear evidence about how to drive up individual 

attainment with a clear link between pupil learning and lesson planning (Wilce, 2003).

Development in assessment in the US

In the US, there is a move to commit more resources to diagnostic assessments that can be 

accessed incrementally (Tetreault, 2002). The standards movement has increased the production 

of pupil assessment data through the regularity of proficiency tests through NCLB in an explicit 

attempt to identify and help low-performing pupils and schools are regarded as failing if they do 

not succeed in increasing pupils scores (Hursh, 2005; US Department of Education, 2002b). The 

rationale for these assessment systems, one of the centrepieces of the push for standards-based 

school improvement, has been to find a more accurate way to measure both pupil and school 

progress as well as to establish measures against which to hold schools accountable for results 

(Goodman, 2004). For example, US Secretary of Education, Rod Paige asserted that new state 

content standards are objectively determined and standardised tests provide a valid and reliable 

means of assessing pupil learning which improves upon previous teacher generated 

assessments (US Department for Education, 2002). Hursh (2005) suggests that the motivation 

behind the political support for the changes to the testing procedures within the US are three fold. 

Firstly that reforms are necessary within an increasingly globalized economy; secondly that they 

will reduce educational inequality; and thirdly that the reforms will increase assessment 

objectivity.
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Assessment for educational development

In addition to assessment being used for accountability purposes assessment can also play a 

considerable role in educational development. As outlined previously in this chapter pupil 

assessment data is important organisational knowledge for schools, but such data is also 

important knowledge for local and national governments. Pupil assessment data provides tools to 

plan effective and appropriate improvement strategies and educational leaders and policy makers 

that use assessment data are in a better position to make informed decisions as well as to be 

able to evaluate change and to continuously improve (Earl & Katz, 2006). Furthermore, Earl and 

Katz (2006) argue that for educational institutions to succeed in the current world it is essential 

that as organisations, schools are directed and supported in their growth and development 

through the effective use of pupil assessment data. The US government NCLB policy agenda and 

the UK government Every Child matters policy agenda promote that school leaders who are in a 

position to diagnose their schools' strengths and weaknesses through the use of data, should be 

able to plan strategies that will positively impact upon the development of teaching and learning 

and subsequently pupil performance (Earl & Katz, 2006). As such, educational development and 

the clarity with which policy makers and schools need to have in their choice of what assessment 

data is needed for different purposes is essential. The application of specific strategies to improve 

and develop education requires specific assessment information. Moreover, the improvement of 

teaching and learning and gaining measures of school performance may require different types of 

pupil assessment data (Dunning, & James, 2002).

Use of pupil assessment data

There is a growing, albeit limited, body of knowledge on assessment and how it can inform 

teaching and learning and impact upon pupil performance (see for example, Dunning and James 

2002). Murray (2004) argues that how schools manage and use assessment data to identify 

under performance and reflect on teaching and learning issues will impact upon improvements to 

school effectiveness and pupil performance. The DfES (DfES, 2002a p1) encourages the 

effective use of pupil assessment data stating:

"in successful schools teachers combine an analysis of pupil assessment data with a 
range of pedagogic skills to devise individual programmes which maximise each 
pupil's attainment. In these schools data management is seen as a key element in 
striving to raise attainment rather than as a means to justify weak performance or 
reinforce complacency."

The work that I have undertaken examines how schools in the US and UK are managing pupil 

assessment data and to what extent this is used to improve attainment. The following chapter
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reports upon the US and UK educational systems and the organisation of the schools that are 

involved in the study.

Concluding comments

The chapter highlighted and examined theories of learning and their influences upon assessment 

with a particular emphasis of learning in practice. It emerged during the chapter that in designing 

teaching and learning tasks consideration should be afforded to how learning is conceptualised 

and for assessment purposes teachers could benefit from an understanding of the role that 

activity plays in learning and development. The middle section of the chapter reviews assessment 

and the strengths and weaknesses of both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced test 

assessments. A number of issues are raised in the chapter including an important consideration 

in determining the choice of assessment is to establish the intended purpose for the assessment 

prior to its selection. The chapter closes with a review of the assessments used in schools and 

the current developments in both the US and the UK.
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3 Educational systems background and context 

Introduction

The structure and management of the US and UK education systems have a number of 

similarities and differences, which I intend to analyse in this chapter. The purpose of the analysis 

is to establish a basis on which the way schools in the two systems manage pupil assessment 

data can be analysed and compared. The chapter highlights the US and UK educational systems' 

organisational structures and processes, with an emphasis on assessment and associated 

systems and procedures. As outlined in Chapter 2, in the US each state has its own distinct 

school system and education provision varies between states and school districts (Gutek, 2000; 

Spring, 1998). Federal and state governments have a role to play in public education but in the 

main local school districts exert the most influence and are responsible for providing the 

framework for the day to day operation of schools (Callahan and Clark, 1977). Similarly, although 

to a lesser degree, education provision varies between the UK provinces, but not on the whole 

between Local Education Authorities (LEA) (Butterfield, 1990). My study involved researching the 

management of pupil assessment data in six schools, three in the UK and three in the US. 

Consequently the following chapter focuses on the specific educational requirements, school 

systems and assessment procedures and polices applicable to each of the case study schools.

The first section of the chapter reviews the US and UK educational systems as a whole, and 

includes a classification of the different types of schools in the two countries with a focus on the 

public school systems. The three UK case study schools were located in Wales, and within the 

US two were in Ohio State and one in New York State. The chapter therefore outlines Ohio 

State's and New York State's curriculum and graduation requirements as well as the UK National 

Curriculum requirements and national qualifications that are typically undertaken in the last four 

years of secondary education. The chapter also draws attention to the contribution that homework 

plays in pupil assessments and the reporting systems used within each country.

Documents from both the US and UK governments were the main source of information for the 

chapter, as such I have deliberately kept the number of cited texts to a minimum in order to ease 

the reading of the chapter. In addition, the preliminary interviews and visits conducted throughout 

the research process as described in Chapter 7, have provided considerable information and 

documentation that has assisted in establishing how the two educational systems are structured 

and managed.
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United States and United Kingdom Education Systems

Schools in the United States

In the US, each state has its own separate public school system as well as a variety of private 
schools, the largest of which is the Catholic system. The following list provides a general guide to 
the choice of schools in the US.

• Public schools - state schools which are financed through a combination of local, 
state and federal funds. Public schools are managed by local school boards and 
must meet the minimum standards laid down by the state board of education.

• Community schools or charter schools - publicly financed schools, which operate 
mainly outside of the required regulatory framework for ordinary public schools.

• Private schools (legally known as non-public schools) - a wide variety of private 
schools including the parochial or Catholic system, Christian academics, 
Episcopalian schools and secular private schools.

• Special purpose schools - for example military schools and schools on Indian 
reservations. The federal government has full responsibility for maintaining these 
schools both in America and overseas.

Within the public system school districts are run by a school board (not the city council) and must 
operate within standards laid down by the state (Fuhrman and Rosenthal, 1981a; US Department 
of Education, 2005). In the 2002-2003 school year, there were 14,465 public school districts with 
95,615 public schools which remain the primary educational delivery system in the United States 
(US Department of Education, 2004b).

Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

The responsibility for education in Wales was transferred from England to the Welsh Assembly 
Department for Training and Education in 1999 (Government of Wales Act, 1998). However, the 
Department for Education and Skills (DfES) within central government in England continues to 
retain overall responsibility for policy, funding and terms and conditions for teachers. Each state 
school is managed by a head teacher and a board of governors. There are several categories of 
schools within Wales.

• Community schools (formerly county schools) - all staff are employed by the LEA 
who own the school property and are responsible for pupil admissions. 
Comprehensive schools are government-funded secondary schools and all children
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living within the LEA-designated school catchment area are able to apply for a place 

at the school irrespective of aptitude or capability.

• Foundation schools (formerly grant maintained schools) - all staff are employed 

by the governing body which has principal control over pupil admissions. The school 

property is owned by the governing body or a charitable trust and the trust usually 

has authority over the appointment of teachers, governors and ancillary staff.

• Special schools - schools specifically intended for pupils with physical, behavioural 

or educational learning difficulties.

• Voluntary Aided schools - often church schools, the governing body employs the 

staff and decides admission arrangements. A charitable foundation usually owns the 

school property.

• Voluntary Controlled schools - typically church schools and the school property is 

usually owned by a charitable foundation. The LEA employs the school staff and has 

responsibility for admissions.

• Independent or private schools - these schools charge fees, are privately run and 

do not receive public funds. They are governed and managed by special trusts.

(National Assembly for Wales, 2005)

Over 90% of children in the UK attend publicly funded schools. Most schools do not select by 

ability, but reflect the social composition of the local area (Butterfield, 1990).

United States and United Kingdom public school organisation

Generally the age pupils commence compulsory public school education does not differ between 

the US and the UK. However, the school leaving age and the arrangement of the various 

educational phases often varies as shown in Figure 3.1 below (see page 34).

As indicated in Figure 3.1 in both the US and the UK children typically start school at five years of 

age. However, in the UK parents are able to take advantage of publicly funded pre school 

education from the age of three whereas in the US pre school is generally provided through 

privately funded nurseries. Figure 3.1 also highlights the differences between the educational 

phases. In the US there are more school stages than in the UK, with a maximum usually of four 

grades per school, with some middle school and junior high schools only accommodating two 

grades on one school site (Spring, 1998).
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Figure 3.1 An example of a typical United States and United Kingdom school organisation for age

of entry and arrangement of age ranges in each school category.

Key

K = Kindergarten

US Schools

Pupil age

Grades

School

3-4 4-5

Pre school - 

usually private

5-6

K

6-7

1st

7-8

2nd

8-9

3rd

Elementary school

9-10

4th

ID- 

11

5th

11- 

12

6th

Intermediate school

12- 

13

7th

13- 

14

8th

Middle 

school

14- 

15

9th

15-16

10th

16-17

11th

17-18

12th

High school

Each school is generally located on a separate site

UK -Welsh Schools

Pupil age

Years

Stages

School

3-4 4-5 5-6

1

6-7

2

Foundation Phase - 

Key Stage 1

Nursery 

school

Infants - 

Primary 

school

7-8

3

8-9

4

9-10

5

ID- 

11

6

Key Stage 2

Junior - Primary school

Nursery, infants and juniors are generally incorporated with n one 

primary school

IT- 

12

7

12- 

13

8

13- 

14

9

Key Stage 3

14- 

15

10

15-16

11

Key Stage 4

Secondary school

16-17

12

17-18

13

Key Stage 5

Secondary 

school or sixth 

form college

Key Stage 3, Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 5 are generally 

incorporated within one secondary school

All the public schools within the district fall under one administrative umbrella and sometimes 

share sports and drama facilities with a central administration office typically located in one of the 

larger school buildings. In the UK pupils progress through the school system as they move 

between each Key Stage, although unlike the US, there are usually only two schools that a pupil 

will attend, i.e. a primary school and a secondary school. The schools in any one geographical 

area generally fall under the control of the same LEA and typically have some alliance with other 

neighbouring schools. For example a secondary school may have several associate primary 

schools from which the majority of the Year 7 pupil intake derives. However, in contrast to the US 

school districts that typically contain only one or two of each type of school, LEAs usually have 

numerous schools under their jurisdiction. Figure 3.1 also highlights that in the US pupils 

generally remain in the same school system until graduation at the end of Grade 12 with many 

states imposing a legal school leaving age of 18 (Spring, 1998). Conversely, in the UK pupils may 

leave school at the age of 16 to either commence work or attend a sixth form college. A further 

noteworthy difference between the two systems concerns the right of parents in the US to retain 

their child in a grade for more than one year based on academic, social or physical reasons. One 

reason cited for physical retention in all of the US case study schools was associated with school
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and college sports programmes (case study schools United States 1, 2 and 3, 2004). Specifically, 

pupils who are successful throughout their school sporting career are often pursued by 

universities and colleges for scholarship opportunities. Therefore, by retaining a pupil in a grade 

with younger children could increase their chances of success at state level competitions, leading 

to athletic accomplishment and a subsequent increase in scholarship opportunities. Academic 

retention may be directed by parents or by the school. Parents sometimes elect for pupils to 

repeat a grade to reinforce learning, usually in the first six years of school. Similarly to physical 

retention, pupils who repeat a grade have a greater chance of achieving success, in this instance, 

in the challenging academic courses offered in high school such as advanced placement courses 

which are required for entry into prestigious US universities and colleges. A school may retain a 

pupil if they have failed to demonstrate the required academic achievement to progress onto a 

more challenging grade (Spring, 1998). There is no financial penalty for pupil retention.

United States and United Kingdom admission requirements

In the US and the UK, to be admitted to a state public school a child must reside within the school 

district or LEA defined school catchment area. Parents may apply for admission to a school of 

their choice if the child is out of the designated catchment area but attendance is awarded at the 

discretion of the school board in the US and in the UK the LEA or in some circumstances the 

school. In the US, if pupils are granted permission to attend a school within a district that they do 

not reside, parents are usually required to pay an annual school fee. In the US, school districts 

are based on local communities but unlike the UK do not necessarily follow city boundaries and in 

both countries schools vary greatly in size and composition.

Provision of public education - funding and governance 

Schools in the United States

Funding

The amount of money made available for education varies from state to state (Spring, 1998). As 

an example, Wiliam (2004) cites enormous differences in funding per pupil, specifically, in 

Pennsylvania within one school district each pupil is allocated $19600 per year whilst in another 

school district in Arizona pupils only have $3000 provided per year. Figure 3.2 illustrates the 

usual source of school funding for Ohio school districts which is similar in most other states (Ohio 

Department for Education, 2004). The chart shows that 6% of funds are obtained from the federal 

government and 46% from the state government. State funding is raised through a number of 

different taxes including personal income tax and sales tax, though taxes do vary considerably
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between the different states as well as within the states themselves (Callahan and Clark, 1977). 

As an example, in Ohio State sales tax in Cuyahoga county is 7.5% and in neighbouring Geauga 

county 6.5% (Ohio Department of Taxation, 2005). The remaining 48% of funds are raised 

through other local taxes such as the property tax, the municipal (county) income tax and in some 

districts a specific school district income tax. The school district income tax is only collected from 

residents of the county whereas municipal taxes are imposed on businesses, residents and non 

residents working in the designated county, city or borough. Only Ohio, Pennsylvania, Iowa, 

Kentucky and Michigan and Detroit States have the authority to enforce the school district tax 

although within these states a number of counties choose not to enforce the tax (Callahan and 

Clark, 1977; Spring, 1998; Ohio Department of Taxation, 2005; US Department of Education, 

2005).

Figure 3.2 A diagrammatic representation of the funding of schools in the State of Ohio.

School funding - Ohio Federal

Stale

D Federal   Local D State

(Ohio Department for Education, 2004)

Governance

The federal government has no powers in the governance of public schools with the exception of 

military schools and schools in the District of Columbia (Callahan and Clark, 1977). Individual 

states retain the responsibility of providing state-wide education and school boards govern each
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school district. The school districts with the exception of Hawaii, are responsible for the day to 

day running of the schools (Callahan and Clark, 1977). The members of the school board or 

board of education are not paid and are either elected or appointed depending on each state's 

requirements. The board present an annual educational budget for the city council and local 

residents who approve or dismiss proposed amendments through annual ballots (Callahan and 

Clark, 1977). As such, there is a strong sense of community ownership for schools and school 

administrators and teachers are held accountable to the local communities they serve (Callahan 

and Clark, 1977; Spring, 1998). Moreover, in many school districts parents play a significant role 

in supporting the educational process, raising money, organising classroom support for teachers, 

arranging supervision of the playground and medical room, providing escorts for school trips and 

publishing school phone directories (Spring, 1998). In part as a result of the community 

responsibility towards local school districts, many schools expect parents to be proactive in the 

education of their children and to provide significant support for the school (Spring, 1998). 

Schools typically offer open evenings at the start of each academic year enabling parents to meet 

teachers and learn about the curriculum and teacher expectations. Parent/teacher conferences 

take place two to three times a year and teachers usually have access to voice mail and email 

that parents are encouraged to use (Spring, 1998). Some school districts use on-line mark book 

systems to record lesson notes, homework and pupil grades. Parents are encouraged to regularly 

review the school web site and use the on-line system to monitor their child's progress (case 

study schools United States 1,2 and 3, 2005; US Department of Education, 2005).

Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

Funding

In state schools in the UK, an annual budget is provided by the LEA, a proportion of which is 

dependent upon the number of pupils attending the school (DfES, 2005f). Figure 3.3 (see page 

38) illustrates that schools' governing bodies control over 82% of all the money spent within 

schools (Audit Commission, 2000).

Many schools secure further funding through government-led grant initiatives. Schools are usually 

required to bid for grants which are often allocated to specific groups of pupils. Schools may also 

secure financial partnerships with local businesses. Parent associations are active in many 

schools and often raise additional school funds (National Confederation of Parent Teacher 

Associations, 2005).
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Figure 3.3 A diagrammatic representation of an example of school funding in the UK.

Control of school funding LEAS
18%

Schools 
82%

D LEAs • Schools

(Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountability, 2001; DfES, 2000)

Governance

All public maintained schools in the UK have a governing body, which is composed of a range of 

various stakeholders, including:

• parents - elected to the governing body

• teachers - elected to the governing body

• LEA representatives

• non-elected members of the local community.

The governors work in close partnership with the schools to determine the strategic direction of 

the school. Governing bodies have a wide range of responsibilities and powers, including:

• helping to raise standards of pupil achievement

• planning the school's future direction

• selecting the head teacher

• making decisions on the school's budget and staffing
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• establishing and implementing a performance management policy for appraising all 
staff

• making sure the National Curriculum is taught
• deciding how the school can encourage pupils' spiritual, moral and cultural 

development

• making sure the school provides for all its pupils, including those with special needs
• accounting for the performance of the school to parents and the wider community.

Full governors' meetings are required at least once a term and are led by the chair of the 
governing body and supported by a clerk to the governors. The governing body is often divided 
into committees with responsibility for admissions, staffing, curriculum, finance and building 
maintenance (Welsh Assembly Government, 2000). Parent/teacher conferences take place once 
a year and parents are encouraged to contact the school whenever necessary. However, unlike 
the US, schools rarely provide parents with information relating to course content although some 
schools may offer open evenings displaying the work that pupils have generated throughout the 
academic year. Parents have little influence over the daily management of schools but may apply 
to be elected as a school governor (Welsh Assembly Government, 2000).

Organisation of pupils 

Schools in the United States

School Grades

As outlined above the age and provision of compulsory education varies between states. Figure 
3.4 illustrates an extract from the Digest of Education statistics 2003 and shows an example of 
the compulsory school attendance for Ohio State and New York State. 
Figure 3.4 Ages for compulsory school attendance special education services for pupils and 

kindergarten programmes by state 1997-2000.

State

New York

Ohio

Compulsory 
attendance 2000

6 to 16*
6 to 18

Compulsory special 
education services 
1997

Under 21
Under 22

Provision of kindergarten education 2000
School district required to offer
Half day

+ X

Full day
Attendance required

Half day

X

Full day

* age 16 and must complete school year
+ state requires either half day or full day programme

(Education Commission of the States, 1997; Council of Chief State School Officers, 2000; 
California Department of Education, 2001)
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Figure 3.4 illustrates that in New York State pupils are able to legally leave school at the end of 

the academic year in which they reach the age of 16 whereas in Ohio State pupils must attend 

school until they are 18 years of age. Special needs pupils are provided with a public education 

until the age of 21 in New York State and until the age of 22 in Ohio State. Figure 3.4 also shows 

in New York State there is no requirement for the provision or attendance of kindergarten 

education but in Ohio State school districts must offer kindergarten classes and pupils are 

required to attend for at least half a day. Most US states have an upper age limit whereby 

education is provided for all children, up to a certain age or completion of secondary school, 

whichever comes first. There are 12 grades which, depending on the school districts local 

organisational needs may be taught in the following schools.

• Elementary school - kindergarten up to Grade 8 (must have at least one grade 

below Grade 4). Teachers typically teach in self-contained classrooms.

• Intermediate or Middle school - Grade 4 up to Grade 8 (must have at least one 

grade above Grade 5 and below Grade 9). Usually offers interdepartmental teams in 

English, humanities, mathematics and science.

• Middle school or Junior high school - Grade 7 up to Grade 11 (must include one 

Grade in the range 9 through 11). Typically structured like high schools but usually 

smaller. Teachers may be required to teach in both the high school and the middle 

school.

• High school - Grade 7 up to 12 (must include Grade 12). Typically consists of 

departments corresponding to key subjects, for example, English, mathematics, 

sciences, or humanities and special subjects such as music or drama.

(Callahan and Clark, 1977; US Department of Education, 2005c). 

Schools in the United Kingdom   Wales

School Years

Education is compulsory between the ages of 5 (five) and 16 and children generally start primary 

school in the term after their fifth birthday. Some children may start earlier, attending nursery 

school from the age of three and infant schools sometimes accept pupils in the term after their 

fourth birthday. The Education Reform Act 1988 (Education Reform Act, 1998) specifies that the 

National Curriculum has four Key Stages. In Wales, a new Foundation Phase curriculum for 

three- to seven-year-olds is set to replace Key Stage 1 in all schools by 2008 as outlined later in 

Chapter 4. The Key Stages are as follows.
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• Key Stage 1: 5 to 7 years old.

• Key Stage 2: 7 to 11 years old.

• Key Stage 3: 11 to 14 years old.

• Key Stage 4: 14 to 16 years old.

The four Key Stages are typically taught in the following schools.

• Nursery School - Pre-school children.

• Primary school - infants - Reception Class and Key Stage 1.

• Primary school - juniors - Key Stage 2.

• Secondary or High school - Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4. Some schools may also 

provide education for Key Stage 5. Universities usually take pupils from age 18 
years.

As outlined above, most schools are run by a board of governors under the Local Management of 

Schools scheme. At secondary level, unlike in England, Wales has not introduced and developed 

specialised schools, for example City Technology Colleges, School Academies or Subject 
Specialist Schools.

Public school organisation 

Schools in the United States

Academic year dates

The academic year in Ohio State and New York State runs from August to June. In New York 

State schools must be open for no less than 180 days per year (University of the State of New 

York State Education Department, 2005.) and in Ohio State for no less than 182 days per year 

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005b). There are two semesters, each divided into two quarters. 

The first semester commences in late August and ends in mid to late January with two weeks 

Christmas holiday. The second semester starts immediately after the first semester has 

concluded and finishes in June. With the exception of national holidays, each state or school 

district determines their own dates for annual school vacations.
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Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

Academic year dates

In England and Wales the academic year commences in September and ends in July of the 
following year with no fewer than 195 days. The year is subdivided into three terms, each with a 
week's half-term break. The autumn term runs from early September to the third week in 
December with a two week break for Christmas. The spring term runs from early January to 
Easter with a two week break at Easter and the summer term commences after Easter until late 

July with a five to six week summer holiday.

Schools in the United States

Pupil:teacher ratios

Each US state specifies a minimum pupikteacher ratio. As an example, Ohio State requires one 
full-time equivalent teacher per 25 pupils in kindergarten until fifth grade. Districts must also 
provide five full time equivalent education service personnel (e.g. counsellor, library/media 
specialist, school nurse, visiting teacher, social worker, elementary art, and music and physical 
education specialist) per 1000 pupils (Ohio Department of Education, 2001a). At elementary 
level, one class teacher instructs pupils but subject specialist teachers often teach subjects such 
as art, music, and physical education. In middle school, subject specialist teachers typically teach 
all subjects (US Department of Education, 2005, 2005c).

Pastoral organisation

On entry to middle school or junior high school, pupils are assigned to pastoral registration 
groups known as homeroom classes. Pupils are either allocated to a homeroom based on 
discussions with their elementary teacher or allocation is arranged according to the first letter of a 
pupil's last name. Teachers are assigned a homeroom group on a new cohort's entry to high 
school and typically pupils and teachers remain in these groups throughout each grade until 
graduation. Homeroom teachers are in charge of daily registration and pastoral matters, often 
delivering personal and social education. Guidance counsellors are responsible for the general 
pastoral care of pupils either for a complete grade or similar to homeroom class allocation, are 
assigned pupils according to the first letter of their last name. As such, guidance counsellors may 
either have responsibilities for pupils within every grade, remaining with them as they progress 
through the school or work permanently with one grade. In most high schools each subject is 
delivered by subject specialist teachers who usually work in a subject based team (US 
Department of Education, 2005).
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Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

Pupil:teacher ratios

There are no minimum pupihteacher ratio requirements for secondary schools in Wales, however 
the Welsh Government has stipulated that it is working towards reducing class sizes for 5, 6 and 
7 year olds to fewer than 30 pupils (Welsh Assembly Government, 2000). For nursery school 
classes and all off site school trips, there are special pupil:teacher ratios requirements for the 
purpose of ensuring pupil safety. In primary schools, a single class teacher, who will teach each 
of the subjects required under the National Curriculum, usually has sole academic and pastoral 
responsibility for one class, although some specialist teachers can deliver some subjects such as 
music or drama. In most secondary schools, subjects are delivered by specialist teachers 
arranged in subject faculties. Additional teachers often known as support teachers may specialise 
in dealing with particular groups of pupils, such as those with special educational needs, children 
with English as a second language, ethnic minority children or children who frequently move 
between different geographical areas.

Pastoral organisation

On entry to high school, pupils are allocated pastoral registration groups usually known as form 
groups or form classes. Similarly to the US, pupils are often allocated to a form class based on 
discussions with the pupils' primary school teacher. At the time the research was undertaken 
each form class was allocated a form tutor who was responsible for daily registration and pastoral 
issues. Every cohort had a head of year (sometimes known as a year tutor) who was responsible 
for all of the registration form classes within one year. Heads of year may either retain the role of 
responsibility for one particular year, rotate through Key Stages or complete a full five year cohort 
cycle from Year 7 through to Year 11 (Welsh Assembly Government, 2000). From 2005 schools 
in England and Wales are required to undertake staffing reviews and introduce new teaching and 
learning responsibilities (TLR) payments in 2006. Consequently, schools' pastoral organisation, 
including the role of heads of year as well as other middle managers roles may be altered with 
the new TLR scheme (Welsh Assembly Government, 2000; DfES, 2005e).

Curriculum and graduation requirements 

Schools in the United States

In the US, school districts are largely free to design their own programmes of study for each 
subject (Spring, 1998). However, they must adhere to the state's own model curriculum 
programmes or other state approved curricular models and by the objectives assessed by the
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states proficiency tests for each grade designated for testing. Since the introduction of NCLB 

legislation states are moving towards implementing academic content standards which describe 

the knowledge and skills that pupils should attain. These include:

1. grade-level indicators (what pupils should know and be able to do at the end of each 

grade)

2. benchmarks (what pupils should know and be able to do at the end of each grade).

(US Department of Education, 2005)

In Ohio State and New York State the following subjects are compulsory:

• language arts which encompasses reading, writing, spelling, oral and written English, 

English literature and other related fields

• social studies which encompasses history (including history of the United States as 

well as national, state and local government history), anthropology, economics, 

sociology, psychology, philosophy, political science and geography

• mathematics

• natural science

• fine arts, including music

• health education, professional seminar (advice on course selection and careers) and 
first aid

• physical education

• personal safety and assault prevention (kindergarten to Grade 6).

School districts must also offer pupils the option of studying a foreign language, technology, 

family and consumer science and business or economics (Callahan and Clark, 1977; University 

of the state of New York State Education Department, 2005; Ohio Department of Education, 

2005). Many middle schools and high schools offer advanced classes, usually known as honours 

classes, in some subjects such as mathematics, English and social studies. These courses 

provide a higher level of study at an accelerated pace, requiring greater pupil responsibility.

In Ohio State and New York State, school courses run for either one or two semesters, and pupils 

are awarded credits for the successful completion of each course. Pupils' class schedules 

generally contain the same lessons every day for each semester. As an example, a pupil may 

have an elective class every day for one semester but have English (a mandatory subject) every 

day for both semesters. Lessons are usually 50 to 60 minutes long. The number of course credits
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awarded to pupils depends upon the course length and the degree of difficulty of academic 
content. In addition, each state sets its own minimum credit requirement for graduation at the end 
of Grade 12 (see below for Ohio State and New York State requirements). Some states also 
require pupils to pass a series of gradation tests. A number of schools offer more able middle or 
junior high pupils the opportunity to undertake and transfer graduation credits from accelerated 
work that was undertaken prior to high school entry. Each pupil selects courses for an individual 
high school programme of study taking into account personal high schools plans, aptitudes, 
abilities and interests. Prior academic achievement, personal motivation and final graduation 
requirements are also usually considered.

Grading Policies

At the start of each semester, teachers typically advise pupils of the course specific grading 
procedures, criteria, and expectations. Teachers usually consider the following criteria in arriving 
at a pupil's grade:

• participation in class
• tests

• quizzes

• class work and class preparation
• homework

• reports, laboratory reports, notebook work

• portfolios, journals

• projects.

Grade point average

Each pupil is awarded a final grade point average, typically determined throughout high school, 
either from Grade 9 or in the last one or two grades prior to graduation. The grade point average 
is calculated by taking into consideration the number of courses a pupil has successfully 
completed and the degree of academic challenge within each programme of study. Specifically, 
the grade awarded is multiplied by the credit to calculate what is known as quality points. The 
total quality points are divided by the total credits which equals the grade point average. The 
calculation is done by grading period, semester or multiple semesters. The official grade point 
average awarded at the end of Grade 12 is calculated by using the semester grade for each 
class. Figure 3.5 is an example of how courses are weighted in one of the US case study schools 

(US2) in Ohio State.
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Figure 3.5 A diagrammatic example of a schools course credit weighting

Regular dass
Honours class

Advanced
placement class

A

4.0

4.5

5.0

B

r 3.0

3.5

4.0

C

2.0

2.0

2.0

D

1.0

1.0

1.0

F

0

0

0

Grades of C, D or F are not weighted. 
(US2, 2004)

Pupils following honours and advanced placement classes will receive additional credits for 
successfully completing courses of a higher level of academic challenge which will impact upon 
the grade point average. A pupil's final grade point average is used as an indicator of pupil ability 
when applying for university and college entrance as well as for acceptance in certain scholarship 
programmes.

Ohio State Graduation requirements

To receive an Ohio State school graduation diploma, pupils must attain 21 high school credits 
which are usually awarded during the four years of high school. The specific course requirements 
for an Ohio graduation diploma are:

Required Subjects Graduation requirements

English 

Mathematics

Science 

Social studies

Language Other than English

Health
Art and/or music

4 credits

3 credits to include Algebra 1, Geometry
and Algebra II

3 credits to include 1 unit of biological

sciences and 1 unit of physical sciences
3 credits

1 credit in world history
1 credit on US history
1/2 credit in US Government
Vz credit in sociology, economics or
psychology
1 credit

72 credit
1 credit
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Physical Education 1/2 credit (must cover 2 semesters)

Professional seminar 

(beginning with the class of 2009) 

Electives

1/2 credit 
1.5 credit

Minimum number of credits total: 21 credits.

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005).

One credit must be obtained on business/technology, fine arts or foreign language or any 

combination leading to one credit. Individual schools generally offer a range of electives 

depending on teacher subject specialties, for example these may include music, creative writing, 

arts courses, journalism or law.

Pupils who wish to secure a greater number of credits may undertake further courses by 

attending summer school. School districts may also allow pupils to undertake the health 

requirement through e-distance learning. Courses provided outside of the normal school setting 

typically charge a fee which is the parents' responsibility. In addition, pupils are required to pass 

the five tests of the "Ohio graduation test" in order to receive a graduate diploma (Ohio 

Department of Education, 2005). End of semester course examinations are typically taken 

throughout high school. In some schools Grade 12 pupils who have an 'A' grade at the end of a 

semester are excused from the final examination. In general, no other pupils are excused from 

semester examinations and anyone not reporting for a scheduled final examination in January 

and June without prior permission will receive an 'F1 grade for the course. Eighth grade pupils do 

not normally take semester examinations.

In Ohio State pupils are able to graduate with honours if they meet the following criteria:

• obtain three units of one foreign language or two units each of two foreign languages

• maintain an overall high school grade point average of at least 3.4 on a 4.0 scale up 

to the last grading period of Grade 12

• obtain a score of 27 on the American College Tests (ACT) or an equivalent score on 

the college board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005)
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New York State graduation requirements

To receive a New York State school graduation diploma, pupils must attain 22 high school credits 
which, similarly to Ohio State, are usually awarded during the four years of high school. The 

specific course requirements are:

Required Subjects Regents Diploma Advanced Regents 
Diploma

English
Mathematics
Science
Social studies
Language Other than English
Health
Art and/or music
Physical Education
Sequence Requirements and/or electives

4 credits 
3 credits
3 credits
4 credits 
1 credit 
1/2 credit
1 credit
2 credits 

3.5 credits

4 credits 

3 credits

3 credits

4 credits 
3 credits 
Vz credit
1 credit
2 credits 
1.5 credits

Minimum number of credits total: 22 credits 22 credits

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2005a)

New York State statutory examinations are known as Regents. To graduate from high school all 
pupils are required to pass graduation Regents examinations and are awarded a diploma 
according to the examinations undertaken, scores received in the examinations and by the 
number of credits pupils achieved in high school. To achieve a Regents diploma pupils must earn 
22 high school credits and pass a number of examinations with a score of 65 or above as 
illustrated below. To achieve an advanced Regents diploma pupils must also earn 22 high school 
credits but with three from a foreign language as well as passing additional examinations with a 
score of 65 or above, also illustrated below.

Regents diploma

To receive a Regents diploma, pupils must pass five Regents examinations with a score of 65 or
above in the following subjects:

• English

• mathematics A
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• global history & geography

• US history & government

• science (1 examination - living environment, chemistry, earth science, or physics).

Advanced Regents diploma

To receive a Regents diploma with advanced designation, pupils must pass eight Regents
examinations with a score of 65 or above in the following subjects:

• English

• mathematics A

• mathematics B

• global history & geography
• US history & government

• science (2 examinations -living environment and choose one from chemistry, earth 
	science, or physics)

• a language other than English.

Pupils may receive a local diploma if the local school district has selected that option. To receive 
a local diploma, pupils must pass five Regents examinations with a score of 55 or above in the 
following subjects:

• English

• mathematics A

• global history & geography

• US history & government
• science (1 examination - living environment, chemistry, earth science, or physics.

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2003, 2005a)

In both Ohio State and New York State, pupils initially take the graduation/Regents examinations 
in Grade 10 and may re-sit throughout Grade 11 and 12. Individual states determine the difficulty 
of their state tests and the required pass levels. In both states, as in other US states, pupils who 
fail to pass the Regents and graduation examinations may still receive a graduation diploma but 
have to satisfy four or five alternative requirements. These extra requirements differ between 
states, but as an example pupils who have failed to pass tests could be considered for graduation 
if they have had a 97% attendance rate throughout all four years of high school or have followed
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an intervention programme in support of their efforts to pass the tests (Ohio Department of 
Education, 2005; University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2005a).

Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

The National Curriculum is compulsory in all state-funded schools and in Wales is formulated and 
monitored by the Curriculum and Assessment Authority for Wales (ACCAC, 2004a). The National 
Curriculum sets out the statutory entitlement to learning for all pupils up to the age of 16 and 
determines the content of what is taught within schools (Buckle, 1990; Gordon, 1981; Roby, 
1990). In addition, the National Curriculum determines how performance is assessed and 
reported, aiming to raise standards and to ensure that schools around the country are following 
the same courses and that teaching standards are universally consistent (National Assembly for 
Wales, 2005). In Wales, Welsh is a compulsory subject for all pupils in mainstream state schools 
and is taught as a first and second language from primary school level. Schools are free to plan 
how the National Curriculum fits with their particular strengths and introduce other activities that 
extend the learning experience for their pupils.
At Key Stage 1, Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 the National Curriculum in Wales directs that the 
following subjects are taught:

• English

• history
• Welsh

• mathematics
• science
• design and technology
• geography
• music

• art
• physical education

• information technology
• religious education.

At Key Stage 3 schools must introduce a modem foreign language into the curriculum.

At Key Stage 4 the National Curriculum in Wales dictates that schools must deliver the following 

subjects:
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• English

• Welsh

• mathematics

• science

• physical education

• religious education and personal, work related, careers and sex education

• optional subjects for examination courses.

In summary, Figure 3.6 illustrates the subjects delivered throughout each Key Stage in Wales. 

Figure 3.6 A diagrammatic representation of the different subjects delivered in Key Stage 1-4

Age

Year Groups
English

Mathematics
Science
Design and 
technology

Information and 
communication 
technology

History

Geography
Modern Foreign 
Language
Welsh
Art and Design
Music
Physical education

Citizenship

Religious education
Careers education

Sex education
Work related learning

Personal, social and 
health education

Key Stage 1
5-7

1-2

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

0

Key stage 2

7-11

3-6

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

0

Key Stage 3

11-14

7-9

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

0

Key Stage 4

14-16

10-11

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

0

National 
Curriculum core 
Subjects

National 
Curriculum non 
core subjects

Key

Statutory subject
Non statutory subject
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Pupils timetables vary from day to day and lessons are approximately 60 minutes long. For 
example in each of the three UK case study schools they were all 60 minutes. Typically, day to 
day classroom assessments do not contribute to final examination grades. In the final four years 
of school throughout Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 5, pupils may elect to follow a number of 
courses and as outlined previously some may have an examination element leading to a certified 
qualification. In addition, some pupils may follow alternative programmes of study that are 
orientated towards the working world.

Programmes of study, attainment targets and level descriptions

National Curriculum programmes of study set out what pupils should be taught in each subject at 
each Key Stage, and provide the basis for schools to plan schemes of work. An attainment target 
sets out the knowledge, skills and understanding which pupils of different abilities and maturities 
are expected to have by the end of each Key Stage. Except in the case of citizenship, attainment 
targets consist of eight level descriptions of increasing difficulty, plus a description for exceptional 
performance above level 8. Each level description describes the types and range of performance 
that pupils working at that level should typically demonstrate. The National Curriculum is 
supported by national tests and teacher assessments at various Key Stages. The level 
descriptions provide the basis for making judgements about pupils' performance at the end of Key 
Stage 1, Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3. Figure 3.7 exemplifies the levels at within which the 
majority of pupils are expected to work throughout Key Stage 1, Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 
(DfES, 2005).

Figure 3.7 Expected levels of attainment for Key Stage 1, Key Stage 2, and Key Stage 3.

Range of levels within which the majority of pupils are 
expected to work
Key Stage 1
Key Stage 2
Key Stage 3

1-3
2-5

3-7

Expected attainment for the majority of pupils at the 
end of the key stage
At age 7
At age 1 1
At age 14

2
4

>5/6

At Key Stage 4, national qualifications are the main means of assessing attainment in National 
Curriculum subjects (ACCAC, 2004; Desforges, 1989; National Curriculum, 2004).

National qualifications

Schools offer a range of statutory and non-statutory courses, many of which culminate in a 
summative examination. Pupils are awarded certificates of accomplishment on the successful 
completion of coursework and the passing of examinations as specified by the examining board 
which must align courses with National Curriculum requirements. Schools are able to select
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which examining board to use and plan their programmes of study according to the syllabus 
specified by the board. The following examination courses may be offered by schools in both 
statutory and option based subjects, depending on teaching staff expertise;

Entry level certificates

Entry level is the first level of the National Qualifications Framework. On successful completion of 
entry level courses pupils may progress onto General Certificates for Secondary Education or 
National Vocational Qualifications.

General Certificate for Secondary Education

General Certificate for Secondary Education (GCSE) courses generally last two years and are
available in a range of different subjects.

General Certificate for Secondary Education short courses

GCSE short courses are similar to full GCSEs but only cover half of the subject topics and take 
half the time to complete. Two short courses equal a full GCSE and if only one is taken, it will 
count as half a GCSE. Some GCSEs and GCSE short courses are available in tiers and each tier 
has a target range of grades that can be awarded.

General National Vocational Qualifications

General National Vocational Qualifications (GNVQs) are focused on a range of professions but 
do not train pupils for a specific job. Courses are available at foundation and intermediate level or 
as a part award. GNVQs are to be phased out and replaced with GCSEs in vocational subjects.

Vocational qualifications

Vocational qualifications (VQ) are helpful for pupils who want to gain a qualification through a 
more practical work-based placement course. Unlike vocational GCSEs, pupils who follow VQ 
programmes of study are required to learn through practical experience in the workplace for 

usually one day a week.

Advanced Subsidiary (AS) and Advanced (A) 2 levels

A levels consists of six units and courses usually last two years. AS levels, consist of three units 
and usually last one year. An AS level can form the first half of a full A level, or it can be a 

qualification on its own.
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Advanced Vocational Certificate of Education (AVCEs)

Courses are designed to develop the knowledge and skills needed for jobs in a broad field of
work such as, hospitality and catering, leisure and tourism, or engineering.

(Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, 2005) 

Schools in the United States

Contribution of homework to overall assessments

Pupils are typically given homework from entry into elementary school, its quantity and regularity 
increasing with each grade. Homework is viewed as an important reinforcement of daily 
classroom teaching and is generally due in the next day. For older children, sanctions are applied 
if homework is not handed in on time. For example, pupils may only be able to earn 80% of the 
marks available if a piece of homework is one day late. As homework assessments contribute to 
end of semester grades, failing to complete work will reduce a pupil's final grade and the 
cumulative grade point average. In addition, pupils may also be required to undertake longer-term 
projects (Spring, 1998).

Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

Contribution of homework to overall assessments

Homework is typically issued to all pupils appropriate to their age in support of the development 
of independent learning. Pupil timetables are often designed on a weekly or two weekly cycle, 
and the same subjects are rarely taught every day. As a result, although homework is viewed as 
an important reinforcement of classroom teaching, length of time between lessons may reduce its 
impact as an effective teaching and learning tool (Roby, 1990). Homework is typically defined as 
any task assigned to a pupil in pursuance of a school subject, whether this is written work, 
learning work, preparatory reading or pupils undertaking revision for a future examination. Figure 
3.8 is an example of a schools homework timetable from one of the case study schools (UK3) in 
Wales.
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Figure 3.8 A diagrammatic example of a secondary school's homework requirement

Year Seven

Year Eight

Year Nine

Year Ten

Year Eleven

Approximately one hour per night 
Maximum six hours per week

Approximately one hour and a quarter per night 
Maximum of eight hours per week

Approximately one and a half hours per night 
Maximum of ten hours per week

Approximately two hours per night 
Maximum of fourteen hours per week

Approximately two hours per night 
Maximum of sixteen hours per week

(UK3, 2004)

Schools in the United States

School Report Cards

Schools generally issue formal pupil report cards four times a year, twice a semester and these 

are often referred to as quarterly report cards. The report card is typically mailed home and 

usually contains the following information:

• grade point average

• accumulative grade point average

• credits earned during year

• credits earned in school career

• days absent and late arrival at school record.

Report cards do not in general contain teachers' comments on pupils' progress, behaviour or 

attainment. On entry into high school, the report card becomes a formal record of pupil 

achievement and attendance, and is typically known as a high school transcript. Employers, 

colleges and universities analyse the final four years of a pupil's schooling using the high school 

transcript as a measure of continuous academic ability, commitment and attainment at school. In 

addition, each state reports school district results in state report cards which are available to the 

public, communicating the skills that pupils should have acquired as well as the levels of pupil 

performance that are considered satisfactory.
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Schools in the United Kingdom - Wales

Pupil Reports

All schools are legally required to issue a formal pupil report once a year. Some schools also 

produce an interim report in addition to the final end of year report and reports are generally sent 

home with pupils. The final end of year report typically contains written comments on pupil 

progress, achievements in all subjects and activities undertaken throughout the academic year. 

At the end of each Key Stage teachers are required to record a National Curriculum level (or a 

grade in the case of examination subjects) for all pupils. Teachers would normally write no more 

than 40 words outlining a pupil's attitude and aptitude to each subject. In addition, the end of year 

report shows a pupils attendance and punctuality record. Pupil school reports are not made public 

and employers, colleges and universities do not generally have access to use them to use as a 

basis for evaluating pupils (ACCAC, 2004; Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, 2005).

Concluding comments

The chapter has highlighted that the UK and US educational systems do differ in many respects 

and direct comparison can initially appear difficult and complex. For example, although the 

pastoral organisation is structured in a similar manner with pastoral heads of year and guidance 

counsellors appearing to have similar roles and responsibilities there are differences which can 

impact upon the way staff conduct their everyday tasks. Specifically, in the US guidance 

counsellors' predominately have an administrative role and do not usually have teaching 

responsibilities whereas in the UK heads of year often teach for over 75% of their school week. 

Furthermore, the two educational systems notably differ in how schools are funded. In the US 

schools rely heavily upon taxes raised from local communities resulting in considerable disparities 

between schools budgets in different geographical settings. While in the UK, schools are funded 

directly from their Local Education Authorities (LEA) and as such school location has little impact 

upon budgets and available resources. Moreover, within the US despite many common features 

between the educational systems in Ohio State and New York State, there are important 

distinctions in graduation requirements, school leaving age, and the opportunities provided for 

pupils to increase their grade point average by undertaking weighted honours and advanced 

placement courses.

In the US and the UK the organisation of the schools have many common features, for example 

the length of the school day and the range of the curriculum offered is similar in both countries. 

Nevertheless, there are varying requirements pertaining to the number of years each subject has 

to be studied in each country. For example, in the US, schools typically adopt a continual 

assessment approach and in the last four (sometimes five) years of school pupils receive credits
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for successfully completing courses which are necessary for graduation at the end of Grade 12 
(Fuhrman and Rosenthal, 1981). As indicated above, pupils are generally required to obtain four 
credits from English classes (one full year of high school study generally provides one credit) to 
receive a graduate diploma, whereas in the UK pupils may choose to discontinue studying 
English at the end of Year 11. In addition, in the UK there are no specific graduation procedures 
and the majority of pupils follow external examination courses in their final two to four years of 
secondary education. However a deeper analysis reveals a number of common features that 
enables an effective comparison of the schools management and use of pupil assessment data. 
As such, the next two chapters report upon the development of education and assessment in 
both the US and the UK, identifying current educational policy and the developing similarity for 
school accountability in the two countries.
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4 Development of curriculum in the United States and United Kingdom with 
particular reference to assessment

Introduction

The US and UK have experienced different influences through history that have forged and made 
the educational systems what they are today. Some aspects of education in both the US and the 
UK have undergone substantial change in the last several decades, and this chapter broadly sets 
out the influences and events that have had some bearing on those changes. The first part of the 
chapter focuses on the development of the US educational system, and briefly reviews the Nation 

at Risk report (US Department of Education, 1983) which heralded an increase in federal 
involvement in education. The chapter also includes a review of the changes to the US testing 
and reporting requirements that are necessary as the educational system conforms to the 
requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB). The second half of the chapter outlines educational 
reform in the UK. This section of the chapter initially examines the Education Act of 1980 and the 
Education Act of 1986, as well as the Education Reform Act of 1988 and closes by reviewing the 
development of the National Curriculum.

United States

Federal involvement in education and testing

As outlined in Chapter 3, the US federal government has not had an extensive influence over 
state-wide education, testing or reporting systems (Callahan and Clark, 1977). For example, the 
federal government does not issue a national report of state test results although as outlined 
previously, individual states do publish school district results in a single state report card. State 
report cards enable school districts and other interested parties, to analyse and compare 
performance with other school districts within the state (University of the State of New York State 
Education Department, 2005; Ohio Department of Education, 2005; Spring, 1998). To obtain a 
national perspective some schools have opted to participate in the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) a voluntary federal examination that allows for national 
comparisons against other participating schools (Donahue, 1999).

Participation in National Assessment on Educational Progress

National Assessment on Educational Progress (NAEP), which is sometimes referred to as the 
Nations Report Card, is the only nationally representative and continuous assessment of what
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pupils across the country know and are able to do in various subjects. NAEP was introduced in 
1969 as a national measure of pupil progress in reading, mathematics, science, writing, US 
history, geography, civics, and the arts (Donahue, 1999). School participation in NAEP was 
voluntary before the introduction of NCLB. From 2003 all states receiving federal Title 1 education 
funds associated with NCLB must take part in NAEP reading and mathematics assessments 

every two years at Grade 4 and Grade 8 (US Department of Education, 2005). The Title 1 
programme of federal aid to disadvantaged children was established in 1965 with the intention of 
addressing disadvantaged children and the problems of poor and rural areas (Meranto, 1967; 
Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1965). The US Department of Education 
administer NAEP in a number of schools that are selected using demographic sampling. Within 
schools, pupils who take the test are selected by random sampling. As most school districts do 
not have enough pupils participating in the tests and as no pupil takes a complete NAEP 
assessment it is not possible to obtain individual pupil or school results. By participating in NAEP 
individual states agree to commit themselves to NCLB goals (Callahan and Clark, 1977).

Development of United States Department of Education

The original US Department of Education was created in 1867 predominantly to collect statistics 

and facts on teaching that would help establish effective school systems (Vinovskis, 1988). Prior 
to the 1950s, there was little federal participation in education and until the 1970s when the 
Department of Education was established, federal responsibility for education lay with the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare (Spring, 1998). It was not until the Cold War period 
that the first comprehensive federal educational legislation was introduced. Congress passed the 
National Defence Education Act (NDEA) in 1958 in response to the Soviet launch of Sputnik 
(Divine, 1993). The aim of the legislation was to ensure that highly trained individuals would be 
available to help America compete with the Soviet Union in scientific and technical fields. As 
such, the NDEA included the improvement of science, mathematics, and foreign language 

instruction in elementary and secondary schools (Divine, 1993).

A further step towards greater federal involvement came with the anti-poverty and civil rights laws 
of the 1960s and 1970s. A significant part of the legislation during this period involved the 

planning and development of a national pupil assessment system which came in response to a 
continuing lack of national data available on the academic performance of pupils (Hazlett, 1973). 
However, at the time, educators were sceptical of the political motives for establishing a national 
assessment system, fearing an attempt to create an assessment instrument which would 
increase federal power over state and local education and perhaps even move toward a national 

curriculum (Hazlett, 1973).
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In the early 1980s, there remained a strong resistance to federal involvement in education and 
with the election of Ronald Regan in 1981 and the increased number of republicans in the 
Senate, steps were taken to weaken the Department of Education and eliminate much of the 
federal influence. Whilst in principle the new policymakers were not opposed to data collection, 
attempts were made at local and national level to avoid the use of NAEP to regulate states and 
local school districts (McGraw, 1982). Such a move highlighted that local community 
responsibility for education was and remains a key feature of the US educational system as 
outlined in Chapter 3.

A Nation at Risk

In 1983, A Nation at Risk was published by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
(US Department of Education, 1983). The report was regarded as a key catalyst for nation-wide 
education reform rather than change remaining at state and local level. A Nation at Risk claimed 
that American pupils were not studying the right subjects, not learning enough or working hard 
enough and schools suffered from slack and uneven standards with many teachers ill-prepared 
for lessons (Finn, 1989). Education was blamed for the economic problems of the 1980s and the 
report strengthened the drive for consistent education polices focusing on raising standards, 
implementing standardised tests and accountability. The report consequently altered the 
approach to federal involvement in education and led to educational matters remaining a 
permanent issue on the national agenda (Spring, 1998).

Local State education

In response to the Nation at Risk report, a number of states and school districts that already had 
established academic content standards raised existing educational requirements. In addition, 
other states and school districts introduced academic standards for the first time as well as 
developing new testing programmes (Finn, 1989). Graduation requirements were extended and 
pupils had to pass new standardised tests alongside a move to decrease the average class size. 
In addition, teacher-licensing requirements became more stringent in some states with teachers 
having to undertake literacy examinations (Finn, 1989). The report is credited as bringing an 
awareness and concern about the poor state of American public education, leading to a rise in 
teacher salaries and an increase in the average per-pupil expenditure (Finn, 1989).

National education

At a national level the Nation at Risk report led to a growing interest in the collection of pupil 
achievement information which is claimed (Finn, 1989) as helping to diminish the hostility toward
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collecting and reporting pupil achievement data at state level. In 1988, the management of NAEP 
transferred to National Assessment Governing Boards (2005) (NAGBs) and today, NAEP 
provides assessments of pupils' academic performance as well as information on long term 
trends. The resulting Nations Report Card provides a common measure of how America's pupils 
are performing in various subject areas (Donahue, 1999). In addition, the report presents school 
districts with a measurement of how pupil performance has changed over time, and enables 
comparison between states and the nation as a whole (US Department of Education, 2005).

Assessment of pupils and State Report Cards

The US testing and reporting requirements are changing as the school system conforms to the 
requirements of NCLB. Prior to NCLB each state has traditionally determined its own assessment 
processes, an example of one of the case study schools testing schedule is illustrated in Figure 
6.4 later in Chapter 6. Each school district must prepare and disseminate annual local report 
cards that include information on how pupils in the district and in each school performed on 
recently amended state assessment requirements, highlighting measures of the NCLB Learning 
Standards (US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a). Specifically, school districts are required 
to disaggregate achievement data by pupil subgroups according to:

• race

• ethnicity

• gender
• English language proficiency

• migrant status
• disability status
• income status.

(US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a) 

State report cards usually include the following.

• State assessment results by performance level. Data includes the two-year trend for 
each subject and grade tested and a comparison between annual objectives and 
actual performance for each pupil sub-group.

• Percentage of each group of pupils not tested.
• Graduation rates for secondary school pupils and any other pupil achievement 

indicators that the state chooses.
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• Performance of school districts on annual yearly progress measures, including the 

number and names of schools identified as needing improvement.

• Professional qualifications of teachers in the state, including the percentage of 

teachers in the classroom with only emergency or provisional credentials and the 

percentage of classes in the state that are not taught by highly qualified teachers, 

including a comparison between high and low income schools.

(US Department of Education, 2002a)

School districts are rated 'excellent', 'effective", 'continuous improvement', 'academic watch' and 

'academic emergency'. These ratings are based on the following factors.

• State indicators - pupil performance in state proficient tests, high school graduation 

rates and rates of attendance. Pupils whose primary language is not English and who 

have been enrolled in US schools for less than three full school years may be 

granted a temporary year exemption from state tests. However, schools must assess 

pupil progress in learning English. Not more than three temporary one-year 

exemptions can be granted.

• Performance index - averages the test scores for the five subject areas of the 

proficiency tests - reading, writing, mathematics, citizenship and science - for each 

subject in Grades 4 and 6.

• Annual yearly progress (AYP) towards reaching goals set for 2014 for pupils in 10 

ethnic groups in reading and mathematics.

The report card also provides comparative information for similar districts as well as state-wide 

averages and under AYP identifies schools that are needing improvement, corrective action or 

restructuring. Public schools and districts must make the report cards available to the public. The 

reports for non-public schools provide only school level data (US Department of Education, 2001, 

2002a, 2005).

Promotion to the next grade

As outlined in Chapter 3 school districts can recommend that pupils who do not perform to the 

required academic standards are retained in a grade for more than one school year. As an 

example, pupils in third and fourth grade may be held back if they have not reached the required 

reading standard. Moreover, a pupil may be held back if they have failed two or more of the
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required curriculum subject areas. In Ohio State, high school pupils are required to gain the 

following minimum number of credits to transfer to the next grade:

• to gain promotion to Grade 10 pupils in Grade 9 must obtain 5 credits

• to gain promotion to Grade 11 pupils in Grade 10 must have a total of 10.5 credits

• to gain promotion to Grade 12 pupils in Grade 11 must have a total of 15.5 credits.

In New York State, high school pupils are required to gain the following minimum credits to 

transfer to the next grade:

• to gain promotion to Grade 10 pupils in Grade 9 must obtain 5 half credits and at 

least one credit of social studies and one credit of English

• to gain promotion to Grade 11 pupils in Grade 10 must obtain 10 credits with at least 

2 credits of English and social studies

• to gain promotion to Grade 12 pupils in Grade 11 must obtain 14 credits, at least 3 

credits of English and social studies.

(US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a, 2005).

If a pupil fails to obtain the required number of credits federal law states that pupils must be 

provided with intensive remediation services and given an opportunity to meet the required 

standard during the summer holiday. A pupil may also be held back if they have been absent 

from school for more than 10% of the required attendance days of the current school year (US 

Department of Education, 2005).

School Inspections

Within the US there are no federal, state or locally directed external or internal school inspection 

processes.

United Kingdom - Wales

Government involvement in education and testing

Until the 1980s, the education system in the UK was largely decentralised (Torrance, 1993, 

2002). Local Education Authorities (LEAs) were responsible for providing education and there 

were no nationally agreed curriculum goals or programmes of study. LEAs managed individual
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schools for the Department of Education and Science and each school was able to devise its own 

curriculum (Taylor, 1999). Prior to the 1970s, academic education had been available to 
approximately only 20% of the pupil population who either attended a private school or grammar 

school. As stated in Chapter 2, to attend government funded grammar schools, pupils were 
required to pass a selective examination in their final year of primary school known as the eleven 
plus (Torrance, 2002). Most other pupils, attending secondary modern schools, left for work at the 

legal school leaving age of 15 which was raised to 16 in 1974 (Butterfield, 1990).

-Assessment

Before the 1980s, central government did not impose a common system of assessment in 
primary schools and secondary schools followed examination board syllabuses as a guide to 
course content and pupil assessment was mainly through summative examinations (Desforges, 
1989). As outlined in Chapter 3, secondary schools were able to establish their own curriculum 
policy selecting which examination board and syllabus to use, which made comparison of 
different school results problematic. At this time assessment appeared to be for the selection and 
certification of individual pupils, rather than having any overall role in controlling or monitoring the 
system as a whole, although some evaluation was undertaken by individual schools, LEAs, and 
examination boards (Torrance, 2002). In addition, some specially constituted government bodies 
also played an evaluation role, for example, the Schools Council which funded curriculum 
development projects (Torrance, 2002).

A change occurred in public and political perception of education in the late 1970s that led to 
serious concerns about the educational system within the UK (DES, 1977; Roby, 1990). In 
October 1976, the Labour Prime Minister, James Callaghan, gave a speech on education in 
England and Wales at Ruskin College, Oxford. The speech sparked off the so-called Great 
Debate, and increased public awareness of educational issues, encouraging active debate on the 
education system in England and Wales (Roby, 1990). Regional conferences were organised and 
interested parties were invited to participate in the debate. Callaghan made clear his beliefs on 
the need to develop a core curriculum:

".. .there is the unease felt by parent and others about the new informal methods of 
teaching which seem to produce excellent results when they are in well-qualified 
hands but are much more dubious when they are not... There is little wrong with the 
range and diversity of our courses. But is there sufficient thoroughness and depth in 
those required in afterlife to make a living?

These are proper subjects for discussion and debate. And it should be a rational 
debate based on the facts... We all know those who claim to defend standards but 
who in reality are simply seeking to defend old privileges and inequalities.
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It is not my intention to become enmeshed in such problems as whether there 
should be a basic curriculum with universal standards - although I am inclined to 
think there should be - nor about any other issues on which there is a divided 
professional opinion such as the position and role of the inspectorate."

(The Guardian, 2001 p1)

Callaghan highlighted that too many pupils in the sixth form were studying art and humanities 
subjects, and too few were studying science and technology. The imbalance was considered as a 
direct result of allowing teachers too much freedom in the planning of the school curriculum 
(Torrance, 2002). Standards were questioned and calls were made to meet the needs of industry 
and the need for work-related learning (Butterfield, 1990; Roby, 1990). The government 
encouraged schools to teach in a way that would enhance the prestige of industry and technology 
as it was considered that creating positive attitudes to industry would encourage economic growth 
(Hargreaves, 1989). Callaghan's great debate continued with the change of political power that 
followed in 1979 and the UK educational system continued to be modified and molded to what it 
is today.

Moving towards a National Curriculum 

1980 Education Act

Margaret Thatcher's Conservative government came into power in 1979 and a raft of new 
education legislation followed. For example, through the introduction of the 1980 Education Act 
the government emphasised a 'partnership with parents' approach to schooling. The Act gave 
greater power to parents, encouraging more to seek election on to governing bodies. Parents 
were given the right to choose which school their children would attend and if they were not 
successful, the right to appeal. In addition, the 1980 Education Act saw the introduction of the 
Assisted Places Scheme, providing public funds for children to attend private schools and school 
examination results were published for the first time. Central government control was increased 
and many of the powers of the LEAs were removed (Shipman, 1984). Further Acts followed 
including the 1981 Education Act which changed the concept of special needs, reinforcing the 
rights of parents. At this time, 79% of LEAs were undertaking some testing of primary aged pupils 
in order to identify children with special needs, monitor standards, and to provide a record for the 
child's next teacher or school with pupils undertaking tests in mathematics, reading, and 

reasoning, usually at age 11 years (Gipps, 1988).

65



Education Act 1986

In 1985, the White Paper Setter Schools (DES, 1985a) laid the foundations for the development 
of national objectives for the primary and secondary school curriculum. The proposals set out in 
the paper were implemented with the introduction of the 1986 Education Act. The Act introduced 

reforms to the examination system and improvements to school assessments in order to promote 
more effectively the objectives of the curriculum. As outlined in Chapter 2, the late 1980s saw a 
move from a norm-referenced to a criterion-referenced base for assessment, with the introduction 
of the General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) and National Curriculum standardised 
tests (Buckle, 1990; Butterfield, 1990; Desforges, 1989). With the development of the GCSE the 
Department of Education and Skills (DES) published criteria that all GCSE courses and 
examinations had to follow (Desforges, 1989). Further support for a National Curriculum came in 
1987 with the Green paper The National Curriculum 5-16' (Buckle, 1990). The document 
maintained the need for a National Curriculum in schools backed by clear assessment 
arrangements in order to raise standards of attainment. Moreover, the document claimed a 
National Curriculum would enable children to move from one school to another with minimum 
disruption to their education (Buckle, 1990; DES, 1985a). Schools were to be more accountable 
for the education they offered pupils and LEAs were to assess the strengths and weaknesses of 
the schools they maintained (DES, 1985a).

Education Reform Act 1988

Shortly after the 1986 Education Act, parliament passed the Education Reform Act in July 1988 
(Education Reform Act, 1988). It was the first major Education Act for over 40 years and was the 
first substantial challenge to the post-war education system. The Act's major provisions were as 
follows.

• The introduction of the National Curriculum.
• Arrangements for testing and league tables.
• New rules on religious education and collective worship.

• Commencement of the local management of schools (LMS).

• Further changes to School Governing Bodies.
• The introduction of inspections using private contractors.

• Schools were able to opt out of LEA control gaining grant maintained (GM) status.

• City Technology Colleges were introduced to provide a vocational education for 11 to 
18 year olds.

(Education Reform Act, 1988)

66



The 1988 Education Reform Act was regarded (Chitty, 1992, 2004) as creating choice and 
diversity with the intention of making schools more competitive and more able to respond to 
market forces. The aim was for a 'balanced and broadly based' curriculum, providing clear and 
concise objectives for schools based on best practice with identifiable targets that pupils could 
work towards (Chitty, 1992, 2004; Education Reform Act, 1988). The curriculum was divided up 
into discrete subjects and as outlined in Chapter 3, each subject's curriculum consisted of a 
programme of work and statements of attainment setting out what pupils of different abilities 
could achieve at the end of each Key Stage and was supported by a series of assessments 
(Buckle, 1990; Desforges, 1989). The 1988 Education Reform Act also stipulated that parents be 
provided with clear, accurate information about what their children can be expected to know, 
understand, and do, and what they actually achieve. The curriculum guidelines provided teachers 
with guidance on ways to develop continuity and progression from one year to the next, and from 
one school to another. Under LMS schools were given far greater financial control, introducing 
the concept of market competition to schools and to prosper schools had to attract as many 
pupils as possible. In reality staff costs amounted to around 85% of the total budget, therefore 
any scope for changing budget priorities was severely limited (Mackinnon and Statham, 1999). 
Changes to the schools governing bodies gave governors legal responsibilities relating to the 
implementation of the National Curriculum, and more parent governors were added to school 
governing bodies. In addition, schools were able to opt out of LEA control gaining grant 
maintained (GM) status. The funding of such schools was to be secured directly from other 
central government sources. GM schools were allowed to select up to 10% of their pupils based 
on ability or aptitude. In addition, City Technology Colleges were introduced to provide a 
vocational education for 11 to 18 year olds (Chitty, 1992, 2004; Education Reform Act, 1988).

National Curriculum Assessment of pupils

As specified in Chapter 3, at the various Key Stages National Curriculum subjects are the focus 
of statutory teacher assessments and the core subjects of English, Welsh (as a first language in 
Welsh medium schools and as a second language in other schools in Wales), mathematics and 
science are assessed by national tests, Standard Assessment Tasks, which are often known by 
the acronym, SATs. The Standard Assessment Tasks (SATs) were designed to be practical tasks 
rather than written tests but have since developed into formal written tests (Goodson, 1995; Roby 

1990).

In England, the National Curriculum assessments include:

• Age 7 : Key Stage 1 national tests marked in school. From 2005, greater emphasis 
on assessments by teachers, who will decide the level achieved
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• Age 11 : Key Stage 2 national tests in English, mathematics and science, marked 
externally, school's results published nationally

• Age 14 : Key Stage 3 national tests in English, mathematics and science, marked 
externally, school's results published nationally.

In Wales, pupils are currently tested at the end of Key Stage 2 for 11 year-olds and Key Stage 3 
for 14 year olds. In both England and Wales, teacher assessment is the main focus of end of Key 
Stage 1 assessment and is carried out as part of teaching and learning in the classroom. At the 
end of Key Stage 2, teachers are required to provide a teacher assessment level for each 
attainment target in the core subjects as well as an overall subject level. At the end of Key Stage 
3 teachers have to determine a level for each attainment target in English, (Welsh in Welsh 
medium schools) mathematics and science and an overall subject level in each of the core and 
non-core subjects. Teacher assessments cover the full range and scope of the programmes of 
study and level descriptions are used as a basis for making judgements about pupils' 
performance (ACCAC, 2004; QCA, 2005). As outlined previously, during Key Stage 4 and Key 
Stage 5, pupils usually follow a range of external national examination courses depending on 
academic ability and subject preference. Examinations throughout and at the end of courses are 
one of the main methods used for assessing the progress of 16 to 19 year olds.

All of the statutory assessment tests are to be phased out in Wales by 2007-2008. Testing will be 
replaced by teacher assessments and a new skills test for ten-year-olds focusing on numeracy, 
literacy and problem-solving, as outlined in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1 Proposed assessment arrangements in Wales as an alternative to statutory Key Stage 

National Tests to be introduced gradually with the Year 5 skills tests becoming statutory from the 

2007/08 school year

Age 10

Age 11

Age 14

New 'skills tests' in numeracy, literacy and problem-solving being piloted from 2006 and mandatory 
from 2008
Key Stage 2 national tests in English (and Welsh where appropriate), mathematics and science 
become optional from 2005

Key Stage 3 national tests in English (and Welsh where appropriate), mathematics and science, 
marked externally, optional from 2006, school's results available locally

(National Assembly for Wales, 2004a)

The skills tests will focus on literacy, numeracy and problem-solving and will be taken at or near 
the end of Year 5. The tests will be externally marked and will draw on skills across the National
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Curriculum, rather than exclusively on the core subjects (English, Welsh, mathematics and 
science). Teacher assessments will remain statutory in the core subjects (English, Welsh in 
Welsh medium schools, mathematics and science) at the end of Key Stages and moderation of 
assessments will be introduced (ACCAC, 2004; QCA, 2005). Statutory assessment results were 
initially released to the public and appeared in newspapers in the form of school rankings or 
league tables. League tables continue to be published in England but have since been abolished 
in Wales (Butterfield, 1990; Welsh Assembly Government, 2001).

School Inspections

In Wales, Estyn is responsible for inspecting all state schools and reporting on standards of 
achievement which will be examined in greater detail in Chapter 5.

Concluding comments

The chapter highlights that over the past two decades, in both the US and the UK, there has been 
significant educational legislation, which has impacted upon school accountability. In the US, 
although the power exerted by federal government over state-wide education has not changed, 
federal influence has indirectly strengthened as a consequence of the regulations imposed upon 
schools through NCLB and associated Title 1 funding. In Wales, there has been a move away 
from national tests and reporting school results in league tables with teacher assessment and 
school inspections playing an increasing role in the accountability process. The following chapter 
focuses upon the issues surrounding school accountability and the associated educational policy 
in both the US and the UK.
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5 School accountability and current educational policy 

Introduction

Chapter 4 examined the development of UK and US educational policy that provided a 
background for this next chapter which reviews the accountability systems attached to schools 
within the two educational systems. In the US, recent federal and state government regulations 
have significantly affected the manner in which schools are held accountable for their progress 
and pupils performance (Loveless, 2005). No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has shaped the transfer 
of power over educational decision making from within the schools and local communities to 
political leaders at state and federal levels (US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a, 2005a).

The first part of the chapter outlines how through NCLB schools are required to phase in new 
assessment procedures, and also reviews the process of the associated Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYR). This section of the chapter also reports some of the consequences for schools 
who fail to meet AYR and a few of the concerns that surround the development of NCLB and 
AYR. The second half of the chapter addresses the current educational policy for school 
accountability in Wales. In addition, the consequences of failing to meet government led pupil and 
school targets are explored. The chapter closes with a review of the processes which are 
implemented if schools in Wales fail to satisfy the criteria set by the Welsh government 
organisation, Estyn, which maintains responsibility for school inspection teams in Wales. Similarly 
to Chapter 3 documents from both the US and UK governments were the main source of 
information for the chapter, as such I have deliberately kept the number of cited texts to a 
minimum in order to ease the reading of the chapter.

Recent educational policy development in the United States 

No Child Left Behind

In the US, the public education system is considered by some (Amrein and Berliner, 2002; Hursh, 
2005) as undergoing a difficult transition period as schools adjust to becoming publicly 
accountable for pupil academic standards under NCLB. When the US Congress passed NCLB in 
2002, it made accountability provisions for schools more specific and more demanding than had 
previously existed in the majority of states (US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a). The AYR 
provisions in NCLB set a new standard for defining pupil and school success. Specifically, as 
indicated in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, NCLB stipulates that each school has to have clearly 
defined goals to ensure that they are on target for teaching pupils to state standards. Moreover, 
each state must set specific benchmark goals for the percentage of pupils in each school that are
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expected to demonstrate proficiency on state tests in language arts and mathematics and these 

goals are raised over time (US Department of Education, 2001, 2002, 2002a). As previously 

outlined schools are accountable for both overall pupil achievement and for the achievement of 

specific minority pupil groups. The minority groups include low-income pupils, pupils of different 

racial and ethnic backgrounds, pupils with limited English proficiency and pupils with disabilities. 

Previously, schools and districts were able to score highly even while some minority pupils were 

not reaching an acceptable level of attainment. Under NCLB, if a school does not make AYR for 

any one of these minority groups the whole school is classified as failing to achieve AYR (US 

Department of Education, 2001, 2002a).

NCLB specifies a clear timeline for the phasing in of the new assessment procedures which is as 

follows.

Phase One

Through the 2004-2005 school years, a state must administer annual assessments in 

reading/language arts (as defined in Chapter 3) and mathematics at least once during Grades 3, 

4 and 5; Grades 6, 7, 8 and 9; and Grades 10, 11 and 12.

Phase Two

By 2005-2006, states must administer annual assessments in reading/language arts and 

mathematics in each of Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 and at least once in Grades 10,11 and 12.

Phase Three

Beginning no later than the 2007-2008 school year, a state must administer annual assessments 

in science at least once in Grades 3 through 5; Grades 6 through 9; and Grades 10 through 12.

(US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a) 

Assessment Types

NCLB permits states to include either criterion-referenced assessments and/or norm-referenced 

assessments. In addition, states are able to set tests composed of a uniform set of state-wide 

assessments or a combination of state and local county assessments (US Department of 

Education, 2001, 2002a). US federal law does not specifically mandate standardised tests, as 

such some states apply local assessments, including classroom-based information, rather than 

state examinations (Neil, 2003). However, for the majority of states it will be more cost effective 

and easier to meet federal testing requirements to use standardised tests which are 

predominately of a multiple choice test format (Neil, 2003).

71



School Accountability

The Process of Adequate Yearly Progress

States decide whether schools are making AYP through a five-step process which is as follows.

Sfep One
States set academic standards and tests are developed to measure whether schools are teaching 
pupils what the state expects the pupils to know. Under NCLB the state must set a level at which 
it indicates that pupils are proficient.

Step Two

Initial relatively low targets are set, for example 40% of pupils reaching the standard, raising later 
incrementally until it reaches 100% by 2014. The beginning target must be at least as high as the 
greater of either the percentage proficient in the lowest performing minority group of pupils or the 
percentage proficient in the school at the twentieth percentile of pupil enrolment within the state.

Step three

Once the baseline has been established the first improvements must have occurred by 2004- 
2005, and the others no more than three years apart raising to 100% by 2014. States have to 
also set one additional measure of academic progress. For high schools the additional measure 
must be the pupil graduation rate. For elementary and middle schools the state selects one other 
measure and many have chosen attendance. Additional measures do not have to increase over 
time.

Step four

Beginning no later than 2005-2006, states must assess reading/language arts and mathematics 
every year in Grades 3-8 as well as once in Grades 10-12. By 2007-2008 states must also 
assess science annually in at least one grade in each of the grade spans, but it is not part of the 
accountability system or AYP calculation. Each year a decision is made if a school has met the 
state set standards comparing the percentage of pupils in each school who meet the proficiency 
standards as well as the percentage of pupils in each minority group within each school. States 
will also assess the additional measure of academic progress. If the school as a whole and each 
individual minority group within the school meet or exceed the goal in mathematics and language 
arts and the school meets the state-wide goal for the additional measure of academic progress, 
then the school has met AYP. At least 95% of the pupils in each minority group must take the test 
for the results to be valid. Even if a school does not make the state-wide goal in a given year they
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will still make AYR if it reduces the percentage of pupils below proficient by 10% from the 
previous year (and makes progress on the other measure of academic progress). A school will 
get credit for making significant year on year improvement even if they miss the overall target.

Step five

Once there is a process in place for determining whether schools are making AYP, states are 

required to take a variety of steps to help schools that are consistently not making AYP.

(US Department of Education, 2001, 2002, 2002a, 2004a, 2005). 

Failure to reach AYP and measures for improvement

For schools that accept federal Title I programme funding associated with NCLB (as outlined in 
Chapter 4) a strict corrective action programme will be put into place if they fail to make AYP for 
two consecutive years. Parents are notified and given the opportunity to transfer their children to 
a higher performing school in the same district paid for by federal funds (in small school districts 
there are not always opportunities for transfer as there may only be one elementary, intermediate, 
middle and high school). Schools must work in collaboration with parents, teachers and outside 
experts to plan how to raise pupil achievement with priority being given to the lowest achieving 
low-income children. If a school fails the following year then tuition and other additional 
educational services must be made available to low income pupils at the school. If a school does 
not make AYP for four consecutive years it is identified as requiring corrective action. During 
corrective action children can continue to transfer to other schools or receive extra educational 
services beyond regular lesson provision, for example, tutoring classes after normal school hours. 
In addition, the district and schools are required to implement at least one, but not necessarily all 
of the following measures.

• Replace staff who are deemed responsible for the failure to attain AYP.

• Introduce a new curriculum.

• Reduce the authority of the school management.

• Employ an external educational consultant to advise the school.

• Lengthen the school year or the school day to increase teaching contact time.

• Reorganise the schools management formation and systems.

If the school fails to make AYP for five years, it must continue corrective action and develop an 

alternate authority strategy to include one of the following.
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• Reopen the school as a public charter school.

• Replace all or most of the staff responsible for the lack of progress.

• Enter into a contract with a private company to operate the school.

• Pass the running and management of the school to the state.

• Implement other basic measures approved by the state.

If the school does not make AYR for six years, the strategy that was developed the previous year 
must be implemented. A school must make AYR for two consecutive years to no longer be 
identified as needing improvement (US Department of Education, 2001, 2002, 2002a, 2004a).

Although education is a state level responsibility, as outlined in Chapter 3, NCLB has brought 
unprecedented and in some cases unwelcome levels of federal involvement in US education 
(Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Schools under corrective action endure financial pressure as they fund 
additional educational services. States may choose to operate outside of NCLB but this would 
mean relinquishing federal subsidies, which as indicated in Chapter 3, account for approximately 
6% of total expenditure on education (Ohio State Department of Education, 2004). NCLB is 
causing concern both in regards for the targets it demands and also for the financial burden it 
places on schools (Quality Counts, 2003).

Lowering academic standards

Additional concerns have been raised over the degree of academic standard pupils are being 
asked to achieve. Academic standards within some states are considered to have been set 
deliberately low in order that schools will meet their AYR requirements (Harrison, 2004). For 
example, in 2003, 1,000 Florida schools were recorded as failing under NCLB. Eighty seven 
percent of the schools had failed to demonstrate AYR resulting in 43,000 third grade pupils being 
prevented from progressing to the fourth grade (Phillips, 2003). The following year in 2004 claims 
were made that the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test given to third-graders (that included 
the 43,000 pupils who had been retained the previous year), was made significantly easier so that 
the majority of pupils would pass the test. Significantly improved pass rates would result in AYP 
state-wide improvements between the year 2003 to 2004 thus preventing a repeat of the number 
of pupils retained the previous year (Harrison, 2004). Furthermore, Popham (2005) also 
questions the actual test standards set by individual states, suggesting that accountability test 
pass scores are often arbitrarily agreed.
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Financial concerns and legal challenges to NCLB

Some states claim NCLB is under funded and associated educational targets are too demanding, 
as such a number of states and teachers unions are seeking legal action against the federal 
government (Phillips, 2005a, 2005b). The State of Connecticut was the first to sue, arguing 
against the imposition of the NCLB testing demands without providing necessary funding 
(Phillips, 2005a). Furthermore, America's largest teachers' union has sued for under-funding its 
education reforms and placing unreasonable demands on schools. Other legal challenges have 
come from Minnesota, Utah and Vermont, seeking increased flexibility in implementation and 
additional funding support. Arizona, Hawaii, and New Mexico have made moves towards opting 
out of NCLB altogether (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 2004).

Despite pressure from teaching unions and individual states the Bush administration continues to 
endorse NCLB, as demonstrated by Margaret Spellings, Secretary of State for Education, 
comments,

"Without measurement, there can be no accountability for results, and without 
accountability, children will fall behind and slip through the cracks"

(US Department of Education, 2005a, p1)

However, the federal government has provided some flexibility within the law for states 
who demonstrate a commitment to improving their educational provision. Recent 
guidelines outline this flexibility within AYP for pupils with academic disability, although 
there have been no further suggestions that any other modifications to NCLB requirements 
will follow (US Department of Education, 2005a).

Recent educational policy development in the United Kingdom

As outlined in Chapter 4 a number of Education Acts were introduced by the Conservative leader 
and Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher (1979-1990) which led to schools becoming more 
competitive, provided greater choice for parents and developed a National Curriculum. Political 
power transferred to Labour in 1996 and their first education White Paper Excellence in Schools 

was published in 1997. Educators anticipated that the White Paper and its implemented policies 
in the 1998 School Standards and Framework Act (School Standards and Framework Act, 1998) 
would bring a change of policy direction but there were few changes brought to the fundamentals 
of the original Education Reform Act of 1988 (Education Reform Act, 1998; Goodson, 1995).
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In 1994, the Dearing Report provided a major review of the National Curriculum leading to the 
simplification of programmes of study and a reduction of the volume of material to be taught in 
both England and Wales (Dearing, 1995). However, the structure for the assessment of pupils 
remained, continuing to provide information for an education market.

Education Policy in Wales

In 1999, devolution led to increasingly different educational policies between England and Wales 
(Government of Wales Act, 1998). For example, the comprehensive education system within 
England was significantly altered in January 2000 with the creation of numerous 'specialist 
colleges' (Gillard, 2004). Policies in Wales continued to strongly support comprehensive 
education rejecting specialist schools and private sector initiatives (National Assembly for Wales, 
2001). Further divergence of policy came with the abolition of league tables for schools in Wales 
alongside the rejection of tests for 7 year olds and the literacy and numeracey strategy for 11-14 
year olds as outlined in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 (Chitty, 2004). The National Assembly for Wales 
outlined a comprehensive proposal for educational policy until 2010 in a strategic document The 

Learning Country (National Assembly for Wales, 2001) in 2001. The following extract determines 
the self-governing approach:

"... although the National Assembly does not have primary legislative powers, its 
capacity to ensure that Westminster legislation is suited to Welsh circumstances is 
significant. This was illustrated by the passage of the Learning and Skills Act 2000 - 
over a third of which was devoted to Wales alone. The primary legislative framework 
generally also provides for the Assembly itself to initiate secondary legislation. This 
is highly significant, especially in relation to education and training. The Assembly 
may then choose to act, or not to act, in ways that are entirely distinctive to Wales"

(IMational Assembly for Wales, 2001J

The Learning Country (National Assembly for Wales, 2001) outlines the Assembly's policy 
direction, namely:

• the creation of stronger foundations for learning with major improvements for early 
learning

• the overhaul for special educational needs provision

• new measures to secure better transitional arrangements for pupils as they move 
form primary to secondary school

• new scope for schools to make more flexible provision for 14-19 year olds

• better services for young people
• measures to promote greater access to lifelong learning (post 16)
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• stronger support for teachers

• modernisation of the collaborative efforts of higher education institutions in Wales.

(National Assembly for Wales, 2005)

From The Learning Country (National Assembly for Wales, 2001) three further documents outline 

specific approaches to the different Key Stages as indicated in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. The 

Foundation Phase 3-7 years (National Assembly for Wales, 2004c) proposes formal learning that 

children currently experience in Key Stage 1 will be replaced with a more informal system of 

learning based on well structured play, practical activity and investigation (National Assembly for 

Wales, 2004c). Children are to be assessed through a system of continuous assessment that is 
based on assessment through observation.

The second document The Daugherty Assessment Review (National Assembly for Wales, 2004a) 

re-evaluates assessment for 11-14 year olds. Proposals resulting from the group's work will see 

the end of Key Stage 2 statutory tests for 11 year olds, the introduction of new skills tests for 10 

year olds and the gradual phasing out of externally set tests for 14 year olds again as outlined in 

Chapter 4. The third document, Learning pathways 14-19 Guidance (National Assembly for 

Wales, 2004b), provides detailed guidance on the implementation of the key proposals and 

themes:

• widen participation in learning amongst young people through local networks

• reduce inequalities and extend inclusion

• break down the academic/vocational/occupational divide

• introduce more flexibility and choice for learners

• provide more purposeful progression from 14 onwards

• use GCSE and other forms of assessment at 16 as a progress check rather than an 

	end point.

In addition, the National Assembly is currently piloting a Welsh Baccalaureate qualification (Welsh 

Baccalaureate, 2004). The pilot project aims to test and develop an overarching diploma at 

intermediate and advanced levels for 16 to 19 year olds that incorporate existing qualifications 

together with a common core curriculum. The programme provides pupils with a breadth of 

experience, which they would otherwise be denied on the conventional A-level route. Moreover, 

the qualification offers pupils who attend schools in Wales a greater appreciation of contemporary 

Wales and an experience in dealing with issues pertaining to living in Wales, set in the wider 

context in the European world (Welsh Baccalaureate, 2004).

77



School accountability 

School inspections in Wales

As outlined in Chapter 4, Estyn carries out inspections of maintained secondary schools under 
the School Inspections Act 1996 (School Inspection Act, 1996). Although Estyn is funded by the 
National Assembly for Wales, the organisation retains its independence from government control. 
All schools are inspected at least once every six years and inspections cover all aspects of a 
school's provision. Each inspection report is published and made available to the public. In 
addition, results of statutory tests and national examinations provide information on school 
performance. The purpose is to identify good features and shortcomings in schools in order that 
they may improve the quality of education offered and raise the standards achieved by pupils 
(Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996). Inspections report on:

• the educational standards achieved in the school

• the quality of education provided by the school

• the quality of leadership in and management of the school, including whether the 
financial resources made available to the school are managed efficiently

• and the spiritual, moral, social and cultural development of pupils at the school 
(Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996).

Typically, a five-point scale is used to represent all inspection judgements as follows.

• Grade 1 - good with outstanding features.

• Grade 2 - good features and no important shortcomings.

• Grade 3 - good features outweigh shortcomings.

• Grade 4 - some good features, but shortcomings in important areas.
• Grade 5 - many important shortcomings.

Each report makes recommendations for improvement and the school is required to incorporate 
plans for improvement in their school development plan, sometimes known as a school action 
plan (Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996). Schools that are not achieving to 
the designated inspection standards may be categorised within one of the following areas:
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Schools requiring special measures

A school in 'special measures' is deemed as failing or likely to fail to provide pupils with an 

acceptable standard of education (Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996). The 

school is required to devise an action plan with a timetable that allows the school to be removed 

from special measures as soon as possible and no later than two years after designation. The 

action plan must address all the key issues in the inspection report, and for each issue the plan 

should state:

• plain and exact actions of what is to be done

• who is responsible and involved in the actions

• whether the school will require external support

• a detailed time plan of actions

• funding or other resources needed

• success criteria including quantitative targets where possible

• detailed monitoring plan.

The school will also be subject to a series of visits by Her Majesty Inspectors who may later 

remove a school from special measures or decide to close the school (Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; 

School Inspection Act, 1996).

Schools with serious weaknesses

A school designated as having 'serious weaknesses' is categorised as providing an acceptable 

standard of education, but is considered to have significant weaknesses in one or more areas 

(Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996). The school is required to devise an 

action plan designed to remove the causes of serious weaknesses within one year of receiving 

the inspection report. As with schools in special measures all key issues identified in the 

inspection report must be addressed in the school action plan. Most schools will be visited about 

6-8 months after the inspection and if satisfactory progress has been made, there will be no 

further monitoring visits but a full inspection will follow within two years. If the school has made 

sufficient progress, the inspection report will show that the school no longer has serious 

weaknesses. If, however, the school has not made sufficient progress, it may be designated as a 

school in special measures (Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996).
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Underachieving schools

A school is designated as underachieving if pupils are not achieving as well as they could. The 
term 'underachieving' is the formal designation for a school that might be thought of as 'coasting' 
(Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996). The school is required to complete an 
action plan addressing all of the key issues identified in the inspection report. Local Education 
Authorities (LEA) have powers of intervention over schools which they see as being a cause for 
concern and are responsible for taking supportive action in helping schools to improve as soon as 
possible. In addition, schools participate in systems of regular self evaluation which run alongside 
the external inspection process as a major mechanism for monitoring and raising standards of 
achievement in schools (Estyn, 2005; Ofsted, 2004; School Inspection Act, 1996).

Concluding comments

The chapter highlights the consequences for schools who fail to meet the standards set by both 
the UK and the US educational systems. In the US there has been an increasing number of 
challenges made by both teachers, unions and states against the developing high-stakes culture. 
As a result, some changes have been introduced to the NCLB and AYP requirements but in 
essence the federal government has made few alterations to the structure and demands of the 
legislation. In the UK the system of school accountability and the inspection of schools is well 
established and has met with less opposition than in the US. However, there has been some 
instances of schools legally contesting poor inspection reports that would lead to their closure 
(Smithers, 2005). The next chapter examines how schools undertake assessment in both the US 
and the UK, reviewing how pupil assessment data is generated by assessment processes in 
schools.
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6 Assessment in Schools 

Introduction

Schools throughout the world use assessment to measure and support pupil learning and the 
management of assessment data is increasingly recognised as important in the overall 
management of organisational knowledge in schools. However, practice in the management of 
data on pupil performance in assessments varies. In the UK, for example some schools use 
assessment data to improve pupil attainment to good effect whilst others do not (Assessment 
Reform Group, 1999). In those schools where practice is less than effective, data may be 
accumulated in excessive quantities for example, which may result in an overwhelming array of 
complicated and often conflicting information (DfES, 2002a). School leadership teams are then 
unable to implement strategies for utilising the pupil assessment data effectively to improve pupil 
performance, and in the classroom, teachers may come to rely unduly on standardised test 
results instead of - and at the expense of - their professional judgement (DfES, 2004c). 
Teachers generate pupil assessment data for a range of purposes by the evaluation of class 
work, homework, class quizzes and class tests. In addition, assessment data is generated as part 
of National testing systems and by non mandatory aptitude and ability testing and subject 
examinations which affords a wide-ranging source of pupil assessment data.

The following chapter examines the different assessment systems and describes the acquisition 
and management of pupil assessment data within schools in the two countries. The first half of 
the chapter presents an analysis of the requirements of the US federal government and the state 
requirements for Ohio State and New York State. The second half of the chapter explores the 
generation of data within the UK, the requirements of the Department for Education and Skills 
(DfES) and the role of Local Education Authorities (LEA). The chapter closes by highlighting a 
number of similarities and differences between the UK and US acquisition and management of 
pupil assessment data. Just as in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5, documents from both the US and UK 
governments, the Ohio State Education Board and the New York State Education board were the 
main sources of information, as such I have again deliberately kept the number of cited texts to a 
minimum in order to ease the reading of the chapter.

Pupil assessment data

In both the UK and the US, schools use a variety of data to make informed decisions (DfES, 
2002a; US Department of Education, 2005). For example, pupil assessment data generated in 

class may direct teachers to adjust their programmes of study to improve an area of poor pupil
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understanding and knowledge (US1, UK1, 2004; preliminary interviews 2003). On a larger scale 
as outlined in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, in the US, statutory state tests may result in pupils being 
retained a grade if they fail to meet the specified state standards (US Department of Education, 
2002a, 2004a). The statutory requirements and policy directions of the UK and US governments 
outlined in the previous chapters has led to some schools becoming increasingly proficient in 
building and utilising pupil information data bases (DfES, 2004f). The DfES (DfES, 2004f) argues 
such data bases could enable teachers and school personnel to access and manipulate 
assessment information in order to support a continual improvement in pupil performance.

Acquisition and management of pupil assessment data

United States

School academic content standards and the role of State Departments of Education

As indicated in previous chapters No Child Left Behind (NCLB) permits each state to retain the 
responsibility of deciding what their pupils should learn in each grade. However, State Education 
Departments are directed to use standards to drive the curriculum, and in turn, to drive teacher 
instruction (US Education Department, 2002a). State-wide assessments are aligned with state 
academic content standards, as outlined below, to provide an external measure of school and 
pupil attainment, and are correlated to the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYR) of NCLB as outlined 
in Chapter 5 (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998). State assessment systems are mandated by 
Senate Bills and contain diagnostic, achievement, and graduation assessments, all of which must 
be a standards-based or criterion-referenced form of tests (Ohio Department of Education, 2005). 
Each individual state's department of education undertakes the development of their own school 
assessments. Tests are developed collaboratively by teachers, assessment academic experts, 
and testing companies (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998). Test specifications are formulated and 
a content advisory committee reviews the tests paying particular regard to any applicable state 
academic content standards. State Education Departments conduct a further review to ascertain 
content accuracy and to ensure that each test is appropriate for the specified grade (US 
Education Department, 2002a, 2005a; Kosar, 2005).

State academic content standards

Each state is required by NCLB to ensure that school districts under their jurisdiction are provided 
with academic content standards as outlined below.
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• By May 2003, states must have academic content standards in reading/language arts 

and mathematics that cover each of Grades 3-8.

• By 2005-2006, states must have academic content standards in science that cover 

the Grade spans 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12.

• By 2005-2006, states must implement their system of pupil academic achievement 

standards (levels, descriptions, and determine pass levels) for each of Grades 3-8 in 

reading/language arts and mathematics.

• By 2005-2006, states must develop achievement levels and their descriptions in 

science. Pass levels in science must be developed by 2007-2008.

(US Department of Education, 2001, 2002a) 

Using data to raise standards

US schools are having to become more accustomed to data-driven decision making as a 

consequence of the issues of accountability introduced by the NCLB legislation as outlined in 

Chapter 5 (Hursh, 2005; US education department, 2001, 2002a). The US federal government is 

judged (Hursh, 2005; Reese, 1995, 2005) to be aiming to improve education through extending 

the use of pupil assessment data in combination with pupil demographic information. The 

improvements are especially directed towards pupils who have historically been disadvantaged, 

including pupils of colour and pupils living in poverty, thus narrowing the achievement gap 

between pupils and schools in an aim to reduce educational inequality (Hursh, 2005). For the first 

time, through NCLB, states are releasing test score results for different groups of pupils in each 

school district (Hartocollis, 2002). Although many schools are familiar with using data to 

determine educational strategies (Vinovskis, 1988) NCLB has created a significant increase in the 

quantity of data now being produced (US Department of Education, 2004a; US Department of 

Education, 2005). At a local level, school districts and individual schools are able to use 

assessment results to direct resources toward those who are falling behind, for example for after- 

school tutoring or summer school (US Education Department, 2002a, 2005a). However, the US 

education department has provided little direct guidance and training for schools in adjusting to a 

more data-driven school environment, relying on individual states education departments to 

interpret and clarify NCLB (Loveless, 2005; University of the State of New York State Education 

Department, 2005). Although some grants have been made available for the training of school 

district administrators on how to use data software that can enable more informed decisions, little 

help has been directed at teaching staff. The training has focused on retrieving pupil records, use 

of the Iowa test of basic skills scores and state assessment information (US Department of 

Education, 2004a).

83



The range of data provided

Chapter 2 highlighted that there are few school academic content standards or testing 
arrangements common throughout the US. Tests are specific to individual states or school 
districts and individuality has been encouraged (Gutek, 2000; Spring, 2004). Most departments 
within schools have vague content guidelines but these are open to interpretation. Subject 
teachers in the same department vary enormously both in the content they teach and their 
standards (Lapointe, 1986). At the high-school level, collaboration in designing a curriculum is 
unusual, and most teachers are rarely observed or participate in a review process relating to their 
professional capabilities. Moreover, in many states external testing has not been aligned to the 
school districts' curricula (Wiliam, 2004). As a result, some argue, (Gandel and McGiffert, 2003) 
that using state test results for accountability purposes is therefore neither reliable nor valid.

External statistical analyses

A number of school districts make use of external testing companies to assist in designing 
predictive tests and for analysing test results, for example the Iowa test of basic skills and the 
Iowa test of educational development (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; University of Iowa, 2005). 
The change of the federal government's focus towards testing through NCLB has led to some 
private test companies recognising that schools need to provide frequent and accurate 
assessments to chart pupils progress and as such are beginning to build these assessments into 
their existing products and correlate them to state standards and examinations (Quality Counts, 
2004).

Management and use of data

In some instances the nature of the organisation of elementary, intermediate and high schools 
within the same school district facilitates transition of pupil data between each grade (Quality 
Counts, 2004). Moreover, the increasing use of integrated information management systems 
within districts further assists in the sharing of both academic and pastoral information (Quality 
Counts, 2004). As outlined in Chapter 3 some schools utilise on-line systems that enable the 
publication of grades, attendance and homework for parents, pupils and staff (Radsch, 2005). In 
addition schools may also use automated, secure email alerts to keep parents informed of their 
child's grades and use email broadcasting to communicate with pupils and staff. From the 
evidence gathered during the research undertaken it may be determined that schools generally 
record the following data on entry into high school.
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• Demographic and pastoral data - pupil name, gender, and ethnicity, date of birth, 
and special educational needs. Language needs, attendance records and lateness to 
school records.

• Prior attainment data - statutory proficiency test results and other testing which may 
have been undertaken.

• School districts also share pastoral information on pupils including personal 
circumstances, behaviour and attitude to school.

Schools may use the data to address issues relating to the organisation and management of 
teaching and learning. For example, are faculties meeting regularly to review performance data 
and identify weaknesses? How is the school using test data to guide decisions about teaching 
and learning? How is data used to evaluate departmental performance? (US Department of 
Education, 2002b)

What data is produced?

US testing techniques typically favour multiple-choice examinations, with far fewer constructive 
response examinations which are more common in the UK (Phillips, 2004). Schools in the US 
typically generate the following pupil assessment data.

• Statutory state proficiency tests, achievement tests and diagnostic tests (NCLB 
requirement since 2002) and preparation/practice examinations for statutory state 
proficiency examinations.

• College entrance examinations.
• Advanced placement courses and examinations.
• Standardised tests.
• Internal annual examinations.

• Teacher daily assessments.

• Teacher reports.

(Spring, 1998; Gutek, 2000)

Statutory state test results are used for state and federal accountability purposes (US Education 
department, 2002a). At the state level, results of all achievement assessments factor into the 
performance indicators used for the school and district report cards (Ohio Department of 
Education, 2005a). State tests measure individual pupil attainment and learning ability relative to 
each particular state's learning standards. These examinations or tests will vary from state to
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state and the results are used to report pupil achievement to the public. The achievement 
standards used are required to define at least three levels of pupil performance:

• basic

• proficient

• advanced.

All assessments must comply with each particular state's academic content standards. NCLB 
enables flexibility in naming the three achievement levels and states are able to introduce further 
levels of assessment if desired (US Education Department, 2002a).

Meeting No Child Left Behind assessment requirements 

Ohio State

In order to meet NCLB assessment requirements, Ohio State has embarked upon a transitional 
process of aligning Ohio's Pupil Accountability Plan with the requirements of new state 
regulations and NCLB. Proficiency tests are being phased out and replaced with new 
achievement assessments, diagnostic assessments, and Ohio graduation tests. The Ohio State 
office of assessment is responsible for facilitating the development and administration of these 
new assessments (Ohio Department of Education, 2005a).

Ohio State testing requirements including graduation tests

• Ohio Proficiency Test

In 1987, Ohio State established a state-wide proficiency testing programme that was 
standardised throughout the state and measured pupil learning outcomes. Pupils in Grades 4, 6, 
and 9 were required to take proficiency tests in five areas which were as follows.

• Reading.
• Mathematics.

• Writing.

• Science.
• Citizenship.
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Changes to the proficiency testing schedule will be implemented over a five year programme as 

outlined in Figure 6.1 below (see page 88). The new testing system has significant consequences 

attached to failure as indicated in Chapter 5 (Ohio Department of Education, 2001 a; Ohio General 

Assembly 2005; US Department of Education, 2002a).

Simultaneous with the implementation of achievement and diagnostic tests will be the eventual 

phasing out of the Ohio Proficiency Tests as depicted in Figure 6.2. Legislation requires that all 

diagnostic assessments must be ready to be implemented by July 1 2008 (Ohio Department of 

Education, 2005a).

Figure 6.2 Schedule for phasing out the Ohio Proficiency Test.

Grade 4

Grade 6

2003-04

Reading, Math, 

Writing, Science, 

Social Studies

Reading, Math, 

Writing, Science, 

Social Studies

2004-05

Math, Science, 

Social Studies

Reading, Math, 

Writing, Science, 

Social Studies

2005-06

Ohio proficiency 

test no longer 

administered

Ohio proficiency 

test no longer 

administered

2006-07

Ohio proficiency 

test no longer 

administered

2007-08

Ohio proficiency 

test no longer 

administered

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005a)

Ohio State has elected to adopt five levels of pupil performance (scores) on the new achievement 

tests as permitted by NCLB:

• limited

• basic

• proficient

• accelerated

• advanced.

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005a; Ohio General Assembly, 2005)
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Figure 6.1 House Bill 3/Senate Bill 2 Implementation schedule of state-wide tests up to 2008. 

Key: R= Reading; W = Writing; C = Citizenship; M= mathematics; S= Science; SS= Social 

Studies.

Grade

Kindergarten

1-2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10

2003 - 2004

Diagnostics 
R,W, M

Achievement 
R 

Diagnostics 
W

Proficiency 
R, W, M, S, C

Proficiency 
R, W, M, S, C

OGT 
R, M

2004-2005

Training in use of 
readiness

Diagnostics 
R, W, M

Achievement 
R, M 

Diagnostics 
W

Achievement 
R, W Proficiency 

M,S,C

Achievement 
R

Proficiency 
R. W, M, S, C

Achievement 
M

Achievement 
R, M

OGT 
R, M, W, S, SS

2005-2006

Readiness 
assessment
Diagnostics 

R,W, M
Achievement 

R, M 
Diagnostics 

W
Achievement 

R, M,W

Achievement 
R, M

Achievement 
R, M

Achievement 
R,M

Achievement 
R, M

OGT 
R, M, W, S, SS

2006-2007

Readiness 
assessment

Diagnostics 
R,W, M

Achievement 
R. M 

Diagnostics 
W

Achievement 
R, M.W

Achievement 
R, M, S, SS

Achievement 
R, M

Achievement 
R, M,W

Achievement 
R, M, S, SS

OGT 
R, M, W, S, SS

2007-2008

Readiness assessment

Diagnostics 
R,W, M

Achievement 
R,M 

Diagnostics 
W, S, SS

Achievement 
R, M, W 

Diagnostics 
S, SS

Achievement 
R, M, S, SS 
Diagnostics 

W
Achievement 

R, M 
Diagnostics 
W, S, SS

Achievement 
R, M.W 

Diagnostics 
S. SS

Achievement 
R, M, S, SS 
Diagnostics 

W
OGT 

R, M, W, S, SS

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005a)

• Achievement testing including Ohio graduation tests

Achievement tests are a summative assessment and the main function of the tests is to measure 

pupils' mastery of academic content standards and related skills. Through NCLB, states are 

required to provide intervention services for pupils who fail to obtain the designated achievement
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levels. The Ohio graduation tests contribute to pupils securing a high school diploma and is 
typically undertaken in Grade 10 (Ohio Department of Education, 2004a). To graduate, pupils 
must attain the score established by the state board as indicative of a tenth grade level of 
achievement for each test area. A different form of each test is administered each time the tests 
are given and contains a different set of questions. However, each test is designed to assess the 
same content standards that were measured in the initial test. The scaled score that pupils must 
attain to demonstrate achievement is consistent across all tests (Ohio Department of Education, 
2004a). On a broader level, achievement assessment results and Ohio graduation tests are 
intended to inform decisions for educational programming at the school, district and state levels 
(Loveless, 2005).

• Diagnostic testing

In addition to the achievement testing schedule, Ohio State public schools are required to 
administer diagnostic tests. The role and nature of the diagnostic assessments is different from 
the other state-developed tests, proficiency and achievement tests, in that they are not used for 
state accountability purposes, therefore scores are not reported to the state. They are intended 
as a tool for monitoring progress at grade levels in which an achievement assessment is not 
administered. Schools are directed to use test results that provide detailed information about 
specific areas of pupils' academic strengths and weaknesses to inform instruction particularly for 
educational intervention programmes, thus increasing the likelihood of success on subsequent 
achievement tests. The diagnostic tests generally cover narrow ranges of content or knowledge 
and measure pupil comprehension of academic content standards and mastery of related skills 
for the relevant subject area at each grade (Ohio Department of Education, 2005a).

Ohio State legislation associated with the use of diagnostic testing is complex but in brief school 
districts must use diagnostic assessments in the following circumstances.

• School districts administer diagnostic assessments at least once annually as 
prescribed in the implementation table in Figure 6.1 and within 30 days of a pupil 
transferring into a school district or school.

• Each district is required to provide intervention services to pupils whose diagnostic 
assessments show that they are failing to make satisfactory progress toward 
attaining the academic standards.

• In most circumstances school districts may use a diagnostic instrument of their own 
choice but in districts that have not met AYR or have failed to satisfy any of the NCLB 
requirements, schools must use the state-developed diagnostic assessments. 

(Ohio Department of Education, 2005a)
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New York State

In New York State the established assessment system introduced in 1995-1996 largely complied 

with NCLB when it was introduced in 2002, therefore few alterations have been necessary to 

meet the new test requirements (US3, 2004; preliminary interviews, 2003). Before the current 

testing system was adopted in 1995-1996, pupils only had to meet standards set at the local 

level, and the quality of schools varied widely (New York Education State Board, 2005a). Without 

a state-wide standard, many pupils graduated from high school to find they were not adequately 

prepared to go to college or qualify for anything other than the jobs requiring the lowest skilled 

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2005a). Subsequently, 

significant changes to the New York graduation requirements were implemented in the mid 1990s 

and high school pupils were required to pass five state-wide standardised examinations (Hursh, 
2005). In light of NCLB requirements additional assessment tests have been scheduled to 

commence in 2005 -2006 to annually assess all pupils in Grades 3-8 (University of the State of 

New York State Education Department, 2002a). All New York State tests are designed to 

measure pupil achievement and reflect academic content standards. New York State has elected 
to adopt four levels of pupil performance (scores) as permitted by NCLB and are as follows.

• Level 1 = Basic.

• Level 2 = Basic Proficiency.

• Level 3 = Proficient.

• Level 4 = Advanced Proficiency.

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2002a). 

New York State testing requirements kindergarten to Grade 8

The state achievement tests are curriculum-based and are determined by the New York State 
learning standards. Since the changes to the testing schedule in the mid 1990's, pupils have 

undertaken English language arts, mathematics and science tests in Grade 4 and 8, in addition to 

social studies tests in Grade 5 and 8 (University of the State of New York State Education 
Department, 2002a). In order to comply with NCLB, the state has had to develop annual tests to 

commence in 2005-2006, for all pupils in Grades 3-8 in language arts, reading, and mathematics 

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2002a).
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• High school achievement tests 

Schools in New York State typically administer the following examinations in high school.

• Regency competency tests (to be phased out).

• Regents' examinations.

• Occupational education proficiency examinations.

• Second language proficiency examinations.

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2002a).

High school Regents examinations are administered up to three times each year.

• Regency competency tests

Regency competency tests were designed to assess basic proficiency in the areas of reading, 

writing, mathematics, science and social studies. Schools have been able to award local high 

school diplomas to pupils who successfully completed required coursework and passed all six 

regency competency examinations. Examinations in mathematics and science can be taken from 

Grade 9, global studies grades from Grade 10 and reading, writing and United States history and 

government from Grade 11. In order to meet NCLB assessment requirements, regency 

competency tests are being phased out and pupils will be required to pass the more rigorous 

Regents examination (see Chapter 3) (University of the State of New York State Education 

Department, 2002a).

• Regents examinations

Regents examinations have traditionally been based on the New York State's courses of study 

used in secondary schools. In light of the recent NCLB requirements the education department is 

revising courses to align with New York State learning standards. The tests provide a basis for 

evaluating the quality of instruction and learning that has taken place. Regents examinations are 

designed to measure the achievement of pupils that have followed the Regent courses. Passing 

scores on the Regents examinations in English, mathematics science and social studies satisfy 

the state testing requirements for a high school diploma. Pupils have the opportunity to take 

Regents courses and examinations in Grades 9-12 and where appropriate in Grade 8 (University 

of the State of New York State Education Department, 2002a).
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• Occupational education proficiency examinations

Occupational education proficiency examinations are based on state courses of study in 

occupational (vocational) education. All occupational education courses must meet graduation 

diploma requirements (University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2002a).

• Second language proficiency examinations

Second language proficiency examinations are designed to measure learning outcomes of the 
state syllabus for modem languages for communication or for Latin for communication. These 

examinations are administered primarily to pupils below Grade 9 who wish to earn one unit of 

high school credit in a second language (University of the State of New York State Education 
Department, 2002a).

New York State testing requirements for graduation

All pupils who first entered Grade 9 in September 1999 and thereafter must earn pass scores on 

Regents examinations in English, mathematics, global history and geography, United States 

history and government, and science to obtain a high school diploma. They are not eligible to 
take any Regents competency tests. In addition, schools may award local or Regents diplomas to 

pupils who have taken state department approved alternative examinations in English and 

mathematics. These include a range of advanced placement courses, International 
Baccalaureate courses, or achieve a specified score on Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) or 
American College Tests (ACT) (University of the State of New York State Education Department, 

2002a).

Schools can award three different levels of diplomas as outlined in Figure 6.3 (see page 93).

In the Regents examinations pass scores are set at two different points, firstly at the point where 

a pupil will reach the minimum passing score of 65 and secondly where a pupil will pass with 
distinction with a score of 85 or above (University of the State of New York State Education 

Department, 2004).

92



Figure 6.3 New York State diploma requirements 2000 - 2004.

Entered Grade 9 in year

September 2000

September 2001

September 2002

September 2003

September 2004

Local Diploma 
Requirements

Score 55-64 on 5 
Regents examinations 
and earn 20.5 units of 
credit

Score 55-64 on 5 
Regents examinations 
and earn 22 units of 
credit

Score 55-64 on 5 
Regents examinations 
and earn 22 units of 
credit

Score 55-64 on 5 
Regents examinations 
and earn 22 units of 
credit

Score 55-64 on 5 
Regents examinations 
and earn 22 units of 
credit

Regents Diploma 
Requirements

Score 65 or above on 
8 Regents 
examinations and 
earn 20.5 units of 
credit

Score 65 or above on 
5 Regents 
examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 
5 Regents 
examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 
5 Regents 
examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 
5 Regents 
examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Regents Diploma with 
Advanced Designation 

Requirements

Not Available

Score 65 or above on 8 
Regents examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 8 
Regents examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 8 
Regents examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

Score 65 or above on 8 
Regents examinations and 
earn 22 units of credit

(University of the State of New York State Education Department, 2004)
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Ohio and New York State additional examinations

A number of additional examinations are undertaken in both New York State and Ohio State as 
well as in many other states, these include.

• College entrance examinations 

1. College Board Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) and the Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests

The College Entrance Examinations Board set up a commission in 1920 to investigate and report 
on general intelligence examinations and other new types of examinations (Spring, 1998). 
Examinations were offered in several secondary school subjects and in 1926, the Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (SAT) began to be administered to college applicants. The SAT includes critical 
reading, mathematics and writing sections (The College Board, 2003). A modified SAT 
Reasoning Test was introduced in 2005 and includes a measure of critical thinking skills. Each 
section of the SAT is scored on a scale of 200-800, and the writing section contains further 
scoring opportunities. The SAT is typically taken by high school pupils in Grade 11 and 12, 
although many pupils take the test from Grade 7. Younger pupils typically undertake the SAT as 
preparation for when they take the examination in their final two years of school. Schools do not 
normally fund the examination fee and results are usually reported to the school and parents. In 
Grade 11 and 12 test scores are sent to the colleges that pupils wish to apply to attend and in 
lower grades, if parents give permission, results are sent to a selection of universities that offer 
additional tuition opportunities for talented and gifted pupils. Pupils may undertake the test at 
designated test centres seven times a year in the US, Puerto Rico, and US Territories, and six 
times a year overseas (The College Board, 2003). The College Board also offers Subject Tests 
(formerly SAT II: Subject Tests) that are designed to measure pupils' knowledge and skills in 
particular subject areas. The tests are related to the US high school curriculum but do not 
measure any particular course or workbook. The tests are available in five subject areas:

• English

• History and Social Studies
• mathematics

• languages

• science.

All Subject Tests are one-hour, multiple-choice tests that are typically used in the admission 
process of some selective colleges and universities (The College Board, 2003).
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2. College Board Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Tests/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying 

Test

The Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Tests/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test 

(PSAT/NMSQT) is a standardised practice test for the SAT reasoning test. Pupils who choose to 

undertake the test are required to pay a registration fee. Pupils who are US citizens may also 

undertake the test to qualify for entry the National Merit Scholarship Corporation scholarship 

programme. The PSAT/NMSQT measures a pupil's critical reading skills, mathematics problem- 

solving skills and writing skills. Schools encourage pupils to participate in the PSAT/NMSQT to 

gain practice on the SAT test format and to provide a comparison of a pupils results with other 

pupils who are applying to college (The College Board, 2003). In summary the test was 
undertaken in order to provide data that informed the pupil of:

• individual strengths and weaknesses on skills necessary for college study

• a comparison of individual performance against others applying to college

• the opportunity to enter a competition for scholarships from the National Merit 

Scholarship Corporation

• the opportunity to practice and prepare for the SAT.

3. American College Tests

The American College Test (ACT) is an alternative college admission test to the SAT and the 

majority of pupils undertake both tests. Universities and colleges typically accept either result for 

college entrance although a few select colleges will specify which test they require potential 

pupils to take or may even have their own entrance examination. The structure of the tests differs 

and the ACT assesses high school pupils' general educational development and their ability to 

complete college-level work. The test consists of multiple-choice questions in English, 

mathematics, reading, and science. There is also an optional writing test which measures skill in 

planning and writing a short essay. The ACT is taken on six national test dates each year and 

typically taken only by high school pupils (American College Tests, 2003).

4. Plan and Explore

Plan and Explore are pre-ACT tests and are closely tied to the achievement tests in the ACT 

assessment. The tests claim to prepare pupils for high school coursework, and for post-high 

school choices (American College Tests, 2003). Explore is designed to help pupils in the eighth 

and ninth grades investigate a broad range of options for their future, identifying strengths and
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weaknesses which assists pupils establish a four-year programme of study for high school. Plan 
is a comprehensive guidance resource that measures pupils' current academic development, 
explore career/training options, and make plans for the remaining years of high school and post- 
graduation years. Typically, Plan is undertaken in the autumn of the tenth grade and is used by 
schools as a predictor of success on the ACT assessment. Both Explore and Plan pertain to 
serve as a baseline to monitor academic progress (American College Tests, 2003).

What is the difference between the American College Tests and Scholastic Aptitude Tests? 

Whilst the ACT is an achievement test and measures what a pupil has learned in school the SAT 
measures a pupil's aptitude, testing reasoning and verbal abilities. The ACT has up to five 
components: English, mathematics, reading, science, and an optional writing test, whereas the 
SAT has only three: verbal, mathematics, and a required writing test. Mathematics makes up 50% 
of SAT's test score and only 25% of ACT's test score. The College Board introduced a new SAT 
version in 2005, with a mandatory writing test, the ACT test has retained the writing test as 
optional. The SAT test subtracts marks for wrong answers, whereas the ACT is scored based on 
the number of correct answers. Pupils therefore suffer no penalty for guessing in the ACT 
assessment. Pupils are able to take the tests as many times as they choose until they are 
satisfied with their score. In addition, the ACT has an interest inventory which allows pupils to 
evaluate their interests in various career options (American College Tests, 2003; The College 
Board, 2003).

5. College board Advanced Placement Courses and examinations

Some high schools offer advanced placement (AP) courses which are college-level examination 
courses. Pupils who follow an AP course have the opportunity to earn credit or advanced 
standing at most of the colleges and universities in the US. There are 34 courses and 
examinations across 19 subject areas. Subjects are studied in greater detail and depth, and 
pupils are required to have a higher degree of responsibility for their work (The College Board, 
2003).

Standardised assessment tests

There are a wide range of standardised tests in American schools which may be categorised into 
either aptitude tests or achievement tests (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998). Aptitude or learning 
ability tests measure inherent capabilities to predict how a pupil will perform in the future whilst 
achievement tests are designed to gauge what pupils have actually learned appropriate for the 
pupil's grade (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998). The most commonly used standardised
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assessment tests are the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) an achievement test and the Cognitive 
Abilities tests (CogAT) (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; University of Iowa, 2005). A range of 
other tests are available such as the OTIS-LENNON School ability test (OLSAT) (Harcourt 

Assessment, 2005), Criterion referenced competency tests (US Education Department, 2005b) 
and the Stanford achievement test (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; Harcourt Assessment, 
2005). Generally, schools combine day to day teacher assessments with standardised test data, 
state achievement tests and school districts' local assessments. Schools that undertake 
standardised tests are able to compare pupils' scores across the nation, in addition the 
information informs decisions about the school curriculum and instruction. Schools typically select 
a standardised test that is best suited to their own curriculum and combine achievement and 
learning abilities testing to assist in developing a reasonable expectation for pupil's progress (US 
Department of Education, 2005).

Achievement tests

Achievement tests compare individual pupil scores in addition to revealing possible academic 
strengths and weaknesses and appraise a pupil's ability to respond to questions measuring 
concepts and subject matter commonly taught at the grade level being tested.

1. Iowa testing programme - Iowa test of basic skills Grades K-8 and Iowa test of educational 

development Grades 9-12

Developed at the University of Iowa and published by Houghton Mifflin/Riverside, the Iowa test of 
basic skills (ITBS) is a set of achievement tests that measure the actual knowledge and skills 
pupils have acquired in specific content areas. The ITBS is a norm referenced test (see Chapter 
2). From its beginning in 1942, the emphasis has been on the use of test results for instructional 
purposes (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; University of Iowa, 2005). Participation in ITBS is 
voluntary and schools may choose to administer the complete test or select specific sections of it. 
A key use of the test is to check year-to-year progress in the various skills areas. Schools are 
able to gain data concerning a pupil's progress relative to a national norm-referenced group and a 
local group. Schools were able to obtain a range of data from the tests for analysis, including:

• standard scores percentile

• grade equivalent scores

• achievement percentiles graphed

• specific skills measurement

• graphed skills ratings.
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Diagnostic information outlines individual and group academic strengths and weaknesses and is 
usually administered in conjunction with the Cognitive abilities tests.

3. Stanford (9) achievement test

The Stanford 9 achievement test, also known as SAT 9 is a norm-referenced test which is 
reported in percentiles and grade equivalent scores which measure pupil progress over time. Test 
results are available in the following formats:

• Scaled scores are used to measure pupil's yearly progress within each subject area. 
Higher scaled scores on a subsequent year's test indicate that improvement had 
probably occurred.

• Percentiles and graphed achievement percentiles rank individuals within a group. 
Percentiles, defined on a scale of 1 to 99 with 50 meaning average, reveal the 
percentage of scores in the group that are at or below any particular pupil's score.

• Grade equivalent scores are used to measure a pupil's academic developmental 
growth from year to year comparing one year's results with the next.

• Content cluster skills evaluations and skills performance ratings are scores which 
evaluate academic strengths and weaknesses on a more specific basis.

The test was developed and published by Harcourt Brace Educational Measurement (Cookson 
and Halberstam, 1998; Harcourt Assessment, 2005). While the test may be ordered separately, it 
is recommended by the test centre that an ability and achievement test are taken together to 
provide a full and complete representation of a pupil's ability. As such the test is usually 
administered in conjunction with the Otis-Lennon school ability test (Harcourt Assessment, 2005)

Aptitude or learning abilities tests

The aptitude or learning abilities tests assess developed reasoning and problem-solving abilities
important for learning.

1. Cognitive abilities test

As with the ITBS test the Cognitive abilities test (CogAT) was developed and published by 
Houghton Mifflin/Riverside {Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; University of Iowa, 2005). The 
CogAT measures pupils' individual cognitive ability and reasoning skills that are not explicitly 
taught and are not specific to any particular content area. The test is not a tool for measuring a 
pupil's intelligence or intellect and has three batteries for verbal, numerical and nonverbal

98



reasoning/learning abilities. Schools are provided with a national percentile for each pupil 

describing achievement test results that schools may use for national comparisons. As with the 
Stanford achievement test the CogAT learning abilities test may be taken in isolation but is 

considered most useful when given in combination with the Iowa achievement test (Cookson and 
Halberstam, 1998; University of Iowa, 2005).

2. Otis-Lennon school ability test

The Otis-Lennon school ability test (OLSAT) was developed and published by Harcourt Brace 

Educational Measurement (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; Harcourt Assessment, 2005) and 
consists of two batteries: verbal and quantitative. OLSAT measures the level and pattern of a 

pupil's intellectual development in reasoning and problem solving. Each battery is designed to 

measure a cluster of general cognitive skills. The cognitive skills measure developed abilities, not 

innate abilities and is usually administered in conjunction with the Stanford achievement test 
(Cookson and Halberstam, 1998; Harcourt Assessment, 2005).

Testing schedule

As stated in Chapter 4 in Ohio State and New York State pupils are tested throughout their school 

career, usually between Grade 3 and 12. Figure 6.4 shows an example of one of the case study 
schools districts' non-statutory testing schedules.

Figure 6.4 A diagrammatic example of case study school US2s non-statutory testing schedules.

Example of standardised testing programme

ITBS (Achievement)
Mathematics (Concepts & estimations, Problem solving and data interpretation, 

computation)
Reading (Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension)

Language (spelling)
Language (capitalization, Punctuation, usage & expression)

CogAT (Ability)

Grades
3 4 5 6 7

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

(US2, 2003)
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Figure 6.4 illustrates that in Grades 3-7 pupils can expect to undertake at least three non 
statutory tests in one year. In addition, the school will also administer state mandated tests. By 
the end of Grade 7 the school district will have a considerable quantity of pupil assessment data 

for each child.

When do schools receive data?

Each school district will receive test data at different times throughout the school year. An 
example of a schools testing schedule is shown below in Figure 6.5.

Figure 6.5 A diagrammatic example of an Ohio State schools testing schedule. 

Key: 1 = tests administered every other day, in the following order: Writing, Reading, 
Mathematics, Citizenship and Science.* = these test administrations occur on a Saturday and are 
by parent request, only.

Grade

K

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Test

Diagnostic Reading Assessment

Developmental Reading Assessment

Developmental Reading Assessment 

Stanford Achievement Test/Otis Lennon

Reading Achievement Test 

Reading Achievement Test 
Reading Achievement Test 

Mathematics Achievement Test 
Stanford Achievement Test/Otis Lennon (optional*)

Reading Achievement Test 

Writing Achievement Test 
Proficiency Test - Math, Citizenship and Science 

only
Reading Achievement Test 
Stanford Achievement Test/Otis Lennon (optional*)

State Proficiency Test 1

Mathematics Achievement Test 
Stanford Achievement Test/Otis Lennon (optional*)

Reading Achievement Test 
Mathematics Achievement Test

Caps, Copes, and Cops Tests 

Graduation Practice Test (all five tests)

Dates

November

November

November 

February

October 
March 
July

March 
February

March 
March 

March

March 
February

March

March 
February

March 

March

Sept. 

March
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High school final examination schedule Grades 9-12

Semester 1 January 
Semester 2 June

10 PLAN Test
PSAT for registered pupils
Graduation Test (all five tests)

Sept.
October
March

11 PSAT for registered pupils
Graduation Proficiency Test for pupils who have not passed all five
tests SAT I / II* Grades 11 and 12

ACT Grades 11 and 12

A. P. Examination

October 
Oct. 
March 
July

October, November, December, 
January, March, May, June. 
October, December, February, April, 
June 
May

12 Graduation Proficiency Test for pupils who have not passed all five 
tests

Oct.
March
May (Grade 12 only)
July

(Ohio Department of Education, 2004a)

Figure 6.5 is an example of how the testing process could be managed, although many schools 
vary in the standardised testing they undertake and the organisation of other internal assessment 
procedures (Cookson and Halberstam, 1998).

Acquisition and management of pupil assessment data

United Kingdom - Wales

School standards and the role of Local Education Authorities

In the UK, the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) stipulates that Local Education 
Authorities (LEA) have a duty to promote high educational standards, and to challenge and 
support the schools within their authority to do the same (DfES, 2002a). LEAs are expected to 
devise and utilise education development plans outlining strategies for supporting the raising of 
standards of education and school performance. The DfES provides clear guidelines on the role 
of the LEA in the use of pupil assessment data;
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"L£4s should ensure that schools are able to use the data they have to inform 
teaching and learning in the classroom such as by providing advice, offering training 
or pointing schools towards specific publications. They should also ensure that link 
advisors and inspectors are well informed and competent in the use of data"

(DfES,2004d, p4)

Development plans are produced in collaboration with schools which retain the primary 
responsibility for their own improvement. The LEA and school development plans, including any 
post-inspection action plans are regarded as fundamental in the continuous improvement of the 
school (DfES, 2004). Once the plan has been implemented the school's governing body, head 
teacher and staff, maintain and improve standards through a continual process of review and 
evaluation (DfES, 2002a). As a part of the review, evaluation and future planning process pupil 
assessment data is used to analyse the school's strengths and weaknesses. The LEA and school 
development plans are expected to use data to build on effective practice in addition to setting 
achievable but challenging targets. At the time the research was undertaken, the UK government 
was undertaking a review of LEAs in an aim to widen the education remit to include all children's 
services, as part of a move to deliver integrated services (DfES, 2004e).

Using data to raise standards

In promoting the use of pupil assessment data as an important part of raising standards, the DfES 
acknowledges that not all schools have the expertise to use data effectively:

"Using data is an important part of raising standards. Schools have access to a wide 
range of data. The challenge is to interpret the data wisely to inform improvement. 
The danger is that the information drawn from analysis is not put to use".

(DfES,2004b, p2)

The Government further acknowledges that there is a variation in the quality of pupil assessment 
data that is provided by LEAs (DfES, 2004). As such, the DfES provides guidance for LEAs on 
the use of data in The performance data framework for LEAs booklet published by the DfES in 
2004. The framework is not a statutory document but sets out the principles and good practice 
that LEAs are recommended to follow to ensure that all schools receive a comprehensive range 
of quality performance data. The framework advises that data should be available early in the 
autumn term and duplication of information is to be avoided. LEAs should provide schools with 
efficient and easy access to data in order to use the data in reviewing achievement, enhance 
teaching and learning, support target setting and informing the future curriculum. Moreover, the 
data should be accessible to a range of audiences within a school so it may be used effectively.
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LEAs are expected to provide quality information with guidance on interpretation data including 

how to measure one schools performance against another without overburdening the schools 
with excessive quantities of statistics (DfES, 2004).

Range of data provided

The range of data provided to schools from LEAs typically includes the following:

• comparative data comparing different subjects within different schools indicating each 
schools strength and weakness

• progress (value added) data to be used as a diagnostic tool to identify pupils who are 
underachieving in comparison to current national standards

• school-level benchmarks against other similar schools e.g. free school meals or prior 
attainment benchmarks. Free school meals benchmarks provide a comparison of 

achievement based on levels of social deprivation. Prior attainment benchmarks allow 

schools to compare pupil progress with other schools of a similar intake

• target setting data derived from pupil prior attainment

• trend data showing performance over time of specific groups of pupils.

(DfES,2002a)

The data schools use

In addition to the data made available through the LEA, schools gather an abundance of data on 
their own discrete pupil population. Much of this data forms the basis from which assessment 
results can be compared. For example, establishing a pupil's gender and ethnic group will enable 
a measure of a pupil's performance against others within the same group. The following data is 

usually recorded on entry into high school:

• non-academic data - name, gender, and ethnic group, date of birth, unique pupil number, 

and special educational needs. English as a second language information if applicable, 

and attendance records

• prior attainment data - National Curriculum statutory assessments and other standardised 

tests that may have been undertaken including teacher assessments. Many primary 

schools will provide pastoral information on pupils including personal circumstances, 

behaviour and attitude to school.
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As a consequence of the levels of data schools acquire they are often data rich but to improve 
attainment the DfES (2002a) states that they have to become information rich, effectively 
interpreting data in order to impact upon pupil performance. As an example, the DfES (2002a) 
document 'Releasing Potential: Raising attainment: Managing data in secondary schools' states:

"...., teachers can often be daunted when presented with vast spreadsheets 
containing columns of data. A data-rich school only becomes information-rich when 
that data is systematically collected and passed to staff in easily digestible forms. A 
school that manages data well has systems that allow key aspects of student 
performance to be easily identified - and staff with the training and time to draw 
appropriate conclusions from the data available to them. Prior attainment data and 
effective monitoring are used to identify strengths and weaknesses, and set 
challenging, but attainable, targets."

(DfES, 2002a, p3).

The DfES continues by advocating that information rich schools are able to support target setting 
and enhance teaching and learning (DfES, 2002a). Pupil information can also inform and help 
make decisions on the future planning of schemes of work where analysis shows current 
strengths and weaknesses in achievement and progress. Schools are encouraged to ask of 
themselves a range of difficult questions, for example, 'Are targets suitably challenging? Which 
are strong and weak departments?' "Which are strong and weak teachers?' 'How can we improve 
on past performance with similar pupils and what is happening to standards over time (ACCAC, 
1999)?

What data is produced?

Schools are obliged to comply with statutory testing procedures, as outlined in Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 4, and most have a strategic assessment plan for their own internal assessments 
(Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, 2005). The range of data that a school may choose to 
analyse and use includes:

• National Curriculum statutory assessments (National tests and teacher assessments)

• external examinations e.g. General Certificate Secondary Education
• internal annual examinations
• internal benchmarking assessments, for example tests administered in class to establish 

pupils skills and knowledge in one particular area such as grammar in a language class 
or historical facts in history

• teacher daily assessments

• teacher reports.
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In addition to the data listed above and described in Chapter 3, many schools also elect to 
purchase supplementary external tests and other assessment vehicles (Qualifications and 
Curriculum Authority, 2005).

• Mathematics, reading and spelling age tests

A number of schools purchase tests that are designed, graded and analysed by independent 
educational agencies. As an example, The National Foundation for Educational Research 
(NFER), a non profit organisation, has developed a wide range of tests in a variety of areas for 
instance in English, covering reading, writing, spelling and listening skills (nferNelson, 2004).

• Standardised assessment tests 

1. Cognitive abilities tests

The cognitive abilities test (CAT) is widely used in the UK (nferNelson, 2004). The test measures 
the three principal areas of reasoning, verbal, non-verbal and numerical, as well as an element of 
spatial ability. The CAT is composed of a battery of tests that provide a set of measures of a 
pupil's ability to use and manipulate abstract and symbolic relationships. The three batteries use:

• symbols representing words - verbal reasoning
• symbols representing quantities - quantitative reasoning
• symbols representing spatial, geometric orfigural patterns - non-verbal reasoning.

The verbal reasoning and quantitative reasoning tests are closely related to academic ability. The 
non-verbal reasoning battery measures ability not bound by formal school instruction. In order to 
provide a standard age (or standard score) scale, some tests are standardised so that the 
average standard age score for any group is always 100, which makes it easy to tell whether a 
pupil is above or below the national average. Standard age scores allow comparison of cognitive 
development of an individual with the levels of other pupils in the same age group nationally. A 
national percentile rank is provided, indicating the percentage of pupils in the national sample 
who obtain a standard age score at or below a particular score. For example, a pupil with a 
standard age score of 108 has a national percentile rank of 70, which means they have 
performed as well as, or better than, 70% of pupils of that age group. An individual pupil profile is 
produced for each pupil and includes Key Stage prediction indicators of how pupils will perform. 
Schools may subsequently use the data to set pupil targets and direct intervention support for 
pupils who are on the margin between two Key Stage levels. The data that CAT provides can be
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used to enhance all aspects of the teaching and learning process, from organising classes to 
predicting future educational attainment (nferNelson, 2004; DfES, 2002a).

2. Standardised assessment tests - Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre

The Curriculum Evaluation and Management Centre is a research centre based at Durham 
University that provides pupil ability and predictor testing. Tests are undertaken by pupils in 
standardised conditions and analysed to provide feedback and comparisons with other schools, 
including value added data. The following tests are available for primary schools and secondary 
schools.

• Primary school - assessment profile on entry for children and toddlers (ASPECTS).

• Primary school - performance indicators in primary schools (PIPS).
• Secondary school - middle years information system (MidYlS).

• Secondary school - year 11 information system (YELLIS).

• Secondary school - advanced level information system (ALIS).

The tests measure pupils academic aptitude and indicate their potential rather than what they 
have been taught, distinguishing between high ability and hard work, or between low ability and 
underachievement. Standard reports and graphs are provided for individual pupil scores and 
whole school performance. Questionnaires are also available which indicate pupils' attitude 
towards school and academic study (Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre, 2004; 
DfES, 2002a).

3. Local Education Authority provided data for example Fischer Family Trust data

The Fischer Family Trust (FFT) is an independent, non-profit organisation mainly involved in 
undertaking and supporting projects addressing the development of education in the UK. The 
organisation does not work directly with schools but in partnership with LEAs, providing analyses 
and data to assist LEAs and schools to make more effective use of pupil assessment data. The 
trust administers projects providing a range of data to support the processes of self-evaluation 
(using value-added analyses) and target-setting (using estimates). One hundred and fifty eight 
LEAs were registered to work with the project in November 2004 (136 in England and 22 in 
Wales). The trust also works with the DfES providing database of historical performance data 
covering all Key Stages (Fischer Family Trust, 2004; DfES, 2002a).

106



Value added data

Value added measures have been used in the UK Achievement and Attainment Tables (formerly 

known as Performance Tables) since 2002 (DfES, 2004c). A value-added score is calculated by 

comparing the progress made by individual pupils against the progress made by all pupils with 

similar prior attainment. (DfES, 2004c). Pupils' progress may also be measured using contextual 

value-added data which takes into account the school context and a more nuanced approach to 

prior attainment including factors such as family background and the knowledge and skill level 

pupils bring to a task (Wickstrom, 1999). For example, in the UK, contextual value-added data 

takes into account a range of attainment and contextual factors when measuring the 
effectiveness of a school or the improvement made by individual pupils (Gorard, 2006). The 

attainment and contextual factors used include pupil prior attainment; gender; special educational 

needs; first language; ethnicity; measures of deprivation; measures of pupil mobility; age; an 'In 

care' indicator and the average and range of prior attainment within the school (KS2-3, KS2-4 and 

KS3-4 only) (DfES, 2005f). Schools using value added data are encouraged to ask how they 

compare to other schools and if any differences are unusual or whether many schools achieve 

their standard or better (Neal, 2001; DfES, 2005g). For example, if a Key Stage 3 cohort was 

expected to get 70% of pupils above a level 5+ and they had 80% this is 10% above expected. 

Many schools in the UK use value added data as a measure of absolute progress, for example, if 

a pupil moves from a level 4 to a level 5 that is an improvement of one level, as well as using 

value added data as a comparative progress measure (Neal, 2001).

A number of arguments have been raised for both the usefulness and ineffectiveness of value- 

added data. For example, Schagen and Schagen (2005) suggest that statistical analysis of 

national value-added data can be a powerful tool in measuring the effectiveness of different 
schools. Furthermore, Volante (2005) argues that value-added criterion is essential to avoid 

teachers being solely blamed for poor pupil performance. He continues that the value-added 

approach to measuring school effectiveness suggests that pupil success is achieved when pupils' 

progress as much as, or more than, might be expected due to prior attainment and background. 

Gorard (2006), however, offers a cautionary argument that value-added figures are not developed 

enough to use as more than a research tool and should therefore not be used as an instrument of 

judgement on schools.

Testing schedule

In the UK pupils are tested during the different Key Stages. Chapter 4 outlines the current testing 

arrangements and proposed changes to the assessment arrangements in Wales.
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When do schools receive data?

Throughout the school year data will come from a variety of sources at different times. The DfES 

(2002a) provides an outline in their publication to guide schools in the management and 
organisation of the data (DfES, 2002a).

Figure 6.6 (see page 110) shows an example of how the process of receiving pupil assessment 
data could be managed, although many schools vary in the standardised testing they undertake 
and the organisation of other internal assessment procedures.

Government guidelines

The DfES (2002a) provides guidelines for schools on the use of data analysis as a means of 
identifying areas for improvement. The guidelines emphasise that:

"The analysis and evaluation of pupil assessment data will only impact on standards 
if accompanied by changes in practice, specifically regarding teaching and learning. 
The analysis and evaluation of pupil assessment data allows schools to ask two 
important benchmarking questions how good are we, how good can we be?"

(DfES, 2002a, p 4)

Management of pupil assessment data to improve pupil attainment

In some schools in an attempt to address poor testing results and avoid corrective measures 
being imposed, school leaders are looking beyond summative data with the intention that 
teachers and parents may intervene before pupils fall behind (Torrance and Pryor, 2001). 
Moreover, educators are asking how schools can go beyond the mere collection of data to 
developing effective methods for using the data to advance pupil achievement. Practioners at the 
classroom level have the opportunity to extract and manipulate data, directly responding to 
individual pupil learning needs. Within schools however, there is presently (Dunning and James, 
2002) a limited understanding in the current practice of the management of individual and 
especially whole school data. In addition, a lack of expertise exists in maximising the use of data 
available to improve pupil attainment (Dunning and James, 2002). In the UK, in an attempt to 
increase awareness of the need to improve and extend the understanding of the management 
and use of pupil assessment data the DfES has issued several publications. A number focus on 
how best to use pupil assessment data in schools in order to raise pupil attainment (DfES, 2002a; 
DfES, 2004b; DfES, 2004c; DfES, 2004d; Education Network, 2004). The booklets, several which 
have been referenced in this chapter, aim to inform and support LEAs, school leaders, and
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teachers in England and Wales on data management issues. Information centres on identifying 
pupil underachievement, providing advice and guidance on how to make data work and sets out a 
minimum requirement for schools pupil assessment data management systems. Through the 
publications the DfES is able to provide LEAs and schools with practical guidance on how to 
establish effective management information systems. For example the Key Stage 3 National 

Strategy Tackling underperformance: a guide for school leaders (DfES, 2004b) provides a 
comprehensive guide on using data as an important part of raising standards.

Concluding comments

The chapter has examined the different assessment systems in the UK and the US, describing 
how pupil assessment data is acquired and managed within schools in the two countries. The 
chapter highlighted a growing number of similarities in the UK and the US in the production of 
pupil assessment data through statutory testing, for example, the current end of Key Stage 
national tests in the UK and NCLB required state assessment tests. It emerged from the chapter 
a number of similarities between the two countries, for example the ranking and comparison of 
schools on the basis of pupil test scores and the awarding of qualifications based on the 
successful obtainment of exit examinations are a feature of both education systems. In the UK 
assessment has traditionally been examination based, synoptic and focuses on achievement, 
whereas in the US assessment has been coursework and component based with a focus on 
effort (Wiliam, 2004). However, there are distinct variations between the testing philosophies of 
the US and the UK with the US favouring multiple-choice examinations that are cheap to score 
and cover a large quantity of course content (Wiliam, 2004). In the future it is anticipated, as 
exemplified by Wiliam (Phillips, 2004), that there will be an ever-increasing convergence between 
the US and UK methodology, particularly with the advent of computer programmes that can 
automate marking of written test answers. Finally it emerged from the chapter that for many US 
schools, the issue of quality assurance of teaching and learning and accountability for pupil 
performance has never been addressed and prior to 2000 many states did not have 
accountability systems in place (Loveless, 2005). As such, there are few mechanisms in schools 
for the management, analysis and use of pupil assessment data (Dobbs, 2004). The following 
chapters focus upon the multi-case study that was undertaken, firstly outlining the methodology of 
the research followed by a detailed analysis to determine each case study schools production, 
management and use of pupil assessment data.
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Figure 6.6 Schedule of the production and acquisition of pupil assessment data

Month

August

September

October

November

December

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

Data Generation

GCSE and A level results

Collate Key Stage 2 data from 
associate primary schools 
Test Year 7 pupils standardised 
tests (e.g. CATs or other reading 
tests)

Predicting and target setting

Provisional analysis of Key Stage 2 
and standardised test data.

Progress review

Conduct initial analysis of GCSE and A level results. 
Map outcomes onto teacher predictions at individual 
pupil level. Map GCSE results onto Key Stage 3 results 
at individual pupil level. 
Construct historical review of attainment at Key Stage 
3 and GCSE.

Analyses Autumn Package and update all progress matrices
Pupil residual information arrives 
in school via LEA from National 
Consortium for Examination 
Results. 
LEA comparative analysis of Key 
Stage 3 and GCSE arrives.

Internal assessment data on Year 
Sand 10.

Trial GCSE examinations.

Teacher assessments for Key 
Stage 3.

Key Stage 3 results.

Analyse Key Stage 2 data and 
construct/compare school profile with 
national profile. 
Use new progress matrices to predict 
Key Stage 3 results. 
Analyse standardised test data to 
construct profile of pupil intake. 
Use Key Stage 2 and standardised 
test data to predict Key Stage 3 and 
GCSE results. 
Compare non-verbal and verbal 
reasoning scores.

Finalise Key Stage 3 and GCSE 
targets with governing body.

Conduct formal review of progress in Key Stage 3 and 
Key Stage 4 using-up-to date progress matrices. 
Construct historical review of progress. 
Conduct formal review of relative performance of 
subjects at GCSE.

Analyse trial examination results to assess progress 
towards targets.

Map teacher assessments onto Key Stage 3 test 
results at individual pupil level. Provisional analysis of 
Key Stage 3 results.

(DfES, 2002a)
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7 Methodology 

Introduction

The next chapter begins by confirming the aims and purpose of the study as outlined in Chapter 
1. The chapter examines the reasoning for the research design and includes a justification for the 
choice of a multi-case study as the research method. Additionally, the different philosophical 
views that underlie research paradigms are considered, positivism and non-positivism (Easterby 
-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, 1994a). The issues of objectivity, independence, validity, access, 
ethics and confidentiality are also reviewed. In the study, I established clear parameters for the 
data collection, focusing only on information relating to pupil performance, ensuring that the 
research remained purposeful and direct. The latter part of the chapter considers the 
methodology adopted and research undertaken followed by a literature review outlining the 
theoretical context of the study. The chapter closes with an examination of the criteria that were 
used to select the schools involved in the study, the development of the interview design and the 
analytical framework that was applied to the research data. In addition, the chapter describes the 
research that was undertaken in a range of educational settings in both the US and the UK.

Aim and purpose of study

As stated in Chapter 1 the aim of the thesis is to report the findings of an inter-national 
comparative analysis that researched how schools manage knowledge. The aim of the research 
was to establish, analyse and compare current practices in the management of pupil assessment 
data in public high schools in the UK and the US. The purpose of the research study was to 
achieve a greater awareness and understanding of how and why schools manage data in order to 
gain insights with a view to improving practice.

The most important research questions that formed the foundation of the research design were 
as follows.

• What pupil assessment data do schools gather?
• How and why is the assessment data produced?
• How and why is pupil assessment data analysed?
• What analysed assessment data do the schools use and what do they use it for?
• What analysed assessment data is disseminated and to whom?
• How is assessment data used to identify and support pupil-learning goals?
• How can the management of pupil assessment data be modelled?
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• What are the tensions, dilemmas, and paradoxes experienced by schools in their 
management of pupil assessment data?

The questions were chosen with the intention of investigating the pupil assessment data that 
each school acquired, and examining the reasoning behind each school's choice of assessments. 
The first two questions intended to specifically investigate the data that the schools gathered as 
well as the schools reasons and justifications for choosing certain external ability tests such as 
CATs and YELLIS. Moreover, the intention was to determine the reasons for the schools' choices 
of internally generated data for example, interim reports assessments, teacher assessments and 
benchmark data. The third, fourth and fifth questions were designed to examine the schools' 
reasoning behind their choice of data to analyse. In addition the questions aimed to investigate 
how the schools analysed the data, to what depth the analysis was undertaken and finally what, 
how, why and to whom the analysed data was disseminated. Specifically, I was interested in 
investigating which teachers and senior managers accessed the data and if the schools provided 
any instruction in the use and application of the data or if teachers were directed in using pupil 
assessment data in their decision making processes. The final three research questions were 
intended to gain an understanding of how effectively the schools used the data that was available 
to them with a particular emphasis on the schools' use of pupil assessment data in raising pupil 
attainment. Through establishing answers to how schools acquire and use pupil assessment data 
the intention was to gain an appreciation of the problems that schools faced in the effective 
management of data and from this develop a model which may be applied in other educational 
settings. The final question was intended to investigate any incidents school leaders, senior 
managers and teachers, encountered in their management of pupil assessment data. For 
example, any internal conflicts that may emerge from the assessment choices made by the 
schools and the level of expertise required to analyse and apply the assessments on a day to day 
basis.

Research Design

The research used a multi-case study design (Yin, 2000). The decision was in part influenced by 
Stake (2000) who suggests that case studies are generally considered to be epistemologically in 
harmony with a reader's experience. Hence, as I anticipated my potential audience would have 
educational backgrounds, their experience should provide a foundation that facilitated a 
comparison between the case study schools and the readers' own educational environment, 
which as outlined above and reiterated below, was a central focus of my study (Stake, 2000). In 
addition, I intended to establish an explicit research design with a logical sequence that
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connected the empirical data to the study's initial research questions and ultimately to its 
conclusions (Yin, 1994a).

I commenced my study with an analytical framework in mind and as outlined in Chapter 2, Choo's 
framework (Choo, 1998) has been significant in the way I have examined how schools manage 
assessment data. I chose to collect a range of data through interviews and document reviews 
framing each question used throughout the study, with a what, how, or why query? For example, 
How do use schools use data? Why do schools use data? How is the data used? What effect 
does the use of data have on pupil attainment? The use of these key questions has been 
significant throughout the entire process of gathering data, including but not limited to the 
interviews in the case study schools as well as the documentation reviews and their analysis as 
indicated in the analytical framework grid shown later in this chapter.

During the initial stages of my research, I found little evidence of an existing knowledge base of 
the management of pupil assessment data which made the development of theoretical 
statements that could guide my research method and processes difficult (Yin, 1994a). I 
subsequently elected to undertake a multi-case study that was exploratory and embedded (Yin, 
1994a). I choose to research six schools, three in the US and three in the UK. The schools were 
chosen applying Yin's (1994a) replication logic, that is, each school was selected for an explicit 
purpose supporting the overriding aim of the study. A key factor in choosing to draw upon Yin's 
(1994a) approach was the existence of a comparative element within the replication logic 
process. By following Yin's methodology a comparative intra-national and inter-national cross 
case analysis would result in the emergence of either a literal or theoretical replication pattern 
(Yin, 1994a). The former pattern occurs when the cases within a study predict similar results i.e. 
the intended replication of measured outcomes is achieved and the latter pattern occurs if the 
cases produce contrary results but for predictable reasons that is the intended replication does 
not produce comparable measurable outcomes (Yin, 1994a). If a literal replication emerges from 
my study then it may be possible to form a theoretical framework, developing into a means for 
generalising to future cases (Yin, 1994). However, if the conclusions arrived at are different and 
not replicated in each of the case study schools, then there will be a theoretical replication. In the 

instance of theoretical replication, it may be surmised that the production, analysis and use of 
pupil assessment data and the subsequent impact on pupil attainment may be effective in some 
schools but not in others. It should be noted however, that as a result of my chosen application of 

opportunity sampling (Wragg, 1994) and an element of convenience that was built into the 

sampling strategy, that opportunities for making generalisations would be limited. Nevertheless, I 

have attempted to minimise these limitations by choosing a range of schools in a variety of social 
settings and studying them in depth. As such, any issues that do emerge may be considered 
features of a wider population and therefore create a greater opportunity to generalise the
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findings. Furthermore, a multi-case study approach could provide an opportunity for analytical 
generalisation in which previously developed theory could be used as a template with which to 
compare the empirical results of the research (Yin, 1994).

In summary, a comparative multi-case study analysis of the management of pupil assessment 
data in schools in the US and the UK provides a number of advantages which also argue for the 
validity of the research findings and conclusions drawn from them. For example, multi-site cases 
could lead to a greater coverage or sample of potential variables in the types of pupil assessment 
data produced, when it is used, analysed and disseminated. These variables could exist within, 
as well as across the schools studied. The greater the number of common variables I establish 
the more likely that the findings will be convincing (Yin, 1994, 2000). Any conclusion formed from 
the analysis of similar findings collected from the case study schools may therefore lead to a 
generalisation, derived at by recognising the similarities of processes and issues in and out of 
context and by sensing the natural differences. Thus, the conclusions arrived at from such 
analyses could be extrapolated to other schools with similar contexts and could result in a wider 
potential interest and audience. It should be noted however that during the multi-case study I did 
meet with some significant challenges, for example, as indicated in Chapter 3 the differences 
between the US and UK educational systems can initially appear complex and difficult. The final 
challenge rested in the premise that if there were discrepancies to which answers could not be 
easily sought, there can be no replication pattern identified and the results would only be 
pertinent to individual case study schools and would have no implications within a wider setting.

Research paradigms

A central focus for my research design was to define a plan that would effectively answer my 
research questions. The intention was to establish what kind of evidence to gather, where from 
and how to interpret it. Whilst formulating my research design, in addition to considering the 
theories of Yin (2000) and Stake (2000) as outlined above, I deliberated the philosophical views 
that underlie the research paradigms, positivism and non-positivism (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe 
and Lowe, 1994a). Reviewing the two opposing paradigms and utilising my previous experience 
as an action researcher I decided to draw mainly from the non-positivism, phenomenological 
paradigm approach throughout my multi-case study. Applying this approach during my research 
was in part influenced by the phenomenological premise that reality is socially constructed rather 
than objectively determined and as such is given meaning by people (Easterby -Smith, Thorpe 
and Lowe, 1994a). Moreover, by choosing the phenomenological paradigm, I aimed to 
understand and explain how each school managed their pupil assessment data, rather than 
search for external causes and fundamental laws to explain each school's individual action. I 
have, nonetheless, also considered working in the positivist paradigm as I reflected on my role as
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researcher. Namely, I considered the positivist position relating to significant external sources of 
authority. For example I considered the control exerted and regulations imposed by the US and 
UK governments upon each of the case study schools involved in the study (Easterby -Smith, 
Thorpe and Lowe, 1994a). However I did chose to not adopt any assumptions, a feature of the 
positivist paradigm approach. For example I did not assume all of the case study schools already 
obtained and used pupil assessment data. Rather I aimed to question from a phenomenological 
perspective, investigating if the schools acquired data and how it was used (Easterby -Smith, 
Thorpe and Lowe, 1994a). Answering my research questions adequately required a particular 
approach that facilitated gathering in depth data from a range of staff. Consequently the design I 
chose was the best one for achieving the aim and answering the research questions. For 
example, a qualitative study approach provided opportunities to investigate the detail of practice 
within the schools, the complexity of influences upon it as well as the barriers school leaders, 
senior managers and teachers faced in obtaining, analysing and using pupil assessment data on 
a daily basis therefore, I decided to undertake a multi-case study. Such an approach required 
working with smaller samples and provided opportunities to gain an in depth understanding of 
each school's systems and procedures and the significance that teachers attached to their own 
and the school's actions. Nevertheless, by adopting a qualitative approach other difficulties had to 
be addressed. Interviews were time consuming and the subsequent interview comparison 

process between, not only the different schools but also the different countries, was complicated 
and challenging. In addition, because of the differences between the two education systems I had 
to utilise a complex analytical framework in order to secure useful and meaningful results 
(Easterby -Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, 1994). In summary, the phenomenology perspective offered 
greater opportunity for establishing and understanding school leaders; senior managers; and 
teachers' intentions and their interpretations of how schools actually make use of pupil 
assessment data (Easterby -Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, 1994a).

Finally, my choice of methodology has also been influenced by my experience as an assistant 
head and teacher. A school's structure at first glance may appear to adopt a bureaucratic 
hierarchical approach where authority is based on position, operating with formal rules. However, 
a more in-depth examination would suggest that many schools operate not as mechanistic 
organisations, which tend to be rigid in design and have strong bureaucratic qualities but as 

organic organisations that are inclined to be flexible in structure and adaptive to change (Bums 
and Stalker, 1961) with management often adapting a restricted collegia! approach (Bush, 1997). 
By adopting a multi-case study method, I was able to conduct in depth interviews and gather 

accounts of practice at a range of levels within the school, providing greater opportunity to gain 
an appreciation of each school's organisational structure. In addition I was able to analyse how 

school staff, to a lesser or greater extent, have influence in determining assessment policy even if 
only by the way they interpret and implement the school's systems and procedures. My expertise
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and the contextual understanding that comes from it gave me an opportunity to explore issues in 
depth and understand implications and unspoken influences on practice. However, I also had to 
consider that as a result of my experience and conditioning from working in similar educational 
environments to the case studies may have led to information being missed that might have been 
more obvious to another who was not as familiar with the case study setting.

Objectivity, independence and validity

Throughout my research I made every attempt to remain objective and independent of the data 
that I was recording. I aimed to answer my research questions by generating and analysing my 
case study results, demonstrating what truly occurs in the schools' production, analysis and use 
of pupil assessment data, eliminating or at least minimising the scope for my own personal 
judgement and therefore subjective bias. However, critics' claim that such an objectivity is not 
easily achieved (Eisner, 1991). Eisner argues to achieve what he terms 'ontological objectivity', 
the actual reality of what occurs in the school must be compared with the reality that is being 
represented in order to establish if there is consistency between the two. He continues that this 
comparison is not possible as knowledge can only be gained by following a procedure, that is 
'procedural objectivity', which excludes subjective influences and thereby gives direct access to 
the actual reality, that is, the truth. A contrary position is presented by Phillips (1992) claiming that 
Eisner's approach to relativism leaves the researcher in a position where reasonable judgements 
cannot be made between competing empirical claims. With this in mind, I endeavoured to remain 
autonomous, operating with the knowledge that my understanding and judgements of the truth of 
the data I was accumulating had been framed and reflected by my own experiences and 
conceptions (Scheffler, 1999). Using the concept of truth as suggested by Eisner (1991) should 
involve the understanding that what we regard as true depends upon shared frameworks of 
perception and understanding.

My own educational knowledge has been formed whilst working within the British school system. 
Of the philosophical approaches to knowledge, I have been predominantly influenced by the 
empiricist tradition of learning from experience and the pragmatic position of experimenting with 
ideas to obtain answers (Scheffler, 1999). As an educational practioner my awareness and 
understanding have resulted from actual transactions, a situative perspective to knowledge (see 
Chapter 2), as such, it is through social interactions that my expertise has been forged (Greeno et 
al, 1999). Through applying my knowledge I am confident that throughout my US and UK 
research, I have made informed judgements on whether beliefs are essentially sound. Moreover, 
throughout the study I have worked in the realisation that there are commonalities among cultures 
on which knowledge can be built (Scheffler, 1999).
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Employing a qualitative method also provided a stronger case for the validity of my research. 
Quantitative educational research has faced criticism and questions as to whether it accurately 
demonstrates what it claims to represent (Hammersley, 1984,1993). Moreover, critics suggest 
that quantitative research can often fail to take into account the very nature of human social life, 
the complex processes of interpretation and negotiation that do not have determinate outcomes 
(Hammersley, 1984, 1993). As such, by adopting a qualitative approach I have been able to 
explore how six schools and the teachers within them, in comparative settings in the US and 
Wales, acquire and use pupil assessment data in preference to setting out to test an explicit 
hypothesis.

Access, ethics and confidentiality

Having worked within British schools for ten years, I was conversant with the UK educational 
system but essentially unfamiliar with the intricacies of US system. Consequently, my research 
design had to provide opportunities to extend my knowledge and understanding of US 
educational processes, procedures and policies. I sought the participation of US schools and 
local boards of education but faced initial difficulties in gaining access. Schools were particularly 
reluctant to become involved claiming work pressures from recent changes to school 
accountability and assessment procedures through No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as well as citing 
a lack of clarity in my preliminary research proposal. I subsequently reviewed my plan and found 
some weaknesses in the presentation of my research methodology. Specifically, although I had 
disclosed the intention, procedures and purpose of my research, I had not entirely explained the 
potential risks and anticipated benefits to the schools that choose to become involved in the 
study. Therefore, potential participants found difficulty in making judgements that enabled them to 
provide informed consent. I addressed the problem by ensuring I provided full and complete 
information regarding the process of data gathering and the reporting of results, as well as 
reemphasising that participation was completely voluntary. I gave assurance that questions were 
welcomed and withdrawal from the research was possible at any time. Moreover, I expressed 
understanding towards disclosing sensitive information on the way the schools operated as well 
as reassuring respondents, who may be uncomfortable talking about colleagues, that no harm 
would result from the disclosure of such information. I emphasised that each participant, school 
and local school board would be anonymous and all data safeguarded in addition to coding all 
information from the research process. Subsequent to these amendments, I was successful in 
securing access to a range of schools and a variety of educational professionals in the US and 

Wales.
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Research Undertaken

In conjunction with developing a multi-case study design, I collected and analysed documentation 

gathered throughout the research process. Demographic and social statistics data were also 

obtained from Local Education Authorities (LEA) in Wales and School Boards in the US. As 
indicated previously, in order to extend my knowledge of the US educational system, I met with a 

range of educational professionals not associated with the case study schools. The meetings 

provided the opportunity to broaden my experience and working knowledge of the internal 
procedures of US schools. In addition, I was able to further understand the organisational 
structure of the schools, and the local and national boards of education. UK and US central and 

local educational publications presented a considerable range of information on past, current and 

future policy objectives. Government web sites and associated links in both countries provided a 

breadth and depth of information relating to national educational aims and critical reviews of 
existing strategy. In addition, educational journals and international educational press presented a 
rich source of opinion and debate regarding current educational issues including the use of 
assessment within schools. In summary, the information provided by the meetings, publications 
and documents described above, afforded supplementary details of the US and UK educational 

systems. However, I have elected not to report the analysed material on a document by 
document basis but rather to incorporate explanatory information within Chapters 2 to Chapter 6, 

citing specific documents wherever appropriate, as well as in the analysis of the case study 
schools in Chapter 8.

Literature Review

My literature search and subsequent review focused primarily on looking for evidence relating to 
how schools use and analyse the plethora of pupil assessment data that they now face on a daily 
basis. The scope of my literature review included a range of publications incorporating 
professional journals, books, government and corporate documents, educational media and the 
internet. However, as indicated above the management of pupil assessment data within schools 

did not provide an extensive body of research on which to draw. Consequently, I initially decided 

to review effective organisational literature to gain an understanding of how effective schools, 

functioning as organisations, may use pupil assessment data for school improvement. I therefore 

focused my preparatory reading upon successful organisations and the importance of information 
in overall organisational effectiveness and improvement.

Creemers (1997), argues that measurement of organisational effectiveness and success 
necessitates creating standards against which indicators of performance can be set. In schools, 

effectiveness is typically measured against set educational goals with an emphasis on the
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importance of having multiple outcomes as measurement criteria (Creemers, 1997). During the 
literature search it emerged that attention was given to the relationship between school 
effectiveness and school improvement (Reynolds et al 1997; Mortimore, 1991; Stoll and Fink,
1996). In some instances distinctions were plainly drawn between the two paradigms (Reynolds 
et al 1997; Mortimore, 1991; Stoll and Fink, 1996) although there were indications that recent 
government driven school improvement practice was drawing on school effectiveness theory 
(James and Connolly, 2000). As such, my literature search extended to seek and review 
evidence of interfacing school improvement and school effectiveness from a range of sources 
including but not limited to corporation publications as well as government policy and statutory 
documents (National Assembly for Wales, 2005; National College of School leadership, 2005; 
DfES, 2002a; Alliance for Childhood, 2001; The College Board, 2003; US Department of 
Education, 2005b).

Of further note within the literature were strong arguments that the school classroom should be 
the central focus for school effectiveness (Black et al, 2005; Reynolds et al, 1997). Moreover, 
Hopkins et al (1994) make a case for the use of classroom generated pupil assessment data in 
measuring school effectiveness. That is for schools to be effective they should combine 
managerial decision making processes with enquiry and reflection directed by an ordered 
collection, analysis and use of classroom performance data (Hopkins et al, 1994). However, 
elsewhere concerns were expressed (Black et al, 2005; Black, 1999; Hopkins et al, 1997) that 
classroom practioners are not proficient or familiar enough with school effectiveness knowledge 
to develop criteria with which to measure success (Black et al, 2005; Black, 1999; Creemers,
1997). Moreover, classroom practitioners are unlikely to develop the required knowledge as 
school effectiveness studies have not generally focused on developing good practice having 
tended to concentrate upon the result of being an effective school rather than on the process of 
how the success is achieved (Reynolds et al, 1997). Consequently, limited opportunity has 
existed to develop classroom practioners' knowledge and skills in school effectiveness theory and 
associated practices (James and Connolly, 2000).

The availability of documents and access to web sites through the Internet greatly enhanced the 
breadth and depth of information that was gathered. I took particular care in ensuring that web 
sites and information they contained were reliable and valid, seeking refereed articles and papers 
wherever possible. The internet and e-journals were particularly useful in the search for 
assessment information from government policy and statutory requirements in both the US and 
the UK (Popham, 2005; Quality Counts, 2003). The search showed that there is considerable 
debate regarding the generation of pupil assessment data both by the schools themselves and 
through state or government testing directives in the US and the UK (Education Week, 2003; 
Guskey, 2003, 2005; Hursh, 2005; Leahy et al 2005; Sheppard, 2000). In addition, within the
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literature particular attention was given to the matter of supporting instruction with assessment for 
learning rather than assessment of learning (Assessment reform group 1999; Black et al 2004; 
Black and Wiliam 1998; DfES, 2002a; Leahy et al, 2005; National College of School leadership, 
2005).

A further subject that featured within much of the UK and US literature, including professional 
journals and newspapers, was the issue of school accountability and school improvement 
(Elmore, 2002; Phillips, 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b; Mathews, 2004). In the US the literature 
focused mainly upon on the economic and political consequences of No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) and the increase in statutory high-stakes assessment as outlined in Chapter 5 and 
Chapter 6 (Amrein, and Berliner, 2002; Alliance for Childhood, 2001; Hursh, 2005; Wiliam, 2004). 
Notably, Popham (2005) and Scherer (2005) suggest that high-stakes testing has come to 
dominate assessment within schools on a global perspective. Wiliam (2004), specifically explores 
and compares high-stakes assessment in the UK and the US. He considers the US as using 
high-stakes assessments for the measurement of pupils, teachers and schools, whereas he 
argues in the UK, high-stakes assessment is predominately used to evaluate teachers (Wiliam, 
2004). Although, a significant amount of literature related to assessment within schools it was 
evident that little had been written about the effective use of pupil assessment data, however, 
there were some sources on which to draw in establishing a context for the study. Namely, James 
and Connolly (2000) discuss how schools, through increasing the production of pupil assessment 
data in a comprehensive and systematic manner, can improve pupil achievement and become 
more effective organisations. Nonetheless, little research has focused on how educational 
institutions as organisations are to adapt and change in order to effectively utilise pupil 
assessment data for sustained improvement (Stoll and Fink 1996; Joyce, et al 1999). In 
summary, despite a thorough investigation using a range of methods, I was unable to obtain any 
really substantial evidence that schools and specifically all teachers within schools engage 
extensively in sharing good practice or have direct and open access to guidelines on the effective 
management and use of pupil assessment data.

Preliminary Research

As outlined above, my initial field research extended my knowledge and understanding of the US 
education system. The preliminary research meetings helped establish which US organisations, 
departments and personnel had responsibilities for educational standards and accountability. In 
addition, the initial preliminary meetings and interviews provided an insight into the educational 
practice, views, opinions and judgements of a range of professionals who were actively working 
within the US educational system. The preliminary research included the following meetings and 

interviews.
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Interviews with superintendents of education of New York State Boards of Co-operative 

Education Services (BOCES) in three different counties in September and October 2003. 

The information gathered during these meetings extended my knowledge and 

understanding of local, state and federal government responsibilities within the New York 

State educational system. I gathered information on the structure of the school systems 

as well as their overriding educational aims and objectives. In addition I was able to 

explore the different New York State BOCES assessment and accountability 

responsibilities and the funding arrangements for their school systems. 

Interviews with office personnel at New York State BOCES in November 2003. From 

these interviews I was able to gather information relating to schools' operational 

procedures, including but not limited to the exchange of pupil data. For example the 

systems and processes used by schools to exchange pastoral and pupil assessment 

data, not only between schools in the same district but also between schools in different 

districts and in different states. In addition, I was able to gather data on the training and 

licensing requirements of teachers.

Interviews with the Assistant Dean of Education at a university in New York State in 

September 2003. Throughout a series of interviews I gathered information on the details 

of local, state and federal government policies. Additionally, I was able to investigate the 

current teaching practice that is taught in a US university and also explore the history of 

the US education system.

An interview with a high school teacher in a US high school in September 2003. In this 

meeting I gathered information on the management and organisation of a high school 

with particular reference to the production, management, analysis and use of pupil 

assessment data.

Interview with a middle school teachers assistant in a US high school in September 2003. 

This discussion provided an additional perspective to the US educational system. I 

collected details about the organisation and management of the school with particular 

regard to the day to day operation of the school.

Attended a multi district conference for substitute teachers, who are usually referred to as 

supply teachers in the UK. Through attending the conference, I gained a deeper 

understanding of daily school procedures as well as knowledge of the different 

employment regulations that each school district adopts. I also acquired an appreciation 

of teachers' knowledge of local, state and federal government requirements for pupil 

assessment and school accountability.

I visited 11 schools in New York State and Ohio State, where I met with teachers and 

pupils. These visits extended my knowledge of how US schools are structured and 

organised, provided the opportunity to observe lessons, and talk with pupils.
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Throughout the interviews, meetings and visits I documented each conversation and took detailed 
open-ended notes for future reference (Faulkner et al, 1994). In each different school district 
there were distinctive policy initiatives relating to a number of different educational matters 
including the approach to the implementation of NCLB and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

Criteria used for school selection

I selected six schools for the case study, three in the US and three in Wales. In finalising my 
criteria of matching schools for both a comparative intra-national and inter-national cross case 
analysis, I focused on the location of the school, its size, and the type of community it served. The 
criteria that I set were as follows.

1. Each school involved in the study must be from a different LEA in Wales and different 
School Districts in the US. I chose this criterion to highlight any differences that may exist 
between LEAs in the UK and school boards in the US on how the schools were directed 
on the acquisition and use of their pupil assessment data.

2. The study must include schools of different sizes and each school must be comparable to 
one school of similar size in the other country. I chose this criterion to facilitate a fair 
comparison between schools in the inter-national analysis.

3. Within the study there must be a range of socio-economic and demographic areas. I 
chose this criterion to ensure that a variety of different schools were considered and, 
similarly to criterion 2, that a fair comparison could be undertaken in the inter-national 
analysis.

4. Finally, each school involved it the study must comply with LEA or state school boards as 
well as abide by statutory requirements.

It was on this basis that the schools were approached and permission granted to conduct 
research and interview teachers. Figure 7.1 (see page 123) illustrates how the schools were 
matched following the above criteria:

In selecting the different schools I devised a method of abbreviation for each school in order to 
immediately identify which school was been reported upon and to clarify whether it was in the UK 
or the US. Figure 7.2 (see page 123) illustrates the abbreviations used.
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Figure 7.1 A diagrammatic representation of the match of the case study schools in the US and 

the UK.

Schools

United States

Case study 1

Case study 2

Case study 3

Education
board

Ohio

Ohio

New York

Description of school

Predominantly a middle

class area with few
pupils from poorer
backgrounds. Mostly a

Caucasian school
population of 669 pupils,
Grades 9-12.

A mixed race school
with a large pupil
population of 2043
pupils, Grades 8-12.

An economically mixed
mainly Caucasian
catchment area where
most parents are in
employment with a full

range of professions. A
pupil population of 874
pupils, Grades 9-1 2.

Schools
United

Kingdom

Case study 4

Case study 5

Case study 6

Local Authority

Newport
Borough

Cardiff County

Neath and Port
Talbot

Description of school

Predominantly a middle
class area with some

pupils from poorer
backgrounds. A mainly
Caucasian school
population of 1500 pupils,
Years 7-1 3.

A mixed race school
1500 pupils, Years 7-13.

An economically mixed
mostly Caucasian
catchment area most
parents in employment
with a full range of
professions 822 pupils,
Years 7-11.

Figure 7.2 Abbreviations used to identify the case study schools in the US and the UK.

Country

United States

United States

United States

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

Schools

Case study 1

Case study 2

Case study 3

Case study 4

Case study 5

Case study 6

Abbreviation

US1
US2

US3

UK1

UK2

UK3

Criteria used for interview selection

Within each case study school I gathered information on how different sectors of the school 

managed and used pupil assessment data, for example, classroom teachers, subject 

departments, school office staff and school leaders. I attempted to avoid sampling bias by 

selecting a range of teachers systematically and with clear intent (Hammersley, 1984, 1993;
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Stake, 2000). Therefore, to obtain data that was not unrealistic and predictable I elected to avoid 
interviewing 'helpful' teachers or teachers from similar teams, thus selecting personnel from 
different curriculum areas, with a range of managerial responsibilities. The participants included 
teachers who were new to the profession with few responsibilities beyond the teaching of their 
classes as well as teachers who were responsible for entire departments (Meyerson and Martin, 

1997). Within most of the schools, I was fortunate to be able to have open access to interview 
teachers. However, in US3 my access was limited and I note this will result in some areas of 
unrepresentativeness. The interviews were conducted in private, either in an office specifically 
designated for my use throughout the research process or in participants' own offices or 
classroom. Each interview with the exception of two in Wales were conducted freely and without 
interruption (in UK3, one interview was interrupted for two to three minutes and in UK1 one 
interview was interrupted for 10 minutes). The interview design was piloted with a high school 
teacher who was not associated with any of the case study schools involved in the study and 
some questions were modified accordingly. In addition, the pilot interview provided guidance on 
the length of time required for each interview and subsequently assisted in the process of 
planning for each of the school visits. The scheduling of the interviews was of particular 
importance as many of the participants had teaching commitments throughout the school day 
which needed to be taken into consideration. During the interviews I paid careful attention to 
ensuring that I provided a full explanation of the purpose of the study and the interviews and 
reiterated absolute confidentiality (Wragg, 1994). All information gathered was security coded and 
interviews were taped and later transcribed. Due to the confines of the study as outlined above, 
there was a limit imposed upon the number of teachers that could be interviewed, therefore the 
presented data is an account only of the actual research undertaken. However, careful 
consideration was given to the selection of the interviewees to ensure a balanced representation 
of staff employed at the schools. As such, a cross-section of staff were selected for interview to 
create a rich picture (Geertz, 1973) in order to produce an authentic account (Denzin, 2000; 
Denzin and Lincoln, 2003) of practice and to ensure that each sector of the school involved in the 
production, management and use of pupil assessment data was represented. The teachers 
interviewed were replicated in each school to assist with both the intra-national and inter-national 
cross case analysis and included senior managers, classroom teachers, non-teaching support 
staff, and technical specialists. Specifically, the following range of interviews were conducted. 
In the United States:

• interviews with the principal or deputy principal of the schools

• interviews with middle management (assistant principals, sectional team leaders, 
department chairs)

• interviews with teaching staff
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• an interview with the school personnel responsible for collecting and correlating pupil 

assessment data

• interviews with technical support staff.

In Wales:

• interviews with the head teacher or deputy head teacher of the schools

• interviews with middle management (sectional team leaders, heads of departments)

• interviews with teaching staff

• an interview with school personnel for collecting and correlating pupil assessment data

• interviews with technical support staff.

All of the interviews in each of the case study schools followed the same design and question 
format.

Case study schools - Data Collection 

Collection of data using interviews

The interviews used to gather information used a semi structured schedule and provided 

participants with the opportunity to give detailed responses to each question. As outlined above, I 

did consider alternative research methods such as questionnaires which would have enabled the 

canvassing of a greater number of staff than the interview process. However, I was concerned 

questionnaires could have resulted in fewer personalised experiences and less detailed 

information. Moreover, as the production and use of pupil assessment data is generated from a 

significant number of internal and external sources, through direct contact with interviewees I was 

able to gather specific and clear details on each assessment process. In addition, interviews 

afforded teachers with an opportunity to freely express themselves, and as I was able to assure 

absolute confidentiality and anonymity for the school and teachers, interviewees were 

comfortable in providing in depth and detailed responses (Wragg, 1994). Throughout the 

interviews, I utilised my skills and expertise as an experienced and effective manager developed 

within an educational setting whilst an assistant head. By applying my judgements and 

interpersonal skills I was able to develop a rapport that encouraged participants to relax, feel 

confident and comfortable whilst furnishing detailed information. I used a combination of question 

types and started with factual queries, partial agreement questions, and open questions were 

introduced at the closing stages of the interview to enable interviewees the opportunity to express 

personal opinions. As each interview progressed I was discerning in selecting which aspects of
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the information given by the interviewees, required greater definition and further concentrated 
scrutiny (Gomm and Woods, 1993). I paid particular attention to situations that arose where my 
own past experiences provided limited understanding and created what Agar (1986) referred to 
as 'breakdowns' in the research process. Each of the breakdowns I encountered occurred in the 
US case study schools and related to the use of colloquial terms or the complex finer details of 
US educational policy and legislation. I was however, able to overcome issues as they arose, 
working with interviewees in clarifying particular educational terms used in the US, as well as 
drawing on information gained during the preliminary interviews and meetings. As such, I 
acquired an insight into cultural differences and gained an in depth understanding of the 
educational systems. Respondents were contacted by email when there was lack of clarity in their 
replies.

Interview Design

The interviews were designed with three categories of questions. Firstly an introductory section 
established the interviewee's role within the school and their involvement in the management of 
pupil assessment data. The second category established the interviewee's understanding of pupil 
assessment data, how they used it and how they perceived it was used within the school. The 
third category provided interviewees with the chance to express their own personal views on both 
internal and external assessment procedures. In addition the section was used to determine 
participants understanding of current local, state and government assessment and accountability 
policies and practice.

I carried out field research in the US between the months of October 2003 and January 2004 and 
in Wales in July and August 2004. All interviews were conducted at the schools, taped and 
transcribed for analysis. The schools and personnel involved will remain anonymous.

Collection and analysis of government, state, and school documents

In addition to the gathering of data through interviews I collected and analysed a range of 
documentation from each case study school. The extensive range of material provided a rich and 
valuable supplementary resource to the interviews and educational visits. My selection of 
documentation from the schools was determined by both a requirement to obtain an 
understanding and knowledge of how each school operated as well as seeking to answer my 
research questions. As such, I collected a variety of documents relating to school organisation, 
assessment procedures, and the acquisition and use of pupil assessment data. The list of 
documents included but was not limited to:
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• school policy statements

• school plans

• Government policy statements and guidance

• State policy statements and guidance

• school prospectuses

• Local Education Authority reports and publications

• US state content standards

• National Curriculum programmes of study

• schemes of work

• minutes of meetings

• school pro formas

• National pro formas

• school test data results

• school computer formats

• internet grade reporting reports

• tables of pupil assessment data

• tables of value added data

• reports of pupils' pastoral data.

Much of the case study school documentation within both the US and UK, was derived and 
directed by federal and state requirements in the US and by Local Education Authorities (LEA) 

and the government in the UK as outlined in Chapter 3. Throughout the document review it 

became evident that each case study school had documented assessment policies but there 

were no polices written specifically for the management of pupil assessment data. As I was not 

seeking to create and analyse numerical comparison between the case study schools I elected 

not to categorise the documents. However, similarly to the preliminary interviews, I made open- 

ended notes producing qualitative information to support the data gathered from the interviews 

(Faulkner et al, 1994).
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Analytical framework applied

I classified and categorised the analysis of the interviews and documents using the following 
stages in the sequence of data management as used by Dunning and James (2002) which is 
grounded in Choo's work on knowledge management in organisations (1998): data production; 
data collection/acquisition; data analysis and interpretation; use of analysed data; and 
dissemination of analysed data. The analytical framework for data management, outlined in the 
grid below, was used to map the strategies and systems that emerged from the research. I wrote 
a case study for each school and undertook intra-national and inter-national cross case analysis.

Figure 7.3 Analytical framework for data management

Data Management sequences

Data Production 
Data collection/acquisition
Data analysis and interpretation

Use of analysed data 
Dissemination of analysed data

What?

What data is analysed and 
interpreted?
What data is produced? 
What data is 
collected/acquired?
What analysed data is used? 
What analysed data is 
disseminated/shared?

How? - including when and 
where?

How is the data analysed and 
interpreted?
How is it produced? 
How is it collected/acquired?

How is the analysed data used? 
How is the analysed data 
disseminated/shared?

Why?

Why is the data analysed and 
interpreted?
Why is it produced? 
Why is it collected/acquired?

Why is the analysed data used? 
Why is the analysed data 
disseminated/shared?

The range of preliminary interviews and meetings, case study interviews and analysed 
documents provided a rich source of information of how the schools acquired, analysed, 
disseminated and used pupil assessment data. An assortment of different systems and 
processes were uncovered with many commonalities identified. Throughout the research process 
modifications had to be made to the research design as outlined previously which proved to be a 
productive process and assisted in gaining access to a diverse mix of educational professionals 
and establishments.

Interview analysis

I undertook a systematic analysis of the interview data, adopting a similar approach to Easterby, 
Thorpe and Lowe (1994). The process involved several stages of analysis.

• In the first stage of the analysis I re-read the transcripts generating some initial ideas in 
addition to making notes of any arising issue. I drew on my field notes refreshing my

128



understanding of the respondent's attitude to the interviews and how they perceived their 
own role within the schools.

• In the second stage I reflected on the data that I had obtained. Taking time to place the 
different school systems into context, and considering the influences that government 
policy had exerted on the schools and their management of pupil assessment data.

• Thirdly, I attempted to identifying a number of different issues that had emerged, receding 
data as required. At this stage the quantity of rich data was considerable and in some 
instances overwhelming. I found particular difficulty in directly comparing the two 
countries' educational systems and this was not helped by the differences in educational 
terminology. However, by utilising the analytical framework that I had elected to adopt the 
data became more manageable and straightforward to interpret.

• As the evidence became clearer I was able to link the empirical data to the concepts and 
processes identified within the literature.

The process of analysis enabled me to review and examine the information I had gathered and 
commence with the identification and formulation of some key themes and issues.

Infra-national and inter-national cross case analysis

In undertaking the cross case analysis I examined the information that had been gathered during 
the interviews in an aim to answer the initial aims and purpose of the study. Initially, by utilising 
the analytical framework I applied the model illustrated in 7.4 (see page 130) for analysis of the 
interview data.

Stage 1 examined the interview data that had been gathered in the three US case study schools, 
followed by an analysis of the data to identify any common factors and comparisons in stage 2.1 
repeated the process for the three UK case study schools in stage 3 and stage 4. During the 
process I applied the analytical framework outlined in Figure 7.3 recording the information in 
individual grids for each case study school as illustrated in Figure 7.5 (see page 131).
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Figure 7.4 Model for the intra-national and inter-national cross case analysis

Intra-national analysis

Stage 1

Examine research data

Stage 2

Analyse research data

US1 

US2 

US3

{— Identify common factors and differences

Stage 3

Examine research data

Stage 4

Analyse research data

UK1 
UK2 

UK3

{— Identify common factors and differences

Inter-national analysis

Stage 5
Analyse UK and US research data and identify overriding common factors and or comparisons

US1 

US2 
US3

{— Identify common factors and differences —}
UK1 

UK2 

UK3

The grid was a useful tool in mapping the strategies and systems that emerged from the 

research. On completion of each of the case study school grids I added additional information 

from the preliminary interviews as well as information from government, state, and school 

documents that I had gathered. Following the completion of analysis of each of the case study 

school grids I continued to use the analytical framework shown in Figure 7.3 but modified the grid 

format to enable the identification of common factors and differences that had became apparent 

in the first set of case study school grids as shown in the example in Figure 7.6 (see page 132).
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Figure 7.5 Analytical framework for data management in case study school US1

Data production Stanford Achievement test.

Data collection/ 

Acquisition

An achievement test undertaken in 

conjunction with the Otis Lennon Writing 
competency test.

Stanford Achievement test provided an 

indication of pupil performance in

• Reading

• Mathematics

• Language

• Spelling

• Study skills

• Science

• Social Sciences

• Listening

Pupils did not have any time constraints 

imposed when undertaking the Stanford 

achievement test.

At the time of interview the tests were 

administered in each school within the 

district. However, from the start of the 

academic year 2004-2005, they will be 

replaced by the State Achievement and 

Diagnostic tests.

The Stanford achievement test will become 

an optional test for parents who wish to 

continue testing in Grade 3, 5 and 7. Parents 

will be advised by the school district how to 

register their child for the test which will be 

administered on a Saturday in February at a 

local designated testing centre.

The test will remain mandatory for Grade 2 

and will continue to be administered by the 

school district.

At the time of interview all Grade 2 and 

3 pupils in the elementary school, 

Grade 5 pupils in the intermediate 

school and Grade 7 pupils in the middle 

school undertook the test at a level 

appropriate for their grade. Tests were 

administered in homeroom classes. 

Regular lesson schedules were 

suspended for the duration of the tests.

Completed test papers were sent off 

site for marking and data results were 

returned to the relevant school within 

the school district. Test data was stored 

electronically.

The test was administered in March.

The Stanford achievement test data 

was used to establish pupil 

achievement in Grades 2, 3, 5 and 7.

The analysed test results provided a 

comparison of pupil achievement both 

within the school and with pupils from 

different schools.

Comparison was made between the 

test results of pupils within the same 

grade. Each grade was composed of 

pupils of different ages as the school, or 

parents, can retain pupils in a grade for 

more than one year. There were 

several reasons for retention, for 

example, failure by a pupil to achieve 

the required academic level to progress 

to the next grade or they had had a 

prolonged absence from school.

The Stanford achievement tests had 

been administered for many years and 

test preparation played a significant role 

within the school curriculum.
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Figure 7.6 Example of the analytical framework for data management for the three UK case study 

schools

Data Produced Common factors and/or differences

What data is 
produced? 
Who
produces the 
data? 
How is the 
data used?

Key stage 2 SATs 
(being phased 
out)

All three schools are similar in regards the amount of data stored. There are differences in the way that

the data is transferred from the primaries.
In UK1 the team does not use the test results to any great extent.
In UK3 there are problems regarding the electronic transfer of data. Often data is transferred on disk and
can be lost or delayed in reaching the secondary school. UK2 is the only school that uses the raw
scores, effort has been put in to ensure that each of the associate primaries provide more extensive
data.
Similarities - UK1 and UK3 do not use the data to any great extent so little emphasis is placed on
collecting it efficiently.
Difference - UK2 relies heavily upon the data for establishing Year 7 class sets.
Comment - Do UK1 and UK3 not use data as it is not deemed reliable and valid? What will UK2 do after
the SATs have been phased out?

The next stage of the analysis was to compare each school using a selection of categories that I 
had previously chosen to describe the schools chosen for the multi case study. In describing the 
schools I aimed to categorise information in a manner that portrayed not only the demographics 
of the school but also the schools' ethos and culture. Through acquiring a pragmatic 
understanding of each school and placing the school in context, I gained an appreciation of each 
schools' motives in their choice of tests and assessments. In addition, through an awareness of 
the schools' setting and culture the reader could gain a deeper understanding of the rationale 
behind the schools' management and use of pupil assessment data. In establishing a background 
for each school I aimed to relate the case study analysis data to my initial aims and purpose of 
the study as outlined in Chapter 1 and previously in this chapter. The categories I elected to use 
provided an assortment of information that ranged from the relationship and contact parents had 
with the school to the emphasis each school placed on providing text books and uniforms. For 
example, a schools' choice of how pupil assessment data is managed may be influenced by the 
pastoral organisation within the school. Furthermore, a schools' ability to adopt good practice 
demonstrated in another school could depend on each schools' specific location. For example, 
the provision of extracurricular activities could be influenced by the ease with which pupils are 
able to secure transport home after normal school hours. In the selection of categories 
boundaries were placed around the data collection to ensure that the aims and validity of the 
study were maintained. As such, the categories I chose and the reasons for their inclusion were 
as follows:
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• school organisation - this category was included as in some schools pupil assessment 
data was predominately managed through the pastoral system and in others through the 
curriculum system

• school hours - during the study it emerged that the timing of the school day sometimes 
had an impact on teachers' management of assessment procedures including the 
utilisation of electronic assessment and attendance programmes

• attendance and punctuality - this category was chosen as the study showed that in some 
schools pupils academic grades could be adversely affected by a pupil's attendance and 
punctuality record

• school curriculum - I chose to include this category as I considered an understanding of 
the curriculum important in understanding assessment practice

• text books and equipment - the schools varied in their provision of essential books and 
equipment which had the potential to impact upon pupil achievement

• homework - this category was included as some schools use of homework grades had 
the potential to affect a pupils overall assessment

• parents and the school - in some schools parental involvement and support had an 
impact upon pupils access to extracurricular activities including additional academic 
tuition

• pastoral care -1 chose to include this category as during the study it emerged that each 
school provided a range of pastoral support which had the potential to influence pupils 
attainment as well as the management of pupil assessment data

• school uniform - this category was included to emphasis the differences between the 
school cultures and ethos for example what was considered important and necessary

• school meals - as with school uniform this category was chosen to emphasis the 
differences between the school cultures and ethos

• travel - pupils' access to additional classes after normal school hours had the potential to 
impact upon pupil attainment.

The penultimate stage involved the inter-national comparison of the six case study schools using 
a grid similar to the example illustrated in Figure 7.6. The findings are presented in Chapters 8 
and 9. Chapter 8 describes each of the six case study schools and reports on how each of the 
schools acquired, analysed and used their pupil assessment data. Chapter 9 outlines and 
compares each school's management of pupil assessment data in three distinct sections. The 
first two sections draw on the information identified from the two intra-national cross case 
analyses. The third section of Chapter 9 outlines the data findings from the inter-national cross 

case analysis. The final stage of the analysis involved reporting the research data using tables to
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highlight the different types of assessment that are undertaken in each school. An in depth review 
of the different assessments followed.

Concluding comments

In summary, I have undertaken a comparative case study investigation of schools in different 
settings using a qualitative method to investigate schools' management of pupil assessment data. 
Through the case study investigation I aim to establish, analyse and compare current practices of 
the management of pupil assessment data in schools in Wales and the US. The following chapter 
addresses the findings resulting from the research undertaken. The chapter provides 'factual' 
information about each school and its pupil assessment data management procedures.
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8 Case Study Analysis 

Introduction

The following chapter describes each of the six case study schools and reports on how each of 
the schools managed their pupil assessment data. The chapter draws from not only the 
interviews but also from the preliminary meetings, the literature search and the documents that 
were gathered throughout the research process. During the study, I regularly reviewed the 
information gathered identifying any recurring themes as they arose. All the information was 
managed in a systematic manner using the analytical framework for data management, as 
outlined in Chapter 7. At the completion of each meeting and interview recorded tapes were 
immediately transcribed and additional notes were catalogued to ensure that information was 
documented as accurately as possible. In describing the schools that were chosen for the multi 
case study, I aimed to categorise information in a manner that portrayed not only the 
demographics of the school but also the school's ethos and culture. By acquiring a pragmatic 
understanding of each school and placing the school in context, I gained an appreciation of each 
school's motives in their choice of tests and assessments.

The categories I have used and the reasons for their selection were explained in Chapter 7 and 
as a reminder to the reader have been repeated below:

• school organisation

• school hours

• attendance and punctuality

• school curriculum

• text books and equipment

• homework

• parents and the school

• pastoral care

• school uniform

• school meals

• travel.

In establishing a background for each school, I intended to relate the case study analysis data to 
my initial aims and purpose of the study outlined in Chapter 1 and Chapter 7.
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Schools involved in the multi-case study

Six schools were involved in the research, three in the US and three in Wales. Each of the 
schools in Wales was under the direction of a Local Education Authorities (LEA) and in the US 

the schools were managed by district school boards. Pupils ranged from 11-19 years of age and 

each school was attended by both boys and girls.

As outlined in Chapter 7 the case study schools were as follows.

• Case study 1 (US1) - Ohio State US. Predominantly a middle class area with few pupils 
from poorer backgrounds. Mostly a Caucasian school with 669 pupils enrolled in Grades 

9-12.
• Case study 2 (US2) - Ohio State US. A mixed race school with 2043 pupils enrolled in 

Grades 8-12.
• Case study 3 (US3) - New York State US. An economically mixed mainly Caucasian 

catchment area where most parents were in employment with a full range of professions. 
The school had 874 pupils enrolled in Grades 9-12.

• Case study 4 (UK1) - Wales. Predominantly a middle class area with some pupils from 
poorer backgrounds. A mainly Caucasian school with 1500 pupils enrolled in Years 7-13.

• Case study 5 (UK2) -Wales. A mixed race school with 1500 pupils enrolled in Years 7- 
13.

• Case study 6 (UK3) - Wales. An economically mixed mostly Caucasian catchment area 
most parents in employment with a full range of professions. The school had 822 pupils 
enrolled in Years 7-11.

Throughout the case study analysis I have elected to include all of the pupil assessment data that 

was used within the case study schools even when the data was generated by a preceding 
school, for example, in the UK Key Stage 2 assessments and in the US statutory State tests. It 
should also be noted that a significant number of assessments were administered in more than 

one of the schools in both the US and the UK. For example, pupils in all three US case study 
schools undertook College Board Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) and American College Tests 

(ACT) and in the UK all three schools administered National Tests during Key Stage 3. As such, 
although each case study analysis lists all of the assessments undertaken in each school, the 

precise details of the assessments have only been reported upon once. As outlined in Chapter 4, 

at the time of data collection the current procedures for National Tests and assessments were 

under review in Wales.
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As a further reminder to the reader I have outlined again how the analysis of the document 
research and interview evidence had been classified and categorised according to the following 
stages in the sequence of data management also outlined in Chapter 7:

• data production

• data collection/acquisition

• data analysis and interpretation

• use of analysed data

• dissemination of analysed data.

The chapter commences with a description of US1 and the analysis of the assessment 
procedures that were undertaken, and proceeds to a documentation of the case study findings for 
each of the six schools. The analysis focuses upon documenting how, when and where pupil 
assessment data was acquired, as well as how and why the data was analysed, interpreted and 
used. In each of the case study schools there were informal and sometimes brief discussions with 
a range of teachers together with information gathered from a number of formally arranged 
interviews. The interviews were conducted in either a classroom or in a private office that was 
made available for my use whilst at the schools.

United States school 1

US1 was a non-denominational school in Ohio State, drawing from a catchment of mainly 
Caucasian middle class families. Ninety-seven point six percent of the school district population 
was recorded as white in the year 2003-2004 (Ohio State Education Board, 2004). Few pupils 
were from low income families with less than 10 pupils being recorded as economically 
disadvantaged for 2003-2004 (Ohio State Education Board, 2004). There were approximately 
1969 pupils in the school district which comprises one high school, one middle school, one 
intermediate school and one elementary school. There were 669 pupils in the high school 
(Grades 9-12) and 240 in the middle school (Grade 7 and 8). The high school and middle school 
were located on the same site with adjoining buildings sharing some classroom accommodation. 
Pupils were granted admission to the school if they resided within the school district. Each case 
study school in the US was led and managed by a school principal supported by assistant 
principals and guidance councillors. There were five homeroom classes (see Chapter 3) of 24 

pupils for each grade.
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School organisation

Pupils were allocated homerooms when they join middle school according to the first letter of their 
last name and remain in the same group for their entire school career. Where possible, pupils 
with special educational needs (SEN) were integrated into mainstream classes and support was 
provided by internal and external specialists. From Grade 6, pupils were able to choose their 
subject options and in Grade 8 pupils meet with their high school councillor to draft a four-year 
high school plan. Each pupil must ensure that by the end of Year 12 they have accumulated full 
credit requirements for graduation as outlined in Chapter 3. There was setting on the basis of 
ability for all academic subjects and more able pupils were able to accumulate high school credits 
from Year 8 by attending high school classes whilst still in middle school. As with the homeroom 
allocation, guidance councillors were responsible for pupils throughout each grade according to 
the first letter of a pupil's last name.

School hours

The school day begins for pupils with homeroom registration at 7:30 a.m. and ends at 2:30 p.m. 
Daily school announcements were made by a pupil news team through television broadcasts 
transmitted to each classroom, teaching area and office during morning registration. There was a 
three minute break between each lesson and school lunches were provided in three settings of 
35 minutes each starting at 10:35 a.m.

Attendance and punctuality

Attendance was a legal requirement for all of the case study schools in the US. Pupils must 
obtain written permission from their teachers and guidance councillor for any planned absence 
during term time. Parents were required to inform the school when a pupil was late or absent, 
although no written note of explanation was required on their return. If a pupil was absent or late 
and the school had not been informed, parents were contacted during the morning session. 
Persistent non-attendance was referred to the school district office, Judge of the Juvenile Court or 
The Department of Social Services. Lateness to school and classes, often referred to as 
tardiness, was not tolerated and any pupil who repeatedly offends may be prevented from 
earning full class credits.

School Curriculum

As outlined in Chapter 3, an academic year was composed of two semesters. Pupils' daily 
schedules change each semester according to their choice of subjects. Throughout the semester 
the school operates on a daily timetable, that is, a pupil follows the same lesson pattern every 
day. The school adheres to Ohio States academic content standards and graduation 
requirements. In addition to taking courses required to acquire the specified number of credits for
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graduation, (see Chapter 3) pupils may also elect a number of subjects of their own choice. 

Pupils were streamed according to ability in some subjects whilst option groups were generally 

mixed ability. The school offers a range of subjects (see Chapter 3), however, all honours and 

advanced placement classes were only available to the more academically able pupils. SEN 

pupils were normally withdrawn from a range of mainstream classes for additional teaching 

support, although the school did have some in class learning support assistants. From 2005, the 

school was introducing a compulsory 'professional seminar' class that combines experiential 

learning, practical application of skills, lectures and class discussions in topics ranging from 

conflict resolution to learning about different careers. In addition, further career education and 

guidance was delivered through career fairs, and year or group meetings led by guidance 

councillors. Each year throughout high school, pupils and parents meet with guidance councillors 

to discuss option courses and future college or work plans.

Text books and equipment

Each pupil was expected to provide writing and drawing materials including note paper, files and 

a bag to carry books and equipment. Some textbooks were provided by the school and pupils 

were responsible for their care and return. Pupils in Grade 7 and 8 were required to provide an 

initial start of school payment (approximately $50) to cover the cost of some course books, 

homework journals for recording homework tasks and physical education t shirts. In Grades 9-12 

pupils were responsible for purchasing and using homework journals. Each high school subject 

required a registration fee for essential materials and pupils were also required to purchase a 

number of books throughout the year. The school provided pupils with lockers and bags were not 

allowed to be carried in the buildings.

Homework

All pupils were set homework and parents were encouraged to support and monitor pupils' 

progress through an on-line mark book system. Pupils and parents were provided with 

information about homework content on-line but no weekly homework timetable was used.

Parents and the school

Parents were actively encouraged to volunteer at the school and a sign up sheet was sent home 

at the beginning of each academic year. Each grade had an elected parent coordinator who 

organised volunteers and attended school board meetings. Parents were particularly active in 

supporting music bands and sports teams, raising funds for team kits, end of season banquets 

and prize evenings. Many sports teams had parent-organised support groups that hosted weekly 

parties for players and their families. As outlined in Chapter 3, parents were able to access school 

information on-line including the district report card. The district report card provided information
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on No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the associated Adequate Yearly Progress (AYR) (see 
Chapter 5) performance data and statistics, attendance figures and a profile of the school districts 
population.

Pastoral Care

Education tuition was provided free to all pupils, however, as mentioned previously pupils were 
requested to provide a start of year fee for most courses. Guidance councillors had academic and 
pastoral responsibility for pupils within each grade and as with middle and high school homeroom 
allocation, pupils were assigned a guidance councillor according to the first letter of their last 
name. Pupils were encouraged to refer problems initially to their homeroom teacher, followed by 
the guidance councillor, assistant principal or principal if further assistance was required. The 
school principal conducted an open session for parents once a month where they could raise any 
issues of concern. In addition, the school provided a range of open evenings and seminars 
encompassing various social issues as well as the physical and personal development of young 
people.

School uniform

There were no requirements for a school uniform although guidelines were issued on an
appropriate dress code. If a pupil represented the school either through a sporting activity or
musical band, uniforms were provided. Uniforms were purchased by parent organisations using
funds raised throughout the year. A minimal fee was usually charged for the upkeep of the
uniforms.

School meals

Meals were available at the school each day, and were organised on a cafeteria system. Cash 
was not accepted for payment of meals and pupils must either register funds or free meal 
allowances in a dedicated account which was accessed using a personalised pass code. No pupil 
was allowed to leave the school site throughout the day including during lunch periods unless 
permission had been requested by parents. The school did not have security cameras or alarms 
that operated during the school day although visitors to the school were requested to register 
their arrival and departure with a parent volunteer in the entrance foyer.

Travel

All pupils were provided with free transport on buses that were owned and managed by the 
school district. Transport arrangements for children who remained in school after normal hours 
were the parents' responsibility. The school provided designated parking for pupils from the age 
of 16 for which they were required to purchase a parking permit.
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Data collection

In US1 the following five members of staff were interviewed.

• School principal -15 years of school experience.

• Guidance councillor - 27 years of school experience.

• English teacher -10 years of school experience.

• Head of the mathematics department - 20 years of school experience.
• Administration staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 

pastoral data - 3 years of school experience.

United States school 1 pupil assessment data 

Stanford Achievement Test

Stanford achievement test was an achievement test administered by the school district in 
conjunction with the Otis-Lennon writing competency test. At the time of data collection, the test 
was taken in Grade 2, 3, 5 and 7. From the start of the academic year 2004-2005 the test will be 
replaced by new statutory state achievement and diagnostic tests with the exception of Grade 2 
which will retain the test as a mandatory assessment. Parents who wish to continue to test their 
child in Grade 3, 5 and 7 will be advised by the school district how to privately register for the test, 
which will be administered on a Saturday in February at a locally designated testing centre. 
Parents will be responsible for the testing fee.

Data production and acquisition

During the testing period in March regular lesson schedules were suspended and completed test 
papers were returned to the testing company for marking. The school district had administered 
the test for many years and test preparation played a significant role within the curriculum of all 
the school's in the district. However, several teachers expressed concern that although a 
considerable proportion of lesson time was already dedicated to test preparation, recent changes 
to the state testing system had led to an even greater emphasis to teach test-related material.
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Data analysis and interpretation

A senior manager in the elementary, intermediate and middle school had responsibility for 
the administration and initial management of the test results. As outlined in Chapter 6, the 
test results were presented in a range of different formats enabling the comparison of 
pupils' performance both within the schools and with pupils from different school districts. 
The elementary, intermediate and middle schools usually analysed the results by 
comparing pupils' current results with previous test results (where applicable) and against 
other pupils in the same grade irrespective of pupils' age. However, a number of teachers 
had faced considerable difficulties in interpreting the test data, often finding the results 
confusing and too complicated to make use of in their daily school work.

Pupil's analysed test results were usually recorded by class teachers and electronically 
transferred between schools when pupils changed grades. A new computer based assessment 
system with an on-line facility was used to transfer the grades that also allowed teachers to 
record class notes, homework assignments, pupil grades and course syllabuses. However, as a 
significant number of teachers lacked expertise, experience and confidence in utilising the 
system, a substantial number of records were often incomplete with various test scores often 
missing. As a result, the high school rarely received entire or completely analysed pupil records. 
The test results that were produced by the middle school in Grade 7 were recorded and analysed 
more effectively and were used to provide an indication of a pupils' performance in each of the 
subject areas tested.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Stanford achievement test was used to provide an indication of pupil performance in the 
following subjects:

• reading

• mathematics
• language
• spelling

• study skills
• science

• social sciences

• listening.
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In the middle school, guidance councillors had made some use of the test results even though 
elementary and intermediate school records were often incomplete. On transfer to high school, 
pupils' test results were made available for department chairs, however, this information was 
rarely disseminated to teachers. Parents were issued with a home report summary from the 
Stanford achievement test centre. The school did not schedule appointments for pupils or parents 
to discuss test performance although the school did advise parents that the test was only one 
indicator used in assessing a pupil's achievement. Although the test results were recorded on the 
new district computer system, the data was not accessible to pupils or parents through the on-line 
facility.

Although US1 did not generate the test data, when it was available it was sometimes used to 
measure the progress pupils had made between grades, their knowledge of facts, basic skills and 
concepts common to the grade tested. For example, senior managers and guidance councillors 
used the information to identify pupils whose performance indicated they could potentially fail 
statutory state tests. In addition, the results were used to identify gifted and talented pupils who 
were recommend for accelerated and extension programmes or to highlight pupils who had SEN 
requirements. The school district provided a range of intervention and support programmes such 
as additional teaching in summer school programmes, withdrawal from class for SEN support or 
accelerated classes. However, the district's schools did not organise pupil mentoring or target 
setting programmes and pupils were generally not offered guidance on study support or learning 
and revision techniques.

Pupils who achieved a high score on the Stanford achievement test were typically offered an 
opportunity by the test centre (not the school) to undertake extra tests, such as the college SAT 
or the ACT. The test centre advised pupils that by taking the SAT and ACT college entrance 
examinations prior to Grade 11 and 12 gave pupils valuable examination practice as well as the 
opportunity to be selected to apply for 'gifted and talented' summer school programmes held at 
universities throughout the country. Test fees and summer school programme fees were the 

pupil's responsibility.

Otis-Lennon Writing Competency School Ability Test

Otis-Lennon Writing Competency School Ability Test was a learning abilities test administered by 
the school district in conjunction with the Stanford achievement test. As with the Stanford 
achievement test, the Otis-Lennon tests will be replaced by the state achievement and diagnostic 

tests from the start of the academic year 2004-2005. At this time the Otis-Lennon writing test was 

also scheduled to be an optional test for Grades 3, 5 and 7 but will remain mandatory for Grade 2
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and will continue to be administered by the school district. Parents may continue to have their 

children tested in the other grades at local test centres.

Data production and acquisition

At the time of data collection, the school district administered the test to all Grade 2, 3, 5 and 7 

pupils. Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were 
suspended for the duration of the assessments. Completed test papers were returned to the 
testing company for marking and test results were sent to the relevant schools within the district. 

The tests were administered in March and each school stored the data electronically.

Data analysis and interpretation

A number of elementary and intermediate teachers experienced similar problems in analysing 
both the Stanford achievement and the Otis-Lennon ability test results. Consequently, a 
significant proportion of pupil's results had not been analysed or interpreted with any level of 
accuracy or depth. However, the middle school guidance councillors completed some analysis by 

comparing pupil's achievement on the Stanford achievement test with their learning ability as 
indicated by the Otis-Lennon test, determining whether a pupil was performing up to, above, or 

below their actual ability.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The middle school and in some instances the intermediate and elementary schools used the test 

results to measure pupil's ability to learn and succeed in school, assessing pupils' thinking and 
reasoning skills. The analysis that was undertaken by the middle school guidance councillors was 
made available to US1, but this information was not always disseminated to departmental chairs. 
The high school guidance councillors used the learning abilities test to assess a pupil's developed 

reasoning and problem-solving abilities to identify pupils who may require intervention and 
support to pass the statutory state tests. In addition, the combined achievement-learning abilities 

analysis was used to develop a reasonable expectation for pupil progress based on ability. 
Parents were issued with a home report summary from the testing centre. Test results were 
recorded on the district computer system but data was not accessible to pupils or parents through 

the on-line facility.
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Teacher Assessment

US1 generated teacher assessments through the grading of pupil's class work, homework, tests 
and quizzes. Teachers assigned grades as a numerical mark or a percentage but were required 
to translate all assessments to a letter grade prior to entering data into the on-line mark book 
system.

Data production and acquisition

Each department had established procedures for the assessment of pupils' work although there 
was little consistency between departments' assessment policies. In general, the majority of 
departments did not direct teachers on which assignments to mark or how often grades should be 
given although all teachers were required to record pupils' grades on the on-line mark book 
system. Each department used a common marking scheme that was illustrated on a pupil's grade 
sheet on the on-line mark book. The marking scheme became progressively more challenging as 
pupils moved through the school. For example in one subject to obtain an A grade in Grade 9 a 
pupil needed to achieve a percentage of between 90%-100%, in Grade 10 this changed to 94%- 
100%. As outlined above, all teachers were required to record pupil assessments as a letter 
grade. For instance, a score of 7 out of 10 for a short quiz would equate to 70% which depending 
on the class that a pupil was working in, would be translated to a letter grade, in this example 
70%-80% would result in a C. On-line access to pupils' grades was password controlled and at 
the start of each academic year parents were invited to apply for a personal username and 
password. In addition, each pupil was also assigned a personal username and password and 
encouraged to monitor their daily grades. Parents could choose to receive automatic emails each 
time a new grade was recorded or only to be notified when a grade fell below or above a 
specified level. Parents who accessed the mark book were able to contact teachers directly using 
the email facility. Guidance councillors and senior managers had full access to each teacher's 
records whilst all other staff only had access to their own mark book data. Teachers were 
required to generate regular grades which had to be posted on-line within one week of assigning 
work. Each day, pupils' accumulative grades were electronically adjusted as assessments of 
class work, homework, class quizzes and tests were entered into the on-line system. All of the 
teachers had access to either their own laptop or a stand-alone computer. The on-line system 
was also used as a pupil attendance-checking tool and could produce a range of attendance 
reports. Pupils and parents did not have access to this facility.
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Data analysis and interpretation

Guidance councillors spent considerable time analysing the on-line mark book, reviewing and 
monitoring pupil's grades to coordinate pupil progress within a single class or across several 
subjects. Some department heads analysed each pupil's grades to identify areas of the 
curriculum where pupils work demonstrated a lack of knowledge and understanding.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Throughout the school district, each school varied in how much they used teacher assessments. 
In the elementary and intermediate school a significant number of teachers did not record every 
assessment on-line and considerable differences existed in the level of teachers' skill and 
expertise in operating the system. In contrast, US1 made considerable use of the on-line facility 
for recording and managing teacher assessments although several teachers considered the 
systems other capabilities to be underused. For example, the on-line system was able to record a 
teacher's interactive whiteboard notes as they were written, enabling pupils to access information 
remotely, yet this facility was not used within the school or in any of the other district schools. 
Furthermore, although each teacher was required to record pupils' grades on the on-line system 
a significant number continued to also operate a hand written mark book.

In US1, guidance councillors made the most use of teacher assessments. Assessments were 
analysed to determine pupils' strengths and weaknesses, as well as to measure pupils' progress 
and achievement. The opportunity for comparing pupils' performance between different subjects 
initially appeared straightforward as each subject was required to report assessments as grades. 
However, as each department used its own unique grading scale, direct comparison of 
assessments was misleading. For example Grade 10 honours English, Grade 10 honours 
chemistry and Grade 10 geometry had the following grade scales:

146



Grade 10 Honours 
English

• A 92.00

• B 82.00

• C 70.00

• D 60.00

• F 00.00

Grade 10 Honours Chemistry

• A+ 93.50

• A- 91.50

• B+ 89.50

• B 83.50

• B- 81.50
• C+ 79.50

• D 61.50

• D+ 67.50

• D- 59.50

• F 0.00

Grade 10 Geometry

• A+ 98.00

• A 94.00

• A- 91.50

• B+ 90.00

. B 84.00

• B- 81.50

• C+ 80.00

• C 72.00

• C- 69.50

• D+ 68.00

• D 62.00

• D- 59.50

. F 0.00
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In each of the three subjects a different percentage was required to obtain a B grade.

Prior to the introduction of the on-line mark book guidance councillors had made extensive use of 
pupil report cards to review and analyse pupil attainment. However, the new on-line system had 
simplified the process of monitoring pupil performance although guidance councillors did continue 
to use report cards to review pupils' end of semester examination grades and grade point 
averages which were not available on-line. Pupil report cards were issued four times a year, twice 
each semester and were often referred to as quarterly reports. Reports specified the courses a 
pupil had followed, the name of the teacher and the credit value that would be awarded if the 
course was successfully completed. In addition, each report contained the total number of credits 
a pupil had achieved throughout the year, the pupil grade point average, semester examination 
grades, absentee and late arrival at school records. The report card was the only formal 
assessment provided for parents and teachers did not provide written comments on pupils' 
academic or pastoral progress.

In addition to monitoring pupils' daily and accumulative on-line grades, guidance counsellors also 
analysed pupils' grade point averages and end of semester examinations. All of the grades 
awarded to pupils during high school (Grade 9 to 12) contributed to the high school diploma as 
well as to a pupils' final end of school grade point average. As outlined in Chapter 3 the grade 
point average was cumulative, adjusting as each semester was completed. In general, Grade 12 
pupils with a high grade point average applied to attend selective universities that had demanding 
entrance requirements. In addition, most academic scholarship programmes stipulated that for 
pupils to submit an application they must have achieved at least a 3.0 grade point average. The 
grade point average was also used within the community, for instance, pupils with at least a 3.0 
would typically be charged a reduced fee for car insurance. Guidance councilors used the pupils' 
grades and grade point averages to advise pupils in their choice of academic courses during an 
annual course-planning meeting where each pupil constructed or modified a four-year high school 
plan depending on their grade. If grades indicated a decline in pupil performance, the guidance 
counsellors arranged to meet and discuss any problems with the pupil and relevant teachers. 
Pupils who were struggling with a course were typically advised to transfer to a less challenging 
level, drop the course altogether or seek extra tuition and support. Many teachers were available 
for question and answer sessions from 7:00 a.m. before the start of school.

Teacher assessments were also used by the school's sports coaches as participation in a school 
sport depended upon pupils maintaining their grades. As such, sport coaches used the on-line 
system to monitor pupils' weekly progress. If a pupil's grades fell, they were not permitted to 
participate in a sport practice or to represent the school until their grades had improved. Prior to
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the on-line system sports coaches had relied on teachers writing hand written notes whenever 

there had been a concern about a particular pupil. As outlined previously, sport was a significant 

part of school life and pupils generally regarded it as an honour to represent the school. The on 

line mark book was also used by both the sport coaches and guidance councillors to gather pupil 

assessment data when completing scholarship and pupil admission recommendations for 

colleges and universities. It was noted that during the interviews a number of teachers expressed 

concerns relating to the demands of the on-line system. For example, several teachers were 

unhappy that school managers had open access to their grading records and could review how 

frequently grades were being reported for each class. Furthermore, teachers considered the 

system to be inflexible and senior managers' time frame of one week to record marks on-line was 

regarded as far too short. Moreover, teachers argued they felt pressure to produce grades in 

order to fill up' the mark book, emphasising that the system was only as good as the data that 

was put into it. As an example, teachers argued a pupil could raise their cumulative subject grade 

by submitting additional work for extra credits. A simple 'extra credit' task of bringing in a 

newspaper cutting could gain five additional marks, raising the on-line grade percentage and 

subsequent letter grade. Therefore a pupil who had achieved a D in all of their tests could raise 

the grade to a C by ensuring they completed all of the extra credit opportunities. As such, a 

parent or guidance councillor monitoring the grade would not be able to immediately determine if 

the pupils grade had resulted from genuine academic work or had been bolstered by successfully 

completing other additional tasks.

Internal Examinations

There were normally two annual examinations at the end of each semester. Several courses 

were completed after one semester and therefore end of course examinations were administered 

both mid year in January and at the end of the school year in June.

Data production and acquisition

Most departments set examinations in Grades 9 to 12. Examinations were normally standardised, 

although many teachers added extension questions or altered a section of the paper pertinent to 

their own programme of study. Although examinations were an important element of the school 

assessment system, teachers generally placed greater emphasis upon daily assessments 

awarded throughout a course. Nonetheless, examinations were playing an increasing role within 

the school as federal statutory testing requirements changed (see Chapter 5). As such, school 

managers were anxious that pupils had adequate examination practice and therefore encouraged 

all departments to set internal examinations twice a year irrespective of the length of a course.
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Data analysis and interpretation

At the time of data collection, the school undertook very little analysis of the end of 
semester examinations. However, senior managers anticipated that the level of analysis 
would increase as the school gradually becomes more accountable for pupil results 
through NCLB. To this end senior managers had taken some steps in developing analysis 
procedures and were working with departments in determining state academic content 
standards.

Use of dissemination of analysed data

Examination results were used by several teachers and departmental heads to identify areas of 
the curriculum where pupils had demonstrated poor subject knowledge. In some instances 
programmes of study and lesson plans were altered prior to state statutory tests to review the 
areas of the curriculum where pupils had not performed well. For example, a mathematics 
examination had demonstrated that a significant number of pupils had failed to answer problems 
involving fractions correctly but had demonstrated a good command of problems involving 
percentages. Subsequently, alterations were made to lesson plans introducing a revision 
programme on fractions prior to the state tests. In addition, guidance councillors sometimes 
reviewed examination results, discussing underachievement with pupils and teachers. 
Furthermore, in one department if a group of pupils had failed a particular section of an 
examination, teaching materials and or teaching methods would be discussed and reviewed. 
However, senior managers indicated that the majority of departments did not conduct extensive 
analyses or use of examination results. Examination grades were not recorded on the on-line 
mark book system but were reported as a grade on the end of semester parent report cards.

Ohio State Statutory Proficiency Tests

The Ohio State proficiency test was based on grade-level indicators and in US1 served as a 
monitoring mechanism to ensure that pupils were progressing toward the achievement of the 
state curriculum requirements. As outlined in Chapter 6, proficiency tests were to be phased out 
and replaced with new achievement assessments, diagnostic assessments, and Ohio graduation 
tests. The proficiency tests had been designed to represent the curriculum prior to the 
introduction of the new state academic content standards. The tests required both written 
response and multiple-choice answers.
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Data production and acquisition

Tests were standardised throughout the state and were taken in Grades 4, 6 and 9. As outlined in 

Chapter 6, pupils were required to take proficiency tests in the following five areas:

• reading
• mathematics

• writing

• science

• citizenship.

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 

the duration of the assessments. The school district managed the scoring and reporting of the 

tests and the test results were stored electronically. The test was taken in October and pupils who 
wished to improve their scores re took the tests in March and or July.

Data analysis and interpretation

The test results were analysed by the state education department providing information for the 

district and state report cards. The state education department analysed the data to establish 

school performance against the state grade indicators and to determine if there was a need for 

state intervention to improve school performance. Senior managers within the school also 

analysed the results to determine pupil and cohort achievement.

Use of and dissemination of analysed data

The school district's Ohio proficiency test performance was reported to the public through the 

school district and state report cards. The school district report card used multiple measures to 

determine school and pupil performance as well as attendance and graduation rates (see 

Chapter 4). US1 used the test results to help determine if a pupil was to be retained in a grade or 

promoted to a more academically challenging course in a higher grade. In the main, pupils were 

able to apply to attend any class that was taught in the high school, with the exception of certain 

Grade 12 subjects such as calculus and psychology. As such, classes often comprised of pupils 

from Grade 9, 10, 11 and 12. The flexibility in lesson scheduling enabled pupils to follow classes 

that were academically appropriate for each individual in a range of different subject areas. More 

able pupils were able to take some courses on-line or in the summer holidays to free time in their 

schedule for additional academic classes. Parents were required to pay for on-line and summer
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courses. In addition, US1 used the data to target appropriate educational programmes for pupils 

who were underachieving, required intervention or were gifted and talented.

Ohio Off-grade Proficiency Test

The Ohio off-grade proficiency test had been taken by pupils in Grade 8 as a practice test for the 

Ohio proficiency test in Grade 9. As outlined in Chapter 6, the test was in the process of being 

phased out and replaced with the Ohio Graduation Practice Test.

Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 

the duration of the assessments. Similarly to the Ohio proficiency tests the school district 

managed the scoring and reporting of pupils papers. The data was stored electronically and 

transferred to US1 when pupils moved to Grade 9.

Data analysis and interpretation

Test results were analysed by senior managers to provide information on pupils' potential 

performance on the Ohio proficiency test in Grade 9. In addition, the high school guidance 

councillors sometimes reviewed the data after pupils had entered Grade 9 to assist in determining 

whether pupils required intervention and support prior to undertaking the Ohio proficiency test.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Ohio off-grade proficiency test results were disseminated to departmental heads who 

discussed results with departmental teachers, reviewing both individual pupil and group 

performance. In some instances, teachers modified the curriculum with the aim of improving 

pupil's scores on the Ohio proficiency test. The school did not use the information to develop 

individual pupil targets to support pupils in improving their own individual attainment. Parents 

were not informed of pupils' test results and the results were not recorded on the on-line mark 

book system or on pupil report cards.

152



Ohio State Achievement and Diagnostic Tests including the Ohio graduation test and the 
Ohio Graduation Practice Test

As outlined in Chapter 6, the Ohio proficiency tests were being phased out and replaced with new 

achievement assessments, diagnostic assessments, and Ohio graduation tests. Ohio State had 

five levels of pupil performance (scores) on the new achievement tests (including the Ohio 
graduation test (OGT)) as outlined in Chapter 6:

• limited

• basic

• proficient

• accelerated
• advanced.

The full complement of tests were to be undertaken for the first time in 2004-2005 replacing the 

Grade 9 Ohio proficiency test. Pupils in Grade 9 will take the Ohio Graduation Practice Tests, 

pupils in Grade 10 the Ohio graduation tests and in Grade 2 to 8 pupils will sit either an 

achievement or diagnostic test in reading, writing, mathematics, science and social studies. The 

state will manage the scoring and reporting of pupils' papers.

At the time of data collection, Grade 10 pupils in US1 were piloting the reading and mathematics 

part of the Ohio graduation test and Grade 2 and 3 pupils in the associated kindergarten school 

were taking the first new achievement and diagnostic tests.

Data production and acquisition

The achievement tests will be used to measure pupil attainment against state academic content 

standards and to demonstrate evidence of continuous improvement at the state and local level in 

addition to providing data for Ohio's accountability system. Test results will be reported to the 

public through district and state report cards. The diagnostic test measures pupil progress and 

assists the school in making instructional decisions in addition to providing information to parents, 

pupils and teachers. It was expected that tests will be administered in homeroom classes and 

regular lesson schedules will be suspended for the duration of the assessments. Schools districts 

will manage the scoring and reporting for the achievement and diagnostic assessments. The test 

schedule will remain the same as for the proficiency tests with tests initially undertaken in 

October. All pupils must take the OGT tests and pupils may retake the test in Grade 11 and 12 if 

they did not achieve a pass in all of the five areas. During the interviews a number of teachers
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expressed concerned that in Ohio State pupils were required to pass all five OGT tests to 
graduate with a diploma from high school, whereas in other states pupils were not required to 

pass exit examinations.

Data analysis and interpretation

The state will analyse the test results to determine if the school reaches AYR requirements (see 
Chapter 5). Senior managers indicated that even though the tests had not been taken at the time 
of data collection, the test results will be analysed to determine if pupils should be retained or 
promoted a grade as well as to identify if pupils required intervention and support.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers expected that the test results would be used as a monitoring mechanism to 
ensure that pupils were progressing both toward the achievement of the academic content 
standards and success on subsequent achievement tests. As outlined in Chapter 6, the purpose 
of the diagnostic assessments was to inform instruction and the results were not for state 
accountability purposes. They were therefore not included on district or state report cards. 
However, similarly to the proficiency tests the achievement test results will be used by the state 
education department providing information for the state report card. The school district was 
required to provide intervention services for pupils whose diagnostic assessments showed that 
they were failing to make satisfactory progress toward attaining the academic standards. Parents 
were informed of pupil attainment through a home report card. During the interviews a number of 
teachers expressed concerns that there had been a significant increase in pupil testing within the 
school. Heads of departments had introduced Ohio graduation test teaching booklets raising 
teachers' fears that the school and the state were moving towards the introduction of a National 
Curriculum, thus limiting flexibility within their own school curriculum.

Career Ability Placement, Career Orientation Placement and Evaluation, and Career 
Occupational Preference Tests

Career tests were taken in Grade 9 to provide information to assist and direct pupils in their 
selection of high school courses and for future university and career planning.
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Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 
the duration of the assessments. Completed tests were returned to the testing company for 
marking and test results were sent to the high school. Tests were taken in September.

Data analysis and interpretation

The tests were analysed by the testing company and the school did not undertake any further 
investigation.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The results were used to assist pupils in choosing a particular career path and to provide 
guidance and direction in choosing courses in high school as well as for guidance on future 
college choices. Test results were only shared with pupils and not disseminated throughout the 
school.

PLAN Test

The PLAN test was a 'pre-ACT test providing predictions of success on the American College 
Tests (ACT) assessment (a national college admission and placement examination see Chapter 
6) and a list of potential colleges based on a pupils performance. 
The PLAN tests measure:

• English

• mathematics

• reading

• science.

US1 administered the test in Grade 10 and pupils were required to pay a test fee. 

Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 
the duration of the assessments. Completed test papers were sent to the testing company for
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marking and test results were returned to the high school. Pupils typically took PLAN once in 
September in Grade 10.

Data analysis and interpretation

Pupils were able to obtain graded test papers with a detailed report of their performance. The 
school undertook very little analysis of the test results as the test did not examine pupils on the 
school curriculum. However, the majority of pupils analysed their own results focusing on specific 
areas of the test where they did not perform well. Teachers did not review or prepare for the tests 
in lessons although guidance counsellors would assist pupils in interpreting the data to develop a 
target list of potential colleges pupils may apply to attend.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The main purpose of the test was to provide pupils with ACT examination practice and to identify 
potential colleges or universities that matched pupils' individual goals and academic abilities. 
Pupils' results were sent to colleges that matched their career aspirations, which typically 
contacted the pupils they considered as potential students and provided information about 
courses and entrance requirements. The school did not include the test results on pupil report 
cards or on the on-line mark book. The PLAN test results also provided parents and pupils with 
information about colleges and other financial aid programmes.

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test

The Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship-Qualifying Test 
(PSAT/NMSQT) was a 'pre- Scholastic Aptitude test' test providing predictions of success on the 
Scholastic Aptitude test (SAT) assessment (a national college admission and placement 
examination). PSAT/NMSQT measures:

• critical thinking skills
• math problem solving skills

• writing skills.

As outlined in Chapter 6 taking the test gave pupils the opportunity to enter the National merit 
scholarship corporation scholarship programmes. Pupils were required to pay a test fee.
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Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 
the duration of the assessments. Completed test papers were sent to the test company for 
marking and data results were returned to the school. Pupils typically took the PSAT/NMSQT 
twice, once in Grade 10 and once in Grade 11 and tests were taken in October.

Data analysis and interpretation

The test data was not generally analysed by the school, although guidance councillors did review 
the test results to support pupils in their choice of colleges and universities. Marked test papers 
were returned to pupils who typically analysed their own test results, focusing on areas where 
they may need to improve. Pupils could seek assistance from teachers if there were particular 
areas of the paper where they did not perform well although lesson time was not used to teach 
test content or review completed test papers.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The main purpose of the PSAT/NMSQT assessment was to provide pupils with SAT examination 
practice and to identify potential colleges or universities that matched pupils' individual goals and 
academic abilities. Guidance councillors sometimes used the test results in conjunction with the 
PLAN test results to assist pupils in choosing colleges and universities. Similarly to the PLAN 
test, pupils' results were sent to colleges that matched their career aspirations, which typically 
contacted the pupils they considered as potential students providing information about courses 
and entrance requirements. A significant number of pupils enrolled in SAT classes that were 
provided by private tutors outside school hours. Pupils were required to pay a fee for these 
classes. In addition, completion of the PSAT/NMSQT assessment provided parents and pupils 
with college and university information as well as the opportunity for US citizen pupils to apply for 
a scholarship programme (see Chapter 6). Test results were not recorded on the mark book on 

line facility or on pupil report cards.

American College Tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and 
Advanced Placement Examinations

High school pupils registered for the American College Tests (ACT), Scholastic Aptitude test 
(SAT) and Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests through the ACT organisation and the SAT College 
Board. Pupils typically took the ACT once and the SAT two or three times selecting which test 

results to use for their college applications. Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced
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Placement courses were curriculum based tests set by the College Board. However, Advanced 
Placement tests were administered by the school whilst Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests were 
administered by the College Board at local test centers. More academically able pupils usually 

took both tests (see Chapter 6).

Data production and acquisition

Although US1 administered the preparatory tests PLAN and PSAT/NMSQT, it was the pupils' 
responsibility to register for the Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests, SAT and ACT. Pupils were 
also required to pay a fee and ensure Saturday attendance at a designated local test centre. The 
school offered a number of Advanced Placement courses that usually took two semesters to 
complete. The school registered pupils for the Advanced Placement examinations and 
administered the tests but required pupils to pay an examination fee. Scholastic Aptitude Subject 
Tests and Advanced Placement examinations were generally taken in Grade 11 and results were 
available for college applications in the autumn of Grade 12. Some Grade 10 pupils were invited 
to undertake an Advanced Placement course and examination. US1 did not teach or prepare 
pupils for the Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests.

Data analysis and interpretation

US1 undertook little analysis of the SAT, ACT and Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests mainly 
because the examination content was not based on the high school curriculum. However, senior 
managers did review the SAT and ACT in conjunction with the PLAN and PSAT/NMSQT to 
ensure that pupils were kept informed of changes to the tests. Pupils were able to purchase an 
evaluation of their test answers for analysis and review in preparation for the next time the test 
was taken. Pupils typically worked to improve their test scores through extra preparation or out of 
school tutor support. Departmental heads analysed the Advanced Placement results as the 
examinations tested pupils on the schools Advanced Placement curriculum.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As outlined previously the ACT, SAT, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced 
Placement test results were used by pupils for college and university admissions. Parents and 
pupils were informed of test results directly from the test companies and results were not 
disseminated within the school.
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United States school 2

US2 was a non-denomination school in Ohio State, with a mixed race pupil population. Statistics 

record 83.8% of the school district population as white in the year 2003-2004 (Ohio State 

Education Board, 2004). 7.8% of the population were recorded as economically disadvantaged 

(Ohio State Education Board, 2004). The school district comprises of one high school, one middle 

school and four elementary schools. There were approximately 4279 pupils in the school district, 

with 2043 pupils attending the high school from Grade 8 to 12. Pupils must reside within the 

school district to qualify for admission to the school. Guidance councillors were responsible for 

one entire grade, which was divided into 14 homerooms of approximately 30 pupils each.

School organisation

Pupils were allocated homerooms when they joined the high school based on teacher 

recommendations from the middle school. SEN pupils were typically integrated into mainstream 

classes with school organised classroom support. In addition, assistance from professional 

specialised external agencies may be provided where appropriate. On entry to Grade 9, pupils 

established a four year academic plan working towards accumulating enough credits for 

graduation at the end of Grade 12. All academic courses were set into ability groups. Grade 8 

pupils were unable to accumulate graduation credits until they completed courses in Grade 9.

School hours

School commences at 7:35 a.m. and ends at 3:00 p.m. Pupils attend registration mid-morning 

and school announcements were made using an in-class auditory system. Announcements 

commence with pupils and staff standing for the declaration of the pledge of allegiance to the 

United States of America. There was a five minute break between each lesson and school 

lunches were staggered into six settings of 23 minutes starting at 10:30 a.m. as illustrated in the 

table below;

Table 8.1 Table to show US2 daily schedule

Daily Schedule

Homeroom
Period 1
Period 2
Period 3
Period 4
Lunch A

Lunch B

Period 5

7:35

7:45

8:40

-7:40

- 8:35

-9:30

9:35-10:25

10:30

10:30

10:57

11:25

-11:20

- 10:53

-11:20

-12:15
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Lunch C

Lunch D

Period 6

Lunch E

Lunch F

Period 7

Period 8

11:25-11:48

11:52-12:15

12:20-1:10

12:20-12:43

12:47-1:10

1:15-2:05

2:10-3:00

Attendance and punctuality

Pupils were strongly discouraged to take time off school out of regular school vacations. If 
absence was unavoidable parents were required to obtain written permission from each subject 
teacher detailing the work that must be completed before the pupil returned to school. Lateness 
to school and classes, was not accepted and any pupil who repeatedly offended may be 
prevented from earning full class credits. Persistent non-attendance was referred to the school 
district office, Judge of the Juvenile Court or The Department of Social Services.

School Curriculum

The academic year was composed of two semesters and a daily timetable was followed with 
pupils taking the same lessons each day. Pupil daily schedules changed each semester 
according to their specific choice of subjects. US2 adhered to the state's academic content 
standards and graduation requirements and offered a subject option system for pupils throughout 
high school. Classes were typically set by ability and special needs pupils were sometimes 
withdrawn from mainstream classes. In addition, as outlined above some low ability pupils may 
have special needs teachers supporting them in mainstream classes. Careers education was not 
taught as a dedicated subject, but delivered through specific lessons which were held throughout 
the year. Guidance councillors play a significant role in working with pupils and parents planning 
option choices for high school and beyond.

Text books and equipment

Each pupil was expected to provide writing and drawing materials including note paper, files and 
a bag to carry books and equipment. Some textbooks were provided by the school and pupils 
were responsible for their care and return. Throughout high school, pupils were required to pay 
for the supply of various specialist equipment, science materials and a number of supplementary 
reading books. The school did not provide homework journals. The school provided pupils with 
lockers and bags were not allowed to be carried in the buildings.

Homework

Most subjects issued homework throughout the semester. The school launched the first phase of
an on-line mark book system in September 2004 initially only using the attendance capabilities.
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The second phase of the implementation will provide the opportunity for subject departments to 
post class work, homework and pupils assessments on-line.

Parents and the school

The school had a large sports department and parents raised funds through 'booster clubs' to 
support teams often purchasing team uniforms and also organising social events in celebration of 
sporting achievements. The school issued regular news letters and parents were able to view the 
district report card either on-line or by requesting a copy from the school district office.

Pastoral Care

Tuition was provided free to all pupils although pupils were expected to provide course equipment
fees as outlined above, however the school directs that fees should not exceed $100 per
academic year. All extra curricular activities, including school trips, have a maximum of $50
charge per trip or season. Pupils wishing to park their cars at the school must purchase a $30
parking permit. Guidance councillors had academic and pastoral responsibility for one entire
grade.

School uniform

The school had no requirement for a school uniform. Sports teams and other pupils who 
represent the school, such as musical bands, typically wear the designated school uniform. 
Uniforms were purchased by the school in conjunction with parent organisations who raised funds 
during the academic year. A minimal fee was usually charged for the upkeep of the uniforms.

School meals

Meals were organised on a cafeteria system and were available at school each day. Cash was 
accepted for payment of meals or lunch tokens. Although the school did not allow pupils to leave 
the site during the day, access points to the school were not monitored by security cameras or 
door alarms. Visitors to the school were requested to register their arrival and departure at the 

school reception.

Travel

Pupils were provided with free transport on buses that were owned and managed by the school
district. Pupils who remained in school after normal hours must arrange their own transport home.
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Data collection

In US2 the following six members of staff were interviewed.

• Deputy principal - 20 years of school experience.
• Physical education teacher - 27 years of school experience.

• Biology teacher - 3 years of school experience.
• Head of the mathematics department - over 25 years of school experience.

• Information technology coordinator - 5 years of school experience.
• Administration staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 

	pastoral data - 8 years of school experience.

United States school 2 pupil assessment data 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

The Iowa test of basic skills (ITBS) was a series of achievement tests that measure the 
knowledge and skills pupils have acquired in specific content areas (see Chapter 6). Although two 
tests were available, the ITBS for Grades kindergarten to Grade 8 and the Iowa test of 
educational development (ITED) for pupils in Grades 9-12, the school district only administered 
the ITBS in the elementary and middle school.

Data production and acquisition

All Grade 1 and 2 pupils in the elementary school, as well as Grade 5 and 7 pupils in the middle 
school took the test at a level appropriate for their grade. In Grades 2, 5 and 7 the ITBS was 
taken in combination with the CogAT test (see below). Tests were administered in homeroom 
classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for the duration of the assessments. 
Completed test papers were sent to the testing company for marking and results were returned to 
each school. The data was stored electronically and tests were taken in March. Senior managers 
expected that the school district would change the administration of the ITBS in light of the new 
state testing requirements. However, at the time of data collection the school had not received 
any information pertaining to the new state achievement and diagnostic tests.
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Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the ITBS test results were typically undertaken by senior managers in the elementary 
and middle school, comparing individual pupil and cohort results. However, senior managers at 
the high school stated that they had experienced inconsistencies between the different 
elementary schools' analysed information. For example, the interpretation of a pupil's score in 
one elementary school did not always compare with the analysis of a similar achieving pupil in 
another elementary school. Pupils' academic and pastoral records, including test results were 
usually transferred manually between the district's schools.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The ITBS test was used to provide an indication of pupil performance in the following subjects:

• vocabulary

• reading

• mathematics

• English language

• spelling

• sources of information
• science

• social sciences
• listening.

The manual transfer of pupil records between each of the district's schools had resulted in 
several pupils' test results being mislaid or lost. Furthermore, guidance councillors argued that 
the lack of a district wide computer network system had restricted accessibility to test information. 
As such, US2 did not extensively use the ITBS test information. However, occasionally the results 
were used to establish a pupil's progress through elementary and middle school, identifying 
pupils who were gifted and talented or who had a special educational need. Pupils who achieved 
a high score on the ITBS test were invited by the test centre to take further tests, such as the 
college SAT or ACT. Parents were issued with a home report summary from the test centre but 
were not provided with detailed explanations of the test results.
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Cognitive Abilities Test

US2 administered the Cognitive abilities test (CogAT) to assess pupils' thinking and reasoning 
skills using verbal, numerical, and nonverbal communication and symbols. As outlined in Chapter 
6, the test purports to measure the abilities necessary to leam and succeed in school.

Data production and acquisition

The CogAT test was administered independently in Grade 3 but in conjunction with the Iowa 
achievement test in March in Grade 2, 5, and 7. Similarly to the ITBS, senior managers expected 
the administration of the CogAT to be altered as the school district conforms to the new state 
testing requirements. Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson 
schedules were suspended for the duration of the assessments. Completed test papers were 
sent to the testing company for marking and data results were returned to each school.

Data analysis and interpretation

The CogAT test results were analysed by senior managers in the elementary and middle school 
alongside the ITBS test results. The Iowa test and the CogAT test results were used to conduct a 
pupil achievement and ability comparison. The comparison helped determine whether a pupil was 
performing up to, above, or below their ability as indicated by the tests.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As outlined above, US2 had some difficulty in accessing pupils' test information. However, at the 
time of data collection, the school district was in the process of introducing a district wide 
networked computer system and senior managers expected the system to improve the transfer of 
pupil information. The test results were not disseminated throughout the school.

Teacher Assessments

US2 generated teacher assessments through the grading of pupil's homework, tests and quizzes. 
In the main teachers did not grade class work. All of the assessments were recorded as grades 
using the following grading scheme:
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Grade % Credit Credit

point for point for

regular Advanced Placement

classes classes

A
A-

B+

B
B-

C+

C
C-

D+

D
D-

F

93-100

90-92

87-89

83-86

80-82

77-79

73-76

70-72

67-69

63-66

60-62

00-59

4.0

3.7

3.3

3.0

2.7

2.3

2.0

1.7

1.3

1.0

0.7

0.0

5.0

4.7

4.3

4.0

3.7

3.3

3.0

2.7

1.3

1.0

0.7

0.0

US2 pupils were able to gain extra marks for completing additional tasks. 

Data production and acquisition

Each department had established procedures for the assessment of pupils' work and there was 

little consistency between each departments' assessment policy. Teachers recorded grades in 

hand-written form in 'traditional' mark books, and on laptop or desk-top computers. Although 

teachers continued to use hand-written mark books, the school district was in the process of 

introducing a district wide networked computer system, which included an on-line mark book 

capability. It was proposed that the on-line system would enable teachers to register pupil 

attendance, record grades, and provide class notes, homework assignments and course 

syllabuses. At the start of each academic year, parents will be able to apply for a personal 

username and password to access pupils' grades. Pupils will not be permitted to access the 

system.

At the time of data collection the US2 was piloting the attendance checking facility of the on-line 

system for the school district. Teachers were required to enter each class's attendance into the 

computer system within 15 minutes of a lesson starting. The data was electronically transferred to
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the school district's central administration office. Teachers who did not operate from a classroom, 
for example physical education teachers, had the use of a wireless palm computer. However, to 
transfer the attendance information the palm had to be returned to its docking station which was 
usually located in a central office. A full time data manager coordinated and managed the system. 
In addition, some departments were piloting the recording of pupils' grades on-line. During the 
pilot stage only senior managers had access to on-line information. Training in the use of the new 
system had been provided for teachers during the school holidays, attendance was voluntary but 
paid. Some teachers had attended.

During the interviews it was apparent that the new on-line system had caused a number of 
problems in each of the district's schools. Teachers in the school were reluctant to change the 
manner in which they recorded pupils' grades and considered the on-line system an intrusion and 
a criticism - albeit un-stated - of their professional work. Senior managers attributed the problems 
to a dramatic increase in the number of grades that teachers were required to generate. 
Specifically, prior to the pilot launch, teachers had only been obliged to provide an official grade 
four times a year for pupil report cards. In contrast, the on-line mark book system required grades 
to be entered on a daily basis and enabled senior managers and parents to scrutinise teachers 
grading practices. In addition, the districts elementary schools were experiencing considerable 
difficulties in applying the system to their own assessment needs.

Data analysis and interpretation

The analysis of teacher assessments was generally determined by each department with no 
formal school requirement for an in-depth analysis or report. Teachers sometimes analysed 
assessments awarded to pupils in the generation of report cards that were issued four times each 
school year. Administration staff coordinated and collated grades using a pro forma and copies of 
report cards were stored in pupil paper files and on an office administration computer system. 
The report cards also recorded a pupil's grade point average, the total number of credits a pupil 
had achieved throughout the year, semester examination grades, absentee and late arrival at 
school records. Report cards were the only formal assessment provided for parents and were 
mailed to the pupils' homes. Guidance counsellors conducted an analysis of the report cards 
monitoring pupils' subject grades and grade point averages. If pupils were not performing to the 
best of their ability guidance councillors would typically meet with the pupil and the teacher of the 
relevant subjects to discuss the pupils' progress. Senior managers anticipated that the new on 
line system would reduce the importance placed on the report card analysis, as departments as 
well as guidance councillors will be able to access pupil performance information on-line. A 
strategy was being developed by senior managers that would encourage the use of the on-line
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information to target individuals and groups of pupils whose grades suggested they may not pass 
the new state tests. However, as indicated previously the school had experienced resistance from 
teachers in providing assessments for the on-line system, moreover, teachers were unsure of 
how they would be able to use the on-line system in improving pupil attainment.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

At the time of the data collection, US2 made little use of pupils' daily assessments. However, 
senior managers indicated that the introduction of the on-line system would change how the 
school used the information. For example, guidance counsellors had made use of the piloted 
attendance facility and successfully reduced pupil truancy. However, it was acknowledge that 
interpreting the attendance statistics was often difficult as teachers did not enter data accurately 
or within the stipulated 15 minute time frame at the start of each lesson. Furthermore, teachers 
argued that the on-line system enabled parents to measure and compare the grades different 
teachers awarded. Parents could subsequently make judgements about teachers' grading 
policies without being fully informed. Moreover, the on-line system could lead to an increase in 
email and telephone contact, resulting in teachers spending valuable preparation or teaching time 
explaining grading to parents. Senior managers recognised that the pilot of the on-line system 
including the use of the attendance facility, had highlighted significant issues regarding the 
proposed changes to the management of teacher assessments. In support of the new system 
senior managers argued that report cards did not always provide an accurate picture of pupils' 
weekly performance whereas the on-line system would enable, guidance councillors, senior 
managers and parents to monitor pupils' daily progress.

Internal Examinations

In US2, departments typically administered end of semester examinations in Grade 8 to 12. 

Data production and acquisition

In general each teacher wrote and delivered individual examination papers after consultation with 

their heads of department. At the time of data collection senior managers were working with 
heads of department to develop a whole school approach to designing departmental 
examinations in line with state academic content standards. However, plans to modify 
programmes of study had been met with resistance from some teachers who feared a loss of 

their academic freedom.
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Data analysis and interpretation

Teachers were not required to formally analyse examination results as some heads of 

department argued that pupils were expected to have responsibility for monitoring their own 

grades and cumulative grade point average. Nevertheless, some teachers did analyse 
examination results, identifying areas of the curriculum where pupils had demonstrated a lack of 

knowledge and understanding. However, as examinations were not standardised, amendments to 

curriculum planning was limited to individual teachers' programmes of study. Moreover, many 

teachers argued they were unfamiliar with using assessment information to plan for teaching 

lessons. For example, examination grades were typically recorded in individual teacher mark 

books and on pupil report cards but were not used to identify trends within a cohort or a specific 

group of pupils or for quality assurance purposes. Several teachers considered that working with 

pupils on a daily basis provided enough information to assess academic progress, there was 

therefore little necessity for the development and use of additional assessment data. However, 

senior managers did express a need for greater quality assurance of teaching and learning, citing 

that teachers had become accustomed to working in isolation from their colleagues leading to a 
reduction in team working and cohesion within departments as well as throughout the school.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

US2 made little use of internal examination results although as indicated above senior managers 
had identified the need to modify and change the procedures for analysing pupil assessments in 

light of the accountability measures of NCLB and the associated AYR (see Chapter 5). In 

particular, senior managers emphasised a need to develop the analyses of individual pupil 
performance if the school was to ensure that each disaggregated group of pupils passed the new 
state achievement tests.

Ohio State Statutory Proficiency Tests

As outlined above and in Chapter 6, proficiency tests were to be phased out and replaced with 

new achievement assessments, diagnostic assessments, and Ohio graduation tests.

Data production and acquisition

US2 administered tests in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 
the duration of the assessments. The school district managed the scoring and reporting of the
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completed test papers. The test was taken in October and pupils who wished to improve their 
scores re took the tests in March and or July.

Data analysis and interpretation

Test results were analysed by the state education department and provided information for the 
district and state report cards. Senior managers had not undertaken any significant analysis of 
the test results in the past, but in the previous 12 months had begun to develop systems for more 
detailed analyse of data in light of AYR and the new state achievement and diagnostic tests. A 
number of teachers argued that senior managers were beginning to direct teachers to teach more 
to the test in an effort to ensure that the school achieved AYR.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Test results were used to provide information for the school, the school district and the state 
education department. Within the school, senior managers made some use of the results to 
determine if pupils required intervention and support or to decide if a pupil was to be 
recommended to repeat a grade to improve their performance. However, US2 provided limited 
opportunities for gifted and talented pupils to attend more challenging classes and few pupils 
were given the chance to work in higher grade classes. However, pupils were able to attend 
summer courses to gain high school credits that contributed towards the high school diploma. 
Parents were required to pay for out of school courses.

Ohio State Achievement and Diagnostic Tests including the Ohio graduation test and the 
Ohio Graduation Practice Test

As outlined above the Ohio proficiency tests were being phased out and replaced with new 
achievement assessments, diagnostic assessments, and Ohio graduation tests. US2 had not 
undertaken the pilot Ohio graduation test although Grade 2 and 3 pupils in the associated 
kindergarten schools were taking the first new achievement and diagnostic tests.

Data production and acquisition

US2 will administer the achievement tests from 2004 and diagnostic tests from 2007 as outlined 
in Chapter 6. The Ohio graduation test will be administered from 2004 in GradetO. Tests will be 
taken in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules will be suspended for the duration of 
the assessments. The state will manage the scoring and reporting of pupils' papers and teachers
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expect data to be stored electronically. The test schedule remains the same as for the proficiency 
tests with tests initially undertaken in October. Senior teachers anticipate that the new school 
district computer network capability will improve the availability of test data from assessments 
undertaken prior to Grade 8. Pupils may retake the test if they did not achieve a pass in all of the 
five areas. All pupils must take and pass the OGT to graduate.

Data analysis and interpretation

US2 senior managers foresee that achievement and diagnostic test results will be analysed to 
provide information on pupil and school performance. Test data will be analysed by the state 
education department to determine if the school reaches AYR requirements and to provide data 
for the state report card. No data had been analysed, as the tests had not been taken at the time 
of data collection.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers anticipated that the new state test results would be used to identify pupils who 
were failing to reach the required state academic standards. However, the school had not 
planned for any new strategies to prepare pupils for the tests or implemented any training 
schedules for teaching staff.

The EXPLORE Test

The EXPLORE test was a 'pre-PLAN' test and provided guidance for pupils on their current 
academic development in Grade 8 and 9 as well as encouraging pupils to consider future high 
school plans, career and training options as outlined in Chapter 6.

Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in September in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were 
suspended for the duration of the assessments. Tests were sent to the testing company for 
marking and test results was stored electronically on office administration computers.

Data analysis and interpretation

The main function of the test was to provide the school with a means to structure high school 
planning by providing a detailed analysis of the subjects in which individual pupils were most
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likely to achieve success throughout high school. The test also provided career information for 
pupils and parents. Some analysis was undertaken by guidance councillors who occasionally 
used the information as a baseline to monitor pupils' progress. In addition, pupils analysed the 
test results to identify their own strengths and weaknesses prior to establishing a four-year high 
school programme of study.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Results were sent to the school and pupils were able to obtain graded test papers with a detailed 
report of their performance. Curriculum planners and guidance councillors used the results to 
determine which subjects the tests indicated individual pupils should follow throughout high 
school. Guidance councillors and pupils would discuss the results to plan a pupil's four-year high 
school curriculum plan. Teachers did not review or prepare for the tests during lessons.

The PLAN Test

The PLAN test was a 'pre-ACT' test providing predictions of success on the ACT assessment 
(see US1 analysis and Chapter 6). In addition, PLAN provided parents and pupils with information 
about colleges and universities as well as financial aid programmes.

Data production and acquisition

Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for 
the duration of the assessments. Tests were taken by Grade 10 in September and sent to the 
testing company for marking.

Data analysis and interpretation

The main functions of the test was to provide pupils with ACT examination practice and to identify 
potential colleges, which match pupils' individual goals and academic abilities.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As with the EXPLORE test, guidance councillors used the PLAN test results to advise pupils in 
the selection of high school courses in Grade 11 and 12. In addition, pupils were encouraged to 
compare the results from the two tests, using the information to help direct course selection in
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preparation for their college and university choices. The PLAN results were also used as a 
practice for the ACT test. US2 did not include test results on pupil report cards.

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test

The Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test was a 'pre- 
SAT test providing predictions of success on the SAT assessment (see US1 and Chapter 6).

Data production and acquisition

Grade 10 and 11 pupils typically took the PSAT/NMSQT test. Tests were administered in 
homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for the duration of the 
assessments. Tests were undertaken in October and completed test papers were sent to the 
testing company for marking. Pupils typically took the PSAT/NMSQT twice, once in Grade 10 and 
once in Grade 11 and were required to pay a test fee.

Data analysis and interpretation

The school undertook little analysis of the test results and marked test papers were returned to 
pupils who typically reviewed their own test scores. Teachers did not use lesson time to teach or 
review the test content.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Test results were used by guidance councillors in conjunction with the PLAN test results to assist 
pupils in choosing the right high school courses in preparation for college. A number of pupils 
elected to enroll in SAT tuition classes with private tutors outside of school hours. Pupils were 
required to pay a fee for these classes. The PSAT/NMSQT results were used to focus attention 
on both career preparation and improving performance on the SAT assessment. Test results 
were not included on pupil report cards.

American College Tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and 
Advanced Placement Examinations

As indicated previously, high school pupils registered for the ACT, SAT and Scholastic Aptitude 
Subject Tests through the ACT organisation and the SAT College Board. Scholastic Aptitude 
Subject Tests and Advanced Placement courses were curriculum based tests set by the College
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Board. However, Advanced Placement tests were administered by the school whilst Scholastic 

Aptitude Subject Tests were administered by the College Board at local test centers.

Data production and acquisition

In US2 it was the pupils responsibility to register for the Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests, SAT 

and ACT. Pupils were also required to pay a fee and ensure Saturday attendance at a designated 

local test centre. The school offered only a few Advanced Placement courses that usually took 

two semesters to complete. The school registered pupils for the Advanced Placement 

examinations and administered the tests. Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced 

Placement examinations were generally taken in Grade 11 and results were available for college 

applications in the autumn of Grade 12. US2 did not teach or prepare pupils for the Scholastic 

Aptitude Subject Tests.

Data analysis and interpretation

Departmental heads undertook some analysis of the Advanced Placement results as 

examinations tested pupils on the curriculum taught at the school. The SAT, ACT and Scholastic 

Aptitude Subject Tests were not based on the high school curriculum and therefore little analysis 

was undertaken of results. Pupils were able to purchase an evaluation of ACT and SAT test 

answers to review areas of the paper that were completed incorrectly. The information was 

typically used in preparation for the next time the test was taken, in addition pupils sometimes 

attended additional SAT and ACT private tuition classes.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The ACT, SAT, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced Placement test results were 

used by pupils for college and university admissions. Parents and pupils were informed of test 

results directly from the test companies and results were not disseminated within the school.

United States school 3

US3 was a non-denominational school in New York State, with a pupil population that was mixed 

socio-economically. Within the school catchment boundary the principal described a range of 

demographic areas including a largely white, low-income "trailer park community", and a local 

"housing project" (Principal US3, 2003) built with public money for low-income families. The 

school district comprises of one high school, one middle school and three elementary schools. 

There were approximately 2717 pupils in the school district and 874 in the high school (Grades 9-

173



12). Pupils were granted admission to the school if they resided within the school district. 
Guidance councillors were responsible for one grade, which was divided into nine homerooms of 
approximately 25 pupils in each.

School organisation

Homerooms were organised at the discretion of the guidance councillors at the beginning of 
Grade 9. Special needs pupils were integrated into mainstream classes wherever possible with 
some specialised professional support. Setting occurs in most academic subjects and pupils had 
a range of options they may choose to study from Grade 9. Grade 8 pupils were unable to 
accumulate graduation credits until they commenced high school courses in Grade 9.

School hours

School commences at 7:45 a.m. and ends at 2:15 p.m. Pupils attend registration mid morning 
and school announcements were made using an in-class auditory system. Announcements 
commence with pupils and staff standing for the declaration of the pledge of allegiance to the 
United States of America. There was a five minute break between each lesson and school 
lunches were staggered into three settings of 30 minutes starting at 10:52 a.m. as shown below.

Table 8.2 Table to show US3 daily schedule

Daily Schedule
Period 1

Homeroom
Period 2

Period 3
Period 3 Lunch

Period V.

Period 4 Lunch
Period 4/5

Period 5 Lunch
Periods

Periods
Early bus

Curricular support period
Late Bus

7:45 - 9:07
9:12-9:20
9:25-10:47
10:52-11:31
10:52-11:22
10:52-12:14
11:35-12:05
11:26-12:48
12:18- 12:48
12:09-12:48
12:53-2:15

2:20
2:20 - 3:00

3:20

The school provides two bus services at the end of each school day, one at 2:20 p.m. and a 
second bus at 3:20 p.m. The second bus was intended for pupils who have remained in school 
for sport practice or who have attended a curricular support period. The auricular support period
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was an opportunity for pupils to visit teachers with questions regarding their classes. All teachers 
remain in their classrooms until this period had concluded.

Attendance and punctuality

Pupils were discouraged to take time off school out of regular school vacations. Lateness to 
school and classes was not accepted and any pupil who repeatedly offends may be prevented 
from earning full class credits. Persistent non-attendance was referred to the school district office, 
Judge of the Juvenile Court or The Department of Social Services.

School Curriculum

US3 operated with a two semester academic year with pupils' schedules changing each 
semester. A daily timetable was followed with pupils taking the same lessons each day. State 
academic content standards and graduation requirements were adhered to and a subject option 
system was offered for all pupils throughout high school. Classes were set by ability and the 
school withdraws pupils from mainstream classes for additional support wherever needed. US3 
delivered career education through special lessons, which were held throughout the year. The 
guidance councillors played a significant role in working with pupils and parents throughout high 
school.

Text books and equipment

A fee was required for most high school courses in addition to pupils being required to supply 
writing and drawing materials as well as a school bag. The school provided pupils with lockers 

and bags were not allowed to be carried in the buildings.

Homework

Homework was issued by most subjects and parents were able to obtain details of homework
directly from their child's teacher. Pupils were not issued with homework journals or homework

timetables.

Parents and the school

US3 welcomes parental involvement in raising funds through booster clubs for various sports 
teams. They were able to access school information and the district report card information on 

line. However, the school did not record information on the curriculum, lessons or pupil data on 
line. Parents did not usually become involved in the high school in any other capacity.
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Pastoral Care

Tuition was provided free to all pupils. Some courses and school trips require a parental 
contribution, although no limit was set by the school. Guidance councillors had academic and 

pastoral responsibility for pupils within one grade and these were allocated according to the first 

letter of their last name.

School uniform

US3 had no requirement for a school uniform although pupils playing on sports teams or in school 

bands were required to wear specific uniforms. Uniforms were purchased by the school with the 

assistance of parent organisations who raised funds during the academic year. A minimal fee was 

usually charged for the upkeep of the uniforms.

School meals

Meals were organised on a cafeteria system and cash or lunch tokens were accepted as 

payment. The school operated a 'closed' school site during the day using security cameras and 

door alarms, preventing unauthorised visitors access to the school building. Pupils were not 

allowed to leave the school throughout the day including during lunch periods.

Travel

Pupils were provided with free transport on buses that were owned and managed by the school 
district. Those who remained in school after normal hours were required to obtain a pass from a 

teacher to take the late bus home.

Data collection

In US3 the following five members of staff were interviewed.

• School principal - 20 years of school experience.

. • Assistant principal -15 years of school experience.

• Guidance councillor -12 years of school experience.

• French teacher - 6 years of school experience.

• Department head of mathematics - over 25 years of school experience.

• Information technology coordinator - 5 years of school experience.

• Administration staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 
	pastoral data - 4 years of school experience.
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United States school 3 pupil assessment data 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

As outlined in Chapter 6, the Iowa test of basic skills (ITBS) was an achievement test used to 
determine pupils' knowledge in particular subject areas. The school district did not undertake the 
Iowa test of educational development for pupils in Grades 9-12 electing to only administered the 
ITBS in Grade 3 in the elementary schools and in Grade 6 in the middle school.

Data production and acquisition

The schools associate middle school and elementary schools administered the tests in 

homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were suspended for the duration of the tests. 
Tests were administered in March and completed test papers were sent to the testing company 
for marking. Teachers in the high school had limited information on how the ITBS tests were 
managed and delivered within either the elementary or middle schools. Moreover, teachers were 
not informed if pupils were prepared for the tests or how the test results were analysed. Senior 
managers were aware of the NCLB legislation but had not considered how the new testing 
requirements would impact upon the school or the school district.

Data analysis and interpretation

In addition to the limited knowledge that US3 had of the management and administration of the 
ITBS assessments prior to pupils entering Grade 8, guidance councillors were frequently unable 
to review pupils' test results as pupil files were often incomplete. For example, a significant 
number of files did not contain pupils test results or information of any analysis that may have 
been undertaken prior to Grade 8. Senior managers argued that the exchange of pupil 
information between the schools was particularly difficult, as the school district did not have a 

networked computer facility.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

US3 made little use of the ITBS test results. Parents were issued with a home report summary 
from the testing centre and pupils who achieved a high score on the ITBS were invited by the test 
centre to take further examinations, such as the college SAT or ACT. The school did not usually 
provide pupils with the opportunity to follow accelerated programmes of study and had no system

177



for individual pupil target setting or structured study support. The ITBS test results were not 
recorded on pupils' report cards.

Teacher Assessments

In general, teachers graded pupils' homework, tests, and quizzes but did not grade class work. 
Teachers were required to produce all assessments as a numerical mark. Pupils were awarded 
additional marks for extended academic tasks or extra effort made in class.

Data production and acquisition

Departmental heads did not usually direct teachers to assess particular pieces of work, such as 
class work or specific items of homework. Pupils' grades were recorded in traditional hand written 
mark books. Administration staff coordinated and collated teacher's assessments for pupil report 
cards which were issued at ten-week intervals throughout the academic year. US3 made some 
use of computers but a significant quantity of data was managed manually by the administration 
staff. Senior managers indicated that the school had no plans for extending the use of computers 
systems or of introducing an on-line facility.

Data analysis and interpretation

In the school senior managers and guidance councillors did not have access to teachers' mark 
books and did not require departments to analyse and interpret assessment data. Guidance 
councillors undertook some analysis of pupil report cards and if pupils were considered to be 
underperformmg, interviews were occasionally arranged with teachers to discuss the pupils' 
progress. In Grades 8-12 report cards recorded the total number of credits a pupil had achieved 
throughout each year, semester examination grades, absentee and late arrival at school records. 
In Grade 12 the report card also recorded a pupil's grade point average. Report card information 
was stored in pupil files and on an office administration computer system.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

US3 did not generally use teachers' assessments with the exception of information that had been 
recorded on pupils' report cards. Furthermore, teachers did not typically discuss the grading of 
pupils work or the information that had been recorded in their mark books. The grades on a 
pupil's final high school report card from Grade 12 contributed to the high school diploma which
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was taken into consideration for college admissions. As outlined above report cards were issued 

at ten-week intervals and were mailed to the pupils' home.

Internal Examinations

All departments administered internal examinations at the end of each semester in Grade 11 and 

12. The majority of departments also administered examinations at the end of each semester in 

Grade 9 and 10 with the exception of the history, mathematics and chemistry departments who 

administered examinations at the end of the second semester.

Data production and acquisition

Teachers in the departments that administered examinations generally wrote their own test 

papers. The German department did not set internal examinations in any grade arguing it was not 

possible to write a common test paper as teachers taught different sections of the curriculum at 

different times of the year.

Data analysis and interpretation

In general teachers did not analyse internal examination results. In explanation, senior managers 

stated it was common practice for teachers to work alone, largely isolated from other colleagues. 

As such, collective analysis of departmental examinations was not considered meaningful or 

worthwhile. Furthermore, examination results were regarded as less meaningful than 

assessments generated by pupils' daily class work, homework and informal tests and quizzes. 

Consequently, examination results would be unlikely to significantly contribute to teachers 

understanding of pupils' ability or academic progress.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Although few teachers analysed and used internal examination results, some did report that 

through reviewing examination papers they were able to identify areas of the curriculum where 

pupils demonstrated a lack of subject specific knowledge. Parents were informed of pupils' 

examination grades on the end of semester report cards.
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New York State Statutory Achievement Tests

Statutory tests were standardised throughout the state and were taken in Grade 4, 5, and 8. As 
outlined in Chapter 6, in light of the new testing legislation New York State was introducing further 
tests to meet NCLB requirements.

Data production and acquisition

The school district administered the tests in USS's associated elementary and middle schools in 
homeroom classes. Regular lesson schedules were suspended for the duration of the 
assessments. Completed tests were marked and analysed by the school district and made 
available to the state education department.

Data analysis and interpretation

The data was analysed and interpreted by the state education department to establish school 
performance and to determine if there was a need for state intervention. The high school 
undertook little analysis of the data but guidance councillors occasionally referred to individual 
pupil test results. However, as outlined previously, pupil's files often contained incomplete records 
of achievement and ability test results.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The statutory achievement tests were curriculum based and related to the New York State 
learning standards. The test results were used by the state education department to measure 
pupils' progress in achieving state curriculum requirements. The schools performance was 
reported to the public through district and state report cards (see appendix d). The test results 
were not usually used by senior managers and guidance councillors and the data was not 
disseminated throughout the school.

High School Achievement Tests

Pupils took a number of examinations during high school, some of which were required to obtain 
a graduation diploma (see Chapter 6), including:

• Regents examinations

• occupational education proficiency examinations
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• second language proficiency examinations.

New York State awarded three levels of high school diplomas associated with obtaining an 

appropriate pass level on the Regents examinations again outlined in Chapter 6:

• local diploma

• Regents diploma

• Regents diploma with advanced designation.

US3 was responsible for marking their own pupil's examination papers and were required to 

follow clear rules and guidelines provided by the New York State education department.

Data production and acquisition

US3 had administered the high school achievement tests for several years and as outlined in 

Chapter 3 the tests were predominately in line with the new testing requirements. As such, senior 

managers were not required to undertake a revision programme of examinations to conform to 

NCLB. Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson schedules were 

suspended for the duration of the tests. Completed test papers were marked within the school 

and the data was stored electronically. The tests were administered in January, June and August. 

All pupils were required to take the Regents tests or accepted alternative as outlined in Chapter 

6. Pupils were permitted to retake the tests if they did not at first achieve a pass grade.

Data analysis and interpretation

As examination papers were marked by the school, department heads were able to analyse each 

examination question in detail, reviewing how different pupils and groups of pupils had performed. 

As a result, amendments were occasionally made to programmes of study wherever test answers 

indicated pupils lacked subject specific knowledge. In addition, senior managers analysed the 

results to determine pupil performance and to identify if any pupils who had failed to pass the 

examinations required additional tuition and support before attempting the tests for a second 

time.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Test results were reported to the State Education Board and through NCLB will be used by the 

state to measure if the school had reached AYR requirements. Senior managers and department
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heads used the test results to identify major learning goals, offering both teachers and pupils a 
guide to areas of the curriculum where a lack of knowledge and understanding had been 
demonstrated. Parents were informed of pupil attainment through a home report card.

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test

The Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying test 
(PSAT/NMSQT) was used as a practice test for the SAT assessment and provided pupils with an 
indication of their future SAT performance.

Data production and acquisition

Pupils typically took the PSAT/NMSQT twice, once in Grade 10 and once in Grade 11. Tests 
were taken in October. Tests were administered in homeroom classes and regular lesson 
schedules were suspended for the duration of the assessments. Completed test papers were 
sent to the testing company for marking and results were returned to the high school. Pupils were 
required to pay a test fee.

Data analysis and interpretation

Test results were not analysed by the school. The main function of the test was to provide pupils 
with examination practice and to help identify potential colleges which match pupils' individual 
goals and abilities. As outlined previously, pupils who took the test and were US citizens were 
able to use the test to enter the National merit scholarship programme. Marked test papers were 
returned to pupils who typically analysed their own test results. Teachers did not use lesson time 
to teach or review the test content.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The PSAT/NMSQT results were used both for pupil career preparation and improving 
performance on the SAT. The test result data was used by guidance councillors to assist pupils in 
choosing the right high school courses in preparation for college. Pupils did not generally enrol in 
out of school SAT preparation classes. Parents were not informed by the school of pupil 
performance and data was not recorded on the pupil report cards.

182



American College Tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and 
Advanced Placement Examinations

High school pupils registered for the American College Test (ACT), Scholastic Aptitude Test 

(SAT) and Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests through the ACT organisation and the SAT College 
Board. The school also offered a limited number of Advanced Placement courses but these were 
only made available to pupils in Grade 12.

Data production and acquisition

In US3 it was the pupil's responsibility to register for the Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests, SAT 
and ACT. The school registered pupils for the Advanced Placement examinations and 
administered the tests. Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced Placement examinations 
were generally taken in Grade 11 and results were available for college applications in the 
autumn of Grade 12. US3 did not teach or prepare pupils for the Scholastic Aptitude Subject 
Tests. Pupils were also responsible for paying the examinations fee and for attendance at a 
locally designated test centre.

Data analysis and interpretation

US3 did not analyse the ACT or SAT test results. Pupils were able to purchase an evaluation of 
ACT and SAT test answers to review areas of the paper that were completed incorrectly. 
Departmental heads undertook some analyse of the Advanced Placement tests, however little 
time was dedicated to the analysis process. Pupils did not usually attend additional out of school 

classes for SAT or ACT test preparation.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

ACT, SAT, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced Placement test results were used by 
pupils for college and university admissions. Parents and pupils were informed of test results 
directly from the test companies and results were not disseminated within the school.

United Kingdom school 1 -Wales

UK1 was a 11 to 18 Catholic secondary school in Wales with approximately 1500 pupils, which 

was founded by the church to provide education for Catholic children. The governing body had 
sole responsibility for pupil admissions. As such, admission to the school will be made in
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accordance with parental choice, subject to a priority for designated primary schools and pupils in 

order of priority as outlined below.

1. Catholic children from the designated Catholic primary schools.

2. Catholic children from other Catholic primary or secondary schools.

3. Catholic children not educated at a Catholic school.
4. Non-Catholic children educated in a Catholic primary school, whose parents seek a 

specifically Christian education, supported by a letter from the head teacher.
5. Christian children not educated in a Catholic primary school, whose parents seek a 

specifically Christian education. A letter must be provided stating the reasons for 

requested admission, together with a supporting letter from a minister of religion.

6. Children of other faiths not educated in a Catholic primary school, whose parents seek a 

specifically Christian education. A letter must be provided stating the reasons for 

requested admission, together with a supporting letter from a minister of religion of faith 
leader.

7. Children for whom application was made in special circumstances may be admitted at the 
governors' discretion. Each application must be accompanied by a letter from the 
appropriate professional person.

The school draws from a largely Caucasian community, predominantly middle class with some 

pupils from lower income homes. Assistant head teachers were responsible for each Key Stage 
reporting to the head teacher. The year groups were divided into 10 registration forms of 

approximately 30 pupils in each.

School organisation

Pupils were allocated to a registration form by the secondary school which were typically 
composed of a mix of pupils from all of the associate primary schools. Special needs pupils were 

generally integrated into mainstream classes, with support from the special education 
department. Year 9 pupils make decisions regarding option choices for Years 10 and 11. In UK1 
Year 11 courses generally lead to progression into the sixth form.

School hours

The school day begins for pupils with registration at 9:05 a.m. and ends at 3:45 p.m. There was a 

short break for pupils mid morning and the entire school breaks for lunch at 12:30 p.m. The 
school offered some after school facilities for sport activities or support with class work, although 

these opportunities were limited and used by a minority of pupils.
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Attendance and punctuality

Attendance was a legal requirement and pupils were discouraged from taking family holidays 

during term time. Parents were required to inform the school when a pupil was late or absent. The 

school did not contact parents on the first day of a pupils' absence. On return to school a note of 

explanation was required in accordance with government guidelines. Persistent non-attendance 

will result in parents being visited by the school welfare officer leading to possible prosecution.

School Curriculum

The school academic year was divided into three terms with a ten day timetable cycle and each 

day included five one hour lessons. Teaching groups were initially organised as mixed ability 

classes but setting was introduced progressively throughout Years 7, 8 and 9. All pupils follow the 

National Curriculum requirements as outlined in Chapter 3. In addition pupils in Years 10 to 13 

were able to elect subject options. Careers education and guidance was mainly delivered through 

a dedicated personal, social and health education programme.

Text books and equipment

Pupils were expected to provide basic writing and drawing materials including a bag to carry 

books and equipment. Textbooks were provided by the school and pupils were responsible for 

their care and return. Pupils were advised to supply dictionaries and calculators where necessary.

Homework

All pupils received homework and parents were encouraged to support and monitor pupils 

progress throughout each term. At the start of each academic year pupils and parents were 

provided with general information about the expected content and quantity of homework as well 

as a weekly homework timetable as shown below.

• Year 7 - Approximately one hour per night.

• Year 8 and 9 - Approximately one hour and a half hours per night.

• Year 10 and 11 - Approximately two hours per night.

• Year 12 and 13 - Approximately three to five hours per subject per week.

Pupils were issued with student planners for recording homework tasks.

Parents and the school

UK1 placed considerable emphasis on providing a school environment that was an extension to 

the pupil's home, both spiritually and pastorally. The school had a strong Christian ethic and 

aimed to work closely with parents who they regarded as the main educators of their children.
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Parents were able to obtain school performance data directly from the school and LEA. The 
school had a large and active parent association that organised fund raising events throughout 
the year.

Pastoral Care

Education was provided free although parents were usually asked to contribute to school trips, 
visits or excursions. The school was responsible for pupils' social, academic, physical and 
personal development. Each Key Stage had a designated teacher in charge, in addition to a year 
tutor (sometimes known as a head of year) for each year group.

School uniform

Uniform was compulsory for all pupils in Years 7 to 11 and adherence was considered as an 
important step in creating a sense of belonging to the school community. In addition the uniform 
was regarded as helping to develop a sense of self-discipline and maintaining educational 
standards. There was no sixth form uniform but pupils were advised to dress sensibly. The 
wearing of trainers and jewellery was not permitted in school.

School meals

Daily meals were provided and organised on a cafeteria system. Any pupil wishing to have a 
school meal could either tender cash or produce a free school meal ticket issued through 
registration classes. The school did not have security cameras or alarms that were in operation 
during the day although visitors were required to register their arrival at the school office. Pupils 
were allowed off the school site during the lunch hour.

Travel

The LEA provides free transport for those pupils living within a specified designated distance from
the school. The school works with the LEA in organising contracts with local bus firms. Transport
arrangements for children who remain in school after normal hours was the parents'
responsibility.

Data collection

The following five members of staff were interviewed in UK2.

• Assistant head of Key Stage 4-20 years of school experience.
• Head of sixth form and history teacher -15 years school experience.
• Head of the humanities faculty - 25 years of school experience.
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• Head of Year 10 and physical education teacher -15 years of school experience.

• Administrative staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 

pastoral data -12 years of school experience.

United Kingdom school 1 pupil assessment data 

Key Stage 2 National Tests

UK1's associate primary schools administered Key Stage 2 National Tests in line with National 

Curriculum statutory requirements as outlined in Chapter 3. The majority of Year 6 pupils in each 

of the associate primary schools took the National Tests with the exception of pupils who were 

considered to be working at the lowest level of attainment, who were alternatively measured by 

classroom based teacher assessments (see Chapter 3).

Data production and acquisition

The National Tests were administered by pupil's classroom teachers in lessons throughout 

nationally designated test days. Completed test papers were sent to the LEA for processing and 

marking. Test results that included the levels pupils attained and the actual mark a pupil scored in 

each test were returned to the primary schools before the end of the existing school year. In 

addition, during the autumn term, the LEA electronically transferred a record of pupils' levels from 

each of the associate primary schools to UK1. However, as UK1 and the LEA did not use the 

same computer formats for managing the test results, administration staff were required to 

manually transfer the data from one system to another. Each associate primary also sent UK1 a 

record of test results. However, as with the information made available by the LEA, the data only 

included the levels pupils achieved. It omitted the actual scores attained in each of the three 

tests. Senior managers encountered additional problems in obtaining Key Stage 2 test results 

from pupils that had attended primary schools that were not associated with the high school. As a 

consequence, records were often incomplete as well as inaccurate as a result of errors made by 

administration staff during the manual transfer of data.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Head of Key Stage 3 and the Head of Year 7 carried out some analysis of the levels that 

pupils had achieved as the data arrived at the school. Each level indicated a broad range of 

ability within which a pupil may have achieved a high or low score in each levels range. As an 

example, two pupils may have achieved a level 4 but one could have scored only 1 mark below a
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level 5 and the other only 1 mark above a level 3. Therefore, as UK1 did not receive the actual 
score pupils had achieved, senior managers and heads of year only had a broad indication of a 
pupils' ability within any one level.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers indicated that incomplete records, the late arrival of information and the lack of 
detail provided had resulted in the school making minimal use of Key Stage 2 National Tests. 
Nevertheless, although the test results had limited impact upon the academic setting of Year 7 
pupils, some heads of departments used the levels as a benchmark to measure pupil progress 
between the different Key Stages. The school did not have a school computer network system, 
therefore Key Stage 2 National Test information was not easily available to teachers. Paper 
copies of the pupils' levels were disseminated to senior managers and heads of faculties, 
however, few passed on the information to subject teachers. In addition the Key Stage 2 National 
Tests were used as an external measure of pupil and school performance. Primary schools 
provided parents with a report of their child's results including a comparison of their achievement 
against the school, county and national results.

Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage teacher assessments were generated by the primary teachers at the end of Key Stage 
2 for all Year 6 pupils in the subjects specified by the National Curriculum statutory requirements 
outlined in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4.

Data production and acquisition

Teacher assessment levels were recorded by the primary schools and usually transferred to the 
high school with the Key Stage 2 National Test information. At the time of data collection 
administration staff were implementing a new unique pupil identification number system that 
would assist the LEA and school to coordinate pupils' pastoral and academic data as they 
transferred from one educational phase to another. Senior managers anticipated the system 
would overcome some of the problems that were currently faced by the school in the exchange of 
pupil information from both the associate and non-associate primary schools. Pupils' paper file 
records were usually transferred from the primary schools to the secondary school in the autumn 
term.
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Data analysis and interpretation

As with the Key Stage 2 National Test results, as a rule, UK1 did not analyse the Key Stage 2 

teacher assessments.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers occasionally used the teacher assessments as a benchmark tool for value- 

added calculations. However, several of the schools' teachers queried the accuracy of the 

assessments that had been awarded by some of the Year 6 teachers. As an example, a head of 

department cited pupils who had achieved a Key Stage 2 teacher assessment English level 5 in 

Year 6 but in Year 7 had been unable to successfully complete what UK1 considered to be level 3 

work. Senior managers suggested that pupils' attainment levels had been inflated by Year 6 

teachers in an attempt to meet the achievement targets set by the LEA. UK1 did not disseminate 

the teacher assessment levels throughout the school although teachers could access the 

information in pupils' files. In addition, the Key Stage 2 teacher assessments were used as an 

external measure of pupil and school performance.

Key Stage 3 National Tests

Key Stage 3 National Tests were administered in line with National Curriculum statutory 

requirements as outlined in Chapter 3. Similarly to Key Stage 2, Key Stage 3 National Tests were 

taken in the core subjects of English, mathematics and science and test results were given as 

levels and actual scores, i.e. the actual mark a pupil achieved within each level range.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 3 National Tests were taken by most Year 9 pupils with the exception of pupils who 

were working at the lowest level of attainment. Tests were administered in examination halls, 

following strict examination conditions which prohibited pupils talking or referring to written 

information. Normal lesson schedules were suspended for the duration of the tests. Completed 

test papers were marked off-site and results returned to the secondary school usually in late June 

or early July. The data was stored electronically on the administration computer system and in 

hard copy form in the pupils' records.
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Data analysis and interpretation

Key Stage 3 Heads of Year and heads of the core subjects analysed the levels and actual scores 
that pupils attained in each of the three tests. As outlined previously, each level represents a wide 
range of ability, consequently, some heads of department closely analysed the level and actual 
score a pupil achieved within each level range.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Levels and actual scores were disseminated to all senior managers and heads of the core 
faculties, English, mathematics and science. All non-core faculty areas received the levels that 
pupils had achieved but not the actual scores within each level range. Some faculties did not 
disseminate the levels to teachers. The English, mathematics and science departments 
sometimes used the Key Stage 3 test results to determine the setting of pupils prior to entry into 
Key Stage 4 as well as to monitor the progress pupils made through each Key Stage. Several 
teachers argued that access to Key Stage 3 information was difficult due to the poor provision of 
computers throughout the school, stating that working with paper copies was cumbersome and 
time consuming. Parents were provided with a report detailing the level their child achieved in 
addition to school, county and National Test results. The Head of Key Stage 3 used the test 
results to review previously set school and LEA Key Stage 3 targets. The Head of Key Stage 4 
and Key Stage 4 Heads of Year sometimes used the Key Stage 3 National Test results to 
compare pupils' attainment against the Fischer family trust and YELLIS data (see below and 
Chapter 6). In addition, the Key Stage 3 National Tests were used as an external measure of 
pupil and school performance.

Key Stage 3 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage 3 teacher assessments were completed by teachers at the end of Key Stage 3 for all 
Year 9 pupils as specified by the National Curriculum statutory requirements outlined in Chapter 3 
and Chapter 4.

Data production and acquisition

Teacher assessment levels were provided for each pupil usually at the end of Key Stage 3 and 
were recorded on the school's administration computer and in hard copy form in the pupils' files.

190



Data analysis and interpretation

UK1 undertook some analysis of the Key Stage 3 teacher assessments, for example analysing 

levels awarded to measure pupils performance against school and the LEA performance targets.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

At the time of data collection, UK1 made little use of the Key Stage 3 teacher assessments. In 

explanation, an assistant head stated for several years the school had focused on the 

development of Key Stage 4 with the aim of improving the percentage of pupils attaining 5 or 

more A*-C GCSE grades or equivalent. As such, far less attention had been given to using and 

developing pupil assessment data at Key Stage 3. However, the school did plan to increase the 

use of both the Key Stage 3 National Tests and teacher assessment levels in the following 

academic year. Teacher assessment information was not disseminated throughout the school 

although teachers could access the data in pupils' files. Parents were informed of the teacher 

assessments awarded to pupils in the Year 9 annual written school reports. The report provided 

parents with written comments on their child's academic progress in each subject as well as 

general attitude and behaviour in school. In addition, each subject teacher provided a final grade 

for the year and usually recorded the pupil's internal examination grade. The Key Stage 3 teacher 

assessments were also used as an external measure of pupil and school performance.

Benchmark Testing

Some departments undertook benchmark testing (see Chapter 6) in Years 7, 8, and 9. Test were 

typically administered in the first week of each new academic year. Each year's test was 

designed to measure pupils' mastery of the same skills and attributes, determining pupils* 

progress throughout Key Stage 3.

Data production and acquisition

Benchmark testing was not mandatory. However, senior managers encouraged each department 

to establish its own benchmark data to measure the value added as pupils progressed from year 

to year (see Chapter 6). As an example, one faculty tested pupils at the beginning of Year 7, and 

the head of department recorded each pupil's score. The following year pupils were tested again 

and awarded a -1, +1 or 1 to indicate the change in their test results. For example, if pupils had 

obtained a similar score to the previous year they were awarded a 1, if they had improved their
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score pupils were awarded a +1 and so forth. Tests were typically administered in September 
during subject lessons.

Data analysis and interpretation

The results of the tests were analysed by the department and information was usually stored on 
departmental computers or in teacher mark books. As outlined above, teachers typically analysed 
results to establish the value that had been added during the previous school year.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Some departments used the analysed test papers to determine in which areas of the curriculum 
pupils had shown either a good understanding of the syllabus or a lack of subject specific 
knowledge. Test results were also used to identify gaps in learning particularly in Year 7 after the 
transition from primary school. As an example, in food technology Year 7 benchmark tests had 
demonstrated pupils had little understanding of the most appropriate utensils to use for different 
culinary tasks. Accordingly, adjustments were made to the Year 7 programme of study and a 
series of lessons were introduced aiming to improve pupils' utensils knowledge. In Year 8 pupils 
were tested with a similar benchmark test providing information on the impact the new lessons 
had made on pupils specific skills. If Year 8 test results indicated additional instruction was 
required, further adjustments could be made to the scheme of work, including the introduction of 
differentiated teaching materials for particular groups of pupils. Benchmark tests in Year 9 
provided teachers with further data with which to measure the value that had been added to 
pupils' knowledge over the three years of Key Stage 3. A number of departments held meetings 
to discuss the benchmark assessment results, monitoring both group and individual pupil 
performance. In addition, benchmark data was sometimes used as a tool for demonstrating pupil 
progress in support of teachers' performance management targets as well as part of a 
departmental self-evaluation process. The analysed data was only used within departments and 
was not disseminated throughout the school.

Teacher Assessments

Teachers assessed a range of pupils' work including class work, coursework, homework, and 
tests. In Key Stage 3 teachers typically awarded letter grades, numeric scores, or percentages 
and a few teachers gave marks as National Curriculum levels. Teachers generally marked Key 
Stage 4 work according to the external examinations grade e.g. a letter grade if the pupil was 
following a GCSE course.
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Data production and acquisition

UK1's grading strategy was determined by the National Curriculum attainment targets and 

programmes of study. In recent years senior managers had implemented an assessment policy 

requiring departments to base Key Stage 3 marking schemes on National Curriculum levels. In 

response, a few departments had designed classroom posters and information sheets depicting 

how class work related to the National Curriculum levels as well as to external course 

examination grades at Key Stage 4, providing pupils with clear and specific attainment targets. 

However, despite senior manager directives to increase the use of levels in assessing Year 7, 8 

and 9 work, most departments continued to assess using either numerical marks or letter grades. 
Furthermore, as each department continued to make independent decisions on the assessment 

grade awarded as well as what work to assess and which data to record, there was little 

continuity in the school's assessment procedures. As an example, in one subject two Year 8 

pupils had been awarded an A grade. The first pupil attended a class that followed an 

academically challenging course and had to achieve factually accurate work to gain the A. 

Conversely, the second pupil attended a class that followed a less challenging course where 

pupils were afforded greater flexibility in the accuracy of their answers. If the teachers of both 

classes had assessed pupils against the National Curriculum attainment targets and level 

descriptors each pupil would have been awarded the assessment level appropriate for their 

performance irrespective of the class each child attended. Senior managers stated that in 

situations where work was subjectively assessed, pupils were unable to clearly establish what 
they were required to do to achieve specific levels of attainment. Teacher assessments were 

usually recorded in hand written mark books although some teachers recorded assessments 

electronically. Teachers were not usually required to share mark book information, although, on 

occasion internal quality assurance processes or external inspection teams required a teacher to 

make their mark book available for review.

Data analysis and interpretation

UK1 did not generally analyse teacher assessments although some teachers did review 

information to determine pupil progress throughout the academic year.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Teachers were required to use teacher assessments to generate a grade for an interim report 

providing a mid year account of pupils progress. Senior managers explained that the interim 

report had previously been a common feature in many secondary schools but had been
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abandoned by most institutions after a trade union action and consequent directive that teachers 
were to produce only one written pupil report a year. Nonetheless, the school had maintained the 
production of two annual reports, regarding the interim report as the more useful assessment. For 
example, a senior manager described the report as providing 'an effective and simple snap shot' 
of pupils' half yearly progress. At the mid year point heads of year reviewed each interim report to 
ascertain if pupils were meeting targets that had been previously set in pupil mentoring sessions 
(see below). If a pupil was underperforming a meeting was reconvened with pupils and 
sometimes parents to devise further small measurable objectives, occasionally offering study 
support and additional mentoring sessions to assist the pupil in achieving their specified target 
level or grade.

Internal Examinations

Most subjects administered one annual examination for each year group. In Year 9 the core 
subjects were examined through the National Tests. In Year 11,12 and 13 in addition to 
summative external examinations, teachers typically gave a practice mid year GCSE, A or AS 
level examination, often known as a mock examination.

Data production and acquisition

UK1 administered examinations at different times of the academic year for each year group. Year 
7 and 8 took examinations in classrooms, whilst all other year group examinations were 
undertaken in the school hall under strict examination conditions, which prohibited pupils talking 
or referring to written information.

Data analysis and interpretation

Internal examination results were analysed by the Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 
Heads of Year as well as individual departments. In some instances examination results was 
used as a measure of the quality of teaching. All of the departments paid particular attention to 
the analysis of the mock examinations in Year 11, 12 and 13. Teachers identified pupils whose 
results indicated they may not achieve their target grades in the final end of course external 
examinations, therefore possibly resulting in the department also not achieving the A*-C GCSE 
targets that had been previously set by the school and LEA.

194



Use and dissemination of analysed data

As indicated above, Key Stage 4 Heads of Year reviewed internal mock examination results to 
identify pupils who failed to achieve a total of five A*-C GCSE passes. Similarly to the interim 
report process, pupils who had underperformed on the internal examinations were invited to 
attend a meeting with the head of year to devise an action plan containing short term targets on 
how to improve subject grades. Targets may include attendance at extra tuition sessions or 
regular visits to study in the school library. Pupils' progress was monitored through a structured 
Key Stage 4 mentoring programme delivered by form teachers. During the first mentoring session 
of each new school year annual academic targets were agreed upon and recorded. In proceeding 
mentoring sessions form teachers discussed pupils' grades and devised strategies to maintain or 
improve performance as well as discussing methods of study and revision. Form teachers 
generally met with pupils in registration periods and during assembly times as well as 
occasionally arranging mentoring sessions during the school day.

At Key Stage 3 the heads of the three core subjects used the Key Stage 3 examination results to 
identify areas of the curriculum where pupils had not demonstrated a good knowledge of subject 
specific material. UK1 also provided a Key Stage 3 mentoring programme to review the annual 
targets that had been agreed upon at the start of the school year. The programme was delivered 
by form teachers who indicated that unlike the Key Stage 4 arrangement, sufficient time had not 
been scheduled to effectively address each pupil's needs. An additional problem identified by 
form teachers was that Key Stage 3 pupils generally needed longer sessions than pupils in Year 
10 and 11, as not only academic but also pastoral matters had to be addressed. Senior managers 
acknowledged the deficiencies of the Key Stage 3 system and as indicated previously, stated that 
less consideration had been afforded to mentoring and target setting in Year 7, 8, and 9. 
However, senior managers were working towards developing a more effective use of mentoring 
time and using assessment data more efficiently to improve pupil attainment throughout the Key 
Stage. There was no formal mentoring programme at Key Stage 5 and internal examination data 
was used mainly by subject teachers. However, form teachers did provide support, offering 
pastoral and academic assistance to pupils whenever required. Internal examination results were 

not disseminated throughout the school.

Internal examination results were usually recorded on pupil's annual reports. Pupils' reports also 
contained individual pupil targets or predicted grades for the forthcoming academic year, an effort 
grade, attendance and late arrival to school information. Heads of year and heads of department 
sometimes used end of year reports to identify pupils who showed an unexpected pattern or 

change in examination grades.
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Fischer Family Trust

Fischer family trust (FFT) predictive data was made available to UK1 by the LEA. 

Data production and acquisition

As outlined in Chapter 6, the information provided by the FFT was derived from pupils' prior 
attainment. The data predicated how pupils would be expected to achieve on future external 

examinations if they continued to progress as other similar pupils had previously done (see 
Chapter 6).

Data analysis and interpretation

FFT data was analysed by the Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of Year. 
Predictive grades were reviewed and compared against internal assessment data including pupils 
set targets, predicted grades and mock examination results in Year 11.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

UK1 mainly used FFT data in Key Stage 4 to assist in the pupil target setting progress and in 
supporting pupil mentoring sessions. For example, pupil targets were typically determined using a 

combination of information including subject teachers' recommendations, interim and end of year 
reports, internal examination results, YELLIS data and FFT information. During a target setting 

session, form tutors would use the FFT information by comparing a pupil's actual attainment 
against the predicted FFT grade. For example, a pupil who was predicted by FFT to achieve a B 
grade in science but was achieving a C would alert teachers that the pupils was underachieving. 

Form teachers could discuss any problems that the pupil may be encountering and devise 
strategies and an action plan to support the pupil in improving their performance. At the time of 
data collection, FFT data was not typically used at Key Stage 3 although a working party had 
been established to develop the use of the FFT information in Year 7, 8 and 9. UK1 disseminated 

FFT data to senior managers, Key Stage 4 Heads of Year and form teachers for use in the 
mentoring and target setting process. Although the FFT data was extensively used during Key 

Stage 4 one head of year did express concerns that the data was calculated on pupils' past 
attainment at the ages of 10 and 11 in Key Stage 2 and ages 13 and 14 in Key Stage 3. As such 

the head of year considered the FFT information to be 'out of date' particularly information that 

originated from the Key Stage 2 phase arguing pupils would typically have matured and changed
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considerably from the age the information was obtained to the time it was being used. As a 
consequence the head of year encouraged form teachers and teachers to use the predictive data 
generated through the YELLIS test (see below) that was administered to pupils during Year 10 
only one year before prior to the external examinations. Nonetheless, other senior managers 
maintained that the school continues to use of the FFT information, in part as the data was 
provided by the LEA at no charge to the school.

YELLIS Test

As outlined in Chapter 6, the YELLIS test was designed by the Curriculum, Evaluation and 
Management Centre at the University of Durham and was a value-added monitoring procedure 
providing a range of performance indicators for pupils 14-16 years of age.

Data production and acquisition

UK1 used the written version of the YELLIS test but were considering introducing the on-line 
version. The test was taken in examination halls under strict examination conditions which 
prohibited pupils talking or referring to written information. Completed test papers were sent to the 
testing company for marking and test results were returned to the school. Year 10 pupils took the 
test on the first day of the autumn term.

Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the test results was mainly conducted by senior teachers who had spent considerable 
time learning to interpret and apply the YELLIS product. As outlined in Chapter 6, the information 
provided from the Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre at the University of Durham 
included details on the potential performance of individuals as well as the performance for groups 
of pupils undertaking specific subject examinations.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As with the FFT information, YELLIS was typically used by senior managers, heads of year and 
form tutors. For example, the Head of Year 10 and form tutors used the information to support 
Key Stage 4 pupils in the target setting and mentoring programme outlined above. In addition, the 
YELLIS predictions were used to categorise Year 10 and 11 pupils into one of three achievement 

categories. The first category comprised pupils who were predicted to achieve 9 A*-C GCSE 
grades; the second category of pupils who were predicted to achieve 5 GCSE A*-C grades and
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all other pupils were placed in category 3. Each category was allocated several senior managers 
who provided an additional mentoring programme that was delivered in conjunction with form 
tutor mentoring. Senior manager one to one mentoring sessions were held at least once a term 
where pupils could review coursework, consider revision techniques, in addition to discussing 
problems associated with examination courses. Senior managers placed particular emphasis on 
pupils who were considered as borderline in achieving 5 A*-C GCSEs. Occasionally parents were 
invited to attend mentoring sessions although the YELLIS prediction data was not usually shared 
with parents as senior managers were concerned that pupils may become overconfident or de 
motivated depending on their prediction results. Alternatively, pupils and parents were advised 
that if pupils worked hard the predictions indicated that they were capable of achieving specific 
grades. During the interviews several teachers expressed concern that the school had over 
emphasised the use of predictive tests and statistics as well as placing excessive pressure on 
pupils through repetitive mentoring sessions.

ALIS Test

The ALIS data provided performance indicators for post-16 pupils undertaking A level, AS level, 
advanced GNVQ examinations and advanced vocational certificates of education. As outlined in 
Chapters the test was designed and produced by the Curriculum, Evaluation and Management 
Centre at Durham University.

Data production and acquisition

UK1 had recently introduced the ALIS test to obtain prediction information for pupils' performance 
in external examinations during Year 12 and 13. As outlined in Chapter 6, the ALIS information 
was acquired from a combination of pupils' GCSE grades and the completion of an ALIS 'attitude 
to school life' questionnaire. The ALIS questionnaire was taken in classrooms under examination 
conditions which prohibited pupils talking or referring to written information. The test was taken on 
the first day of the autumn term in Year 12 and sent to the testing company for marking and 
analysis. As with YELLIS, the school was currently using the written ALIS test but were 
considering introducing the on-line version. ALIS test results were normally available for schools 
early in the autumn term. The school did not enter the test results onto the administration 
computer system and the information was made available for teachers on computer disks.
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Data analysis and interpretation

As indicated above, the test was relatively new to the school and the Head of Year 12 and 13 
was, for the most part, unfamiliar with ALIS. As a consequence, little analysis had been 
undertaken of the test results and the data had not been disseminated to form teachers, subject 
teachers or senior managers.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Head of Year 12 and 13 had made some use of the ALIS test results. A few short and mid 
term targets had been discussed with pupils, and form teachers had been asked to support pupils 
in working towards their targets. The Head of Year 12 and 13 did anticipate making more 
extensive use of the data in the following academic year.

External Summative Examinations e.g. GCSE, GNVQ, A and AS level

Pupils typically took external summative examinations in Years 11,12 and 13. The majority of 
examinations were taken at the end of the summer term, although some courses and repeat 
examinations, often referred to as retakes, were taken throughout the school year.

Data production and acquisition

As outlined in Chapters 3 and 6, pupils took external examinations to gain certificates of 
achievement in a range of subjects. Examinations were administered in school halls under strict 
examination conditions which prohibited pupils talking or referring to written information. 
Completed test papers were sent to the examination boards for marking and examination results 
were returned to the school.

Data analysis and interpretation

Senior managers and heads of department analysed examination results to compare the actual 
grades pupils achieved against FFT and YELLIS predictions as well as subject teachers' 
predicted grades. In addition, each subject teacher completed an analysis of the external 
examinations results for the pupils they had taught. As an example, teachers provided a 
breakdown of each pupil's achievement, giving reasons for any underachievement, and 
unexpected grades. For instance a poor grade may have resulted from an unexpected illness, or 
a change in a pupil's attitude or home circumstances. Conversely, a better than expected grade
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may have been the result of a particularly intensive mentoring programme or after school study 
club. In addition to the analysis of examination results, heads of department and subject teachers 
were required to provide the head teacher with action plans identifying ways to address 
underachievement or to maintain good performance.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

UK1 used the examination results in a review process comparing the actual grades achieved with 
the targets that had been set by the LEA for both the school and individual departments. Senior 
managers used department and teacher analysis of external examinations to determine future 
departmental targets for the following academic year. Heads of department sometimes used the 
examination results to establish which teachers had achieved success with particular ability 
groups and occasionally adjusted timetables to match teachers with specific groups of pupils.

United Kingdom school 2 - Wales

UK2 was a non denomination secondary school in Wales with approximately 1500 pupils 
between 11 and 19 years of age. The school was organised into three distinct units located within 
separate buildings which were on the same site.

i) Lower School - Years 7, 8 and 9. 
ii) Middle School - Years 10 and 11. 
iii) Upper School - Years 12 and 13.

The school draws from a wide catchment area with an extensive mix of diverse cultures, and at 
least 45% of pupils qualified for free school meals. A significant number of pupils did not speak 
English as their first language. Lower, middle and upper school had a designated teacher in 
charge, who was responsible to the head teacher for pupil progress, discipline and welfare. The 
year groups were divided into 10 registration forms of approximately 30 pupils. Pupil admissions 
were organised through the LEA and there were in the region of nine associate primary schools 
although not all pupils from each of the associate primaries would attend UK2.

School organisation

Pupils were assigned to mixed ability registration groups on entry to the high school and some 
consideration was given to friendship groups. Special needs pupils and pupils with English as a 
second language were integrated into mainstream classes wherever possible. In-class support 
was provided from both the SEN department and a dedicated special language unit. In the first
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months of attending the school the majority of pupils who did not speak English were taught in 

discrete classes and were integrated into mainstream lessons as their language skills improved. 

All mainstream classes were set from Year 7 with limited movement between ability groups 

throughout each year. Year 9 pupils made decisions regarding option choices for Years 10 and 

11. In UK1 Year 11 courses generally lead to progression into the sixth form.

School hours

School commences at 8:45 a.m. with a 15 minute break mid-morning. Lunch for the entire school 

ran from 12:20 p.m. to 1:20 p.m. Lessons finished at 3.25 p.m. The school offered after school 

clubs and library support for class work, although these opportunities were limited and were used 

by a minority of pupils.

Attendance and punctuality

Attendance was a legal requirement and parents were required to inform the school when a pupil 

was late or absent. However, the school had a particular problem with pupils taking extended 

holidays overseas to visit families that live outside of the UK. The school worked closely with the 

community discouraging long absences particularly throughout examination courses in Years 10, 

11,12 and 13. If a pupil was absent from morning registration without notification, the school 

contacted parents within the first hour of the school day. On return to school, a note of 

explanation was required in accordance with government guidelines. Persistent non-attendance 

resulted in parents being visited by the school welfare officer leading to possible prosecution.

School Curriculum

The school academic year was divided into three terms with a ten day timetable cycle and each 

day included five one hour lessons. The school followed National Curriculum requirements and in 

Years 10, 11,12 and 13 pupils may elect to study some subjects of their own choice. In Years 7, 

8 and 9 pupils were divided by ability into two distinct teaching groups. Subjects taught within the 

two groups were the same but varied in academic challenge and content. In addition, each year 

group undertook a programme focusing on learning, environmental matters, community needs, 

religious education and other social issues.

Text books and equipment

Pupils were required to provide writing and drawing materials including a bag to carry books and 

equipment. Textbooks were provided by the school and pupils were responsible for their care and 

return. Pupils were advised to supply dictionaries and calculators where necessary.
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Homework

Homework was set and pupils were provided with a student planner to record and plan their 
home study. The school did not issue guidelines to the quantity of homework a pupil should 

expect to receive.

Parents and the school

The school will make arrangements for parents to visit the school whenever required or 
requested. A school newsletter was issued once a term informing parents of school news and 
general information. Parents were able to obtain school performance data directly from the school 
and LEA. The school had a parents' association that supported school functions and raised funds 
wherever possible.

Pastoral Care

UK2 placed particular emphasis on the pastoral care of pupils, in part as many of the pupils had 
specific social needs. Many pupils were from poor homes or had recently entered the country as 
refugees. Education was provided free although parents were sometimes asked to contribute to 
school trips, visits or excursions. Each section of the school had a designated assistant head 
teacher, deputy assistant head teacher and a year tutor for each year group.

School uniform

The wearing of a school uniform was compulsory for Years 7 to 11. The wearing of jewellery was
discouraged. There was no sixth form uniform but pupils were advised to dress sensibly.

School meals

Pupils were provided with three opportunities a day to purchase meals. A snack service was 
available for breakfast and mid morning and lunch was organised on a cafeteria system. Any 
pupil wishing to have a school meal could either tender cash or use a free school meal ticket 
issued through the school office. The school operated security cameras and door alarms during 
the school day preventing unauthorised access to the school. All pupils were allowed off the 
school site at lunch time without notifying staff.

Travel to school

The LEA provided transport for those pupils living within a specific designated distance from the 
school and a minimal fee was charged. The school worked with the LEA in organising contracts 
with local bus firms. Transport arrangements for children who stayed in school after normal hours 
remained the parents' responsibility.
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Data collection

In UK2 the following six members of staff were interviewed.

• Deputy head - 25 years of school experience.

• Head of sixth form with additional responsibility for foundation, intermediate and 

advanced health and social care vocational courses -15 years school experience.

• Mathematics teacher - 25 years of school experience.

• Head of technology faculty - 30 years of school experience.

• Newly qualified teacher of technology.

• Administration staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 

pastoral data -12 years of school experience.

United Kingdom school 2 pupil assessment data 

Key Stage 2 National Tests

Key Stage 2 National Tests were taken by most Year 6 pupils in the core subjects of English, 

mathematics and science.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 2 National Tests were administered in primary school classrooms and completed 

papers were sent to the LEA for marking. Test results were returned to each primary school and 

as a result of a new pupil information transfer system introduced by a senior manager of Key 

Stage 3, UK2 received the majority of associate primaries' test results before the end of the 

summer term. The associate primaries provided the levels that pupils had obtained, and the 

actual score achieved. The school did experience some delays in utilising the test results as 

information arrived in a variety of computer formats, as well as printed paper copies. As such, 

administration staff were required to manually enter data into the school's computer network 

system. Senior managers continued to work with the data throughout the transfer process in the 

latter part of the summer term and the beginning of the following autumn term. In addition, the 

LEA electronically transferred the National Test results to UK2 during the autumn term. However, 

the LEA did not use the same computer formats for managing the test results, as such 

administration staff were required to manually transfer the data from one system to another.
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Although the school had already received the majority of pupils' Key Stage 2 National Test results 
the LEA information supplied an official record of the levels that pupils had obtained.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Head of Key Stage 3 undertook extensive analysis of the Key Stage 2 National Test results, 

reviewing the actual test score achieved as well as the level obtained. In conjunction with the 
Head of the English Department, the Head of Key Stage 3 used the test results to determine Year 
7 academic class sets. Classes were arranged according to pupil ability, using a two tier system 
with 6 to 7 classes on each side of a hypothetical ability line. The two tiers were known as side 1 
(more able pupils) and side 2 (less able pupils). Within side 1 and side 2 further setting occurred 
with the least able pupils being placed in the bottom few classes of side 2. Senior managers 
explained that the two band system provided an effective setting process based on a detailed 
analysis of pupils Key Stage 2 National Test performance. In the setting process the Head of Key 
Stage 3 used the actual scores to establish where a pupil was placed within each level's range. 
Once a pupil's position had been established, they were categorised in one of three bands. For 
example if a pupil had obtained a level 4 they would be categorised either as a +4, 4, or -4. Pupils 
in side 1 were required to have achieved at least a level 4 in each of the core subjects, pupils who 
had achieved a -4 were considered borderline for side 1 or side 2. However, some teachers 
expressed concern that the two side system disadvantaged a considerable number of pupils. 
Pupils rarely moved between the two groups leading to some pupils remaining in classes that 
were not academically challenging enough for their ability. This was a particular problem for 
pupils who had been initially placed in the incorrect group or had shown improvement throughout 
the year. They argued further that a significant number of Year 6 pupils underperformed on the 
Key Stage 2 assessments due to poor English language skills. Therefore, although side 2 pupils 
were sometimes considered academically able to meet the challenge of more demanding 
lessons, as they had not achieved a level 4 in the Key Stage 2 National Tests they were not 
admitted to side 1. Furthermore, a culture had developed within the school where teachers had 
come to expect pupils in side 2 to be less able, demonstrated by many teachers' low expectations 
not only throughout Key Stage 3 but also during Key Stage 4. For example, side 2 pupils were 
often discouraged from taking GCSE courses during Key Stage 4. In addition, throughout Key 
Stage 3 pupils were rarely promoted or demoted between sides and teachers described pupils as 

being 'stuck' in side 2.
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Use and dissemination of analysed data

As indicated above the Key Stage 2 National Test results were predominantly used by the head 

of Key Stage 3 to establish pupil class sets on entry into Year 7. In addition, the test results were 

used to identify pupils who may require intervention to raise their attainment throughout Year 7, 8 

and 9 as well as in the end of Key Stage 3 National Tests and teacher assessments. In support of 

raising Key Stage 3 pupil attainment UK2 had recently appointed a full time teacher to analyse 

the Key Stage 2 National Test results in conjunction with other pupil assessment data, identifying 

pupils who could potentially be borderline for achieving a level 5 at the end of Key Stage 3 (see 

Chapter 3 for expected levels of attainment for the majority of pupils at the end of Key Stage 3). A 

selected number of pupils were targeted and their performance was monitored in English, 
mathematics and science from Year 7 to the end of Year 9. The appointed teacher worked with 

the targeted pupils in all of the core subjects providing a range of support and assistance. The 

help provided included but was not limited to, out of school hours tuition, help with analysing class 

tests and homework as well as liaising between teachers and parents whenever necessary.

Key Stage 2 National Test results were also used by senior managers to judge where additional 

'in class' study support from the SEN department and the English as an additional language 
(EAL) department should be directed. In addition the test results were used as a pupil attainment 

benchmark and reviewed as pupils progressed through Key Stage 3. UK2 recorded pupils' levels 

(not the pupils' actual score) on the schools computer network system, however, few teachers 

had access to computers and where computers were available only some teachers were provided 

with password codes to access the recorded data. Primary schools provided parents with a report 

of their child's results including a comparison of their achievement against the school, county and 

national result.

Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage teacher assessments were given by the primary teachers at the end of Key Stage 2 for 

all Year 6 pupils in the subjects specified by the National Curriculum statutory requirements 

outlined in Chapter 3.

Data production and acquisition

Teacher assessments were reported to the LEA and transferred to UK2 in the autumn term. Pupil 

files were physically moved from one school to another, which often caused delays in information 

being received and in addition some files were mislaid or lost. At the time of data collection
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administration staff were implementing the unique pupil identification number system, the purpose 
of which was to facilitate the transfer of both academic and pastoral pupil data.

Data analysis and interpretation

In contrast to the Key Stage 2 National Tests, UK2 undertook little analysis of the Key Stage 2 
teacher assessments. Teacher assessment levels were recorded on the school's network 
system.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Key Stage 2 teacher assessments were given to the heads of department of the core subjects but 
not generally disseminated throughout the school. Some teachers raised questions about the 
reliability and validity of the Year 6 teacher assessments, again suggesting some associate 
primaries awarded pupils higher attainment levels than they had achieved to ensure that LEA 
targets were accomplished.

Key Stage 3 National Tests

Key Stage 3 National Tests were administered in the core subjects of English, mathematics and 
science.

Data production and acquisition

Pupils took the Key Stage 3 National Tests in examinations halls, following strict examination 
conditions which prohibited pupils talking or referring to written information. Normal lesson 
schedules were suspended for the duration of the tests. Completed test papers were marked by 
the LEA and results returned to the high school usually in late June to early July. The data was 
stored electronically on the school computer network system and as with the Key Stage 2 
National Test results, access to information was password controlled.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Key Stage 3 National Test levels were analysed by the Key Stage 3 manager and the core 
subject heads of department. An evaluation was conducted comparing the percentage of pupils 
who had achieved a level 5 in each of the National Tests with the targets that had been 
previously set by both the school and the LEA. Subsequently, the heads of the core subjects
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were required to provide the head teacher with an explanation of the test results, justifying the 
levels achieved as well as compiling an action plan to either maintain and improve performance 
or address any underachievement. In addition, Key Stage 4 managers and heads of year 
analysed the levels and actual test scores for a pupil prediction system designed by a senior 
manager at the school. The pupil prediction system had been introduced to provide information 
that gave an indication of how well a pupil would perform in a range of external examinations at 
the end of Key Stage 4. The system worked by combining a pupils' Key Stage 3 National Test 
levels and Key Stage 3 teacher assessment levels. The figure was used to indicate the expected 
number of A*-C GCSE or equivalent passes a pupil was likely to achieve based on a calculation 
derived from pupils Key Stage 3 performance.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of Year made considerable use of the 
internal pupil prediction system. Pupils were placed into one of three categories depending on the 
predicted number of GCSEs they were expected to achieve. Pupils in the first category were 
predicted to achieve at least five or more A*-C GCSEs or equivalent, in category two pupils were 
considered to be borderline for achieving five or more A*-C GCSEs or equivalent and pupils in the 
third category were considered to be likely to achieve less than five A*-C GCSEs or equivalent 
qualifications. In conjunction with the prediction categories the school had devised a specialised 
programme for mentoring and target setting aiming to directly focus intervention and support at 
specific pupils. Mentors were usually form teachers or senior managers who met with pupils on a 
weekly basis at a pre arranged time. During mentoring sessions, pupils were encouraged to 
discuss current attainment levels, coursework and general progress. Heads of year usually 
provided mentors with an agenda that was individually tailored for every pupil, offering a guide for 
each discrete session.

In addition, the Head of Key Stage 4 used the test results to review Year 9 pupils' Key Stage 4 
subject choices prior to timetabling pupils for their Year 10 and 11 examination subjects. For 
example, as outlined above, pupils in side 1 predominately took GCSE courses in Key Stage 4, 
whilst pupils in side 2 were usually directed to follow a mix of GCSEs, GNVQs and foundation 
courses. If side 2 pupils achieved a level 5 or above in the National Tests, a review may be 
undertaken of their Key Stage 4 courses. The English, mathematics and science departments 
also made use of the Key Stage 3 National Test results to identify groups of pupils that required 
additional subject specific tuition throughout Key Stage 4. Parents were provided with a report 
detailing the level their child achieved in addition to school, county and National Test results. The 
data was also used as an external measure of pupil and school performance.

207



Key Stage 3 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage teacher assessments were completed by teachers at the end of Key Stage 3 for all 
Year 9 pupils as specified by the National Curriculum statutory requirements.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 3 teacher assessments were generated and reported to the LEA to establish pupils' 
attainment against the National Curriculum levels.

Data analysis and interpretation

The teacher assessment levels awarded at the end of Key Stage 3 were analysed by the 
managers of Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 3, heads of year and some heads of departments. 
Similarly to the Key Stage 3 National Tests, the Head of Key Stage 3 and the heads of the core 
subjects analysed the teacher assessments by reviewing the levels attained against previously 
set school and LEA targets. The Head of Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 4 Heads of Year also 
analysed the test results for use in the school's pupil prediction system. The prediction system 
had been designed and implemented before commercially generated predictive data was widely 
available, for example predictive tests from the Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre 
at the University of Durham. However, in recent years the LEA and commercial testing 
companies had generated a range of predictive data that had proven to be more accurate than 
the schools own predication system. However, despite an increase in the availability of national 
data and an acknowledgement that the accuracy correlating pupils Key Stage 3 core subject 
achievement and GCSE results had improved, some senior teachers had persisted in the use of 
the schools prediction system. In contrast, a number of other senior managers considered the 
school's prediction system to be obsolete and unnecessary.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The teacher assessments were primarily used in conjunction with the Key Stage 3 National Tests 
for the school pupil prediction system. The Head of Key Stage 4 issued subject teachers with lists 
of pupils in each prediction category, directing teachers to set individual pupil subject specific 
targets. In addition, form teachers and senior managers sometimes used the assessments during 
mentoring sessions to highlight subject areas where pupils faced particular difficulties. Mentors 
generally worked with pupils to devise strategies that would lead to an improvement in 
attainment. Parents were informed of the teacher assessments in the Year 9 annual written
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school report. The report provided parents with written comments on their child's academic 

progress in each subject and general attitude and behaviour at school. The report was the only 
formal written assessment provided for parents.

Mathematics Test

UK2 administered a numeracy test designed by the National Foundation for Educational 

Research (NFER). During the interviews senior managers indicated that the LEA had identified a 
need to improve the correlation of data between each educational phase. As such, each 
associate primary school had been directed by the LEA to introduce a Key Stage 2 version of the 
NFER mathematics test, thus facilitating the monitoring of pupil progress between the different 
Key Stages.

Data production and acquisition

All pupils in Year 7 and 8 took the mathematic test in the first month of the autumn term. At the 
time of data collection the school was planning to extend the test to Year 9 as directed by the 
LEA. Tests were administered in mathematics lesson time and test papers were marked by 
school teachers. The test results were stored on both the mathematics department computer 
system and on the school network system.

Data analysis and interpretation

UK2 senior managers considered the NFER test results as particularly valid and reliable baseline 
data primarily as the tests were administered and marked by the school. In contrast to the Key 
Stage National Test teachers were able to review and analyse each pupil's test paper, identifying 

specific strengths and weaknesses.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As outlined previously, Key Stage 3 pupils were divided into two groups, side 1 and side 2, 
according to academic ability as demonstrated by Key Stage 2 National Tests and teacher 
assessments. Also as indicated previously, pupils were rarely moved between sides or between 
classes. However, senior managers had structured the timetable to enable the mathematics 

department to move pupils between mathematics classes within either side 1 or side 2 without 

affecting any other lessons. For instance, a pupil could be in the top set for mathematics on side 

2 and be in the middle of side 2 for all other subjects although it was not possible for a pupil to be
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in side 1 for mathematics and side 2 for English. The flexibility afforded to the head of 
mathematics enabled pupils to be set in classes depending on their NFER test results rather than, 
on pupils Key Stage tests and teacher assessments. Pupils were regularly moved between 
mathematics classes depending on their bi-monthly performance. The mathematics test results 
were made available to senior managers but not disseminated throughout the school.

Reading Age Test

UK2 administered a reading test also designed by NFER. The standardised test results specified 
a pupil's reading age, indicated in years and months. The school had recently introduced a 
reading bridging scheme between the English department and the majority of the associate 
primary schools which included administering a Year 5 NFER reading age test. The joint project 
had developed and improved the exchange of information between the schools enabling the LEA 
and UK2 to monitor and track each pupil's year on year progress.

Data production and acquisition

The reading test was undertaken to provide senior managers, the head of English, SEN teachers 
and the EAL department with specific details of each pupils reading ability. The school placed 
considerable emphasis on the test as a significant number of pupils entered Year 7 either reading 
below the level expected for their chronological age or had a limited knowledge of the English 
language. The reading test results helped identify pupils who were in need of extra assistance 
and support with their reading skills which did not always correlate with pupils' academic ability. 
Teachers considered the reading test results as particularly relevant and applicable, providing a 
simple but accurate picture of pupil ability to access the curriculum. The tests were administered 
to Year 7 and 8 pupils in form classes on the first day of school and tests were marked by both 
the English and SEN department. The data was stored electronically on the English and SEN 
departmental computers as well as on the schools network system.

Data analysis and interpretation

The English and SEN departments analysed the test results to identify pupils who required 
additional lessons or specific instruction to improve their reading age. The test results were 
analysed by comparing pupils reading ages in years and months to their chronological age. In 
addition the Head of Key Stage 3 compared the reading test results with the Key Stage 2 National 
Test results, identifying pupils with low reading scores as well as pupils who were exceptionally 
gifted. As outlined previously the Key Stage 2 National Test papers were not available for

210



analyse, therefore as the reading tests were marked by the school teachers had a valuable 
insight into pupils specific knowledge, skills and abilities. In addition the test results were 

analysed to provide benchmark data to measure pupil progress between Year 5, 7 and 8.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The reading age test results were disseminated to each department although the results were 

predominately used by the English and SEN department. The English department used the 
information to determine which pupils required additional English and reading lessons. Pupils 

were typically removed from foreign language classes to accommodate two to three additional 

English and reading lessons a week. In contrast to the mathematics department, the timetable 

structure did not allow the English department to use the test results to determine movement of 

pupils between classes in side 1 or side 2. The SEN and EAL departments made use of the test 

results to decide upon each cohort's requirements for Key Stage 3 in-class support. In-class 

support involved specialist SEN and EAL teachers working with both groups of pupils and 
individual pupils in regular timetabled lessons. The SEN department also used the test results to 

determine if pupils should undertake further testing which could lead to inclusion in specialised 

SEN programmes. Parents were not usually informed of pupils' test scores, unless a pupil 

required specialised support and intervention. Subject departments other than English used the 

test results to determine the average reading age of each class and adjusted programmes of 

study, lessons plans and differentiated teaching materials as required.

Benchmark Testing

A number of departments undertook benchmark testing throughout Key Stage 3. Tests were 

generally taken in the first week of each new school year.

Data production and acquisition

At the time of data collection only a few departments administered benchmark tests. The tests 

were administered to pupils in Years 7, 8 and 9 in subject lessons during September and 

October.

Data analysis and interpretation

The results of the test were analysed within departments and information was stored either on 

departmental computers (not on the administration or network systems) or as paper copies.
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Departments analysed test results by reviewing test papers to establish which areas of the 
curriculum pupils had shown poor subject specific knowledge.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Departments used the data to provide information on pupils' skills and abilities, modifying 
schemes of work if there was a particular area that pupils had demonstrated a lack of knowledge 
and understanding. Teachers typically differentiated teaching materials and adjusted schemes of 
work to suit particular classes. In a few subjects pupils took regular benchmark tests and 
attainment levels were recorded and termly progress was monitored. The analysed data was 
used as a form of internal quality control and sometimes used in support of teachers' 
performance management targets. The test results were not disseminated throughout the school.

Teacher Assessments

Teachers assessed a range of pupils' work and marked using letter grades, numeric scores, or 
percentages. Departments did not usually mark work using Key Stage 3 levels. Teachers graded 
Key Stage 4 work according to the external examination grade scale e.g. a letter grade if the pupil 
was following a GCSE course.

Data production and acquisition

UK2 grading policy was directed by the National Curriculum attainment targets and programmes 
of study for each particular subject. At Key Stage 3, although teachers awarded a National 
Curriculum level at the end of Year 9, few used levels to grade daily class work or homework. 
Nevertheless, some senior managers were working with departmental heads to increase the use 
of levels in teachers' day to day marking. However, teachers were reluctant to change their 
marking procedures and minimal impact had been made on the grading system. Teachers 
generally recorded all classroom assessments in handwritten form in mark books. They were not 
usually required to share mark book data, although, on occasions internal quality assurance 
processes or external inspection teams required a teacher to make their mark book available for 
review. Departments usually adopted a common marking scheme and made collaborative 
decisions on what work to assess and which data to record. There was little evidence in the 
school of continuity in assessment policy between departments.
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Data analysis and interpretation

UK2 had no formal procedure for the analysis of teacher assessments although a number of 
teachers did review grades to measure individual pupils' progress during the school year.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

A few teachers used the grades awarded throughout the year as a basis for creating a teacher 
assessment level at the end of Key Stage 3 or for a predicted grade in Key Stage 4. In addition, 
teachers typically used their mark book records to determine a grade for pupils' end of year 
reports. Some heads of year and heads of department used the reports to identify pupils who 
showed an unexpected change in performance. Heads of year typically read each subject report 
and occasionally added written comments of advice or encouragement before the reports were 
issued to pupils. Reports also recorded a pupil's effort grade for each subject, attendance and 
late arrival to school.

At the time of data collection, UK2 was in the process of introducing a new interim grade system 
using daily teacher assessments as a basis for making judgements about pupils' mid term 
progress. For several years, senior managers and heads of departments had debated how mid 
term grades could be calculated whilst adhering to trade union requirements (see UK1 analysis). 
The school had determined that teachers would produce a termly grade derived from their daily 
assessments that would not require additional reporting procedures, hence complying with union 
instructions. In Key Stage 3 teachers generated a score out of 50 for each pupil three times a 
year using either one piece of work or by calculating an average from several pieces of work. If 
departments used letter grades as assessments a scale could be applied to transfer data to a 
numerical mark, for example, an A grade would equate to 50 points, a B grade 40 points and so 
forth. At Key Stage 4 teachers were required to give a score between 1 and 3, indicating pupil 
effort and ability (1 for improving, 2 for staying the same and 3 for needs to make more progress) 
for the first and third term. The second term score must be an estimated external examination 
grade. Year 12 and 13 used a similar 1-3 score system that was managed by the head of sixth 
form. Teachers recorded the grades on hand written pro formas or on computer disks provided by 
the administration office. Once the data had been collected it was recorded on the school's 
networked computer system enabling a comparison of the termly grade with other recorded 
assessments such as Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 assessments, reading scores and Key Stage 

4 predictive data. A few teachers raised concerns that the system did not require Key Stage 3 

teachers to use levels as termly grades particularly as some senior managers were working 
towards increasing the use of levels in the daily marking of pupils work. It was noted that at the
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time of data collection a significant number of teachers had failed to provide scores for either Key 
Stage 3 or Key Stage 4, preventing senior managers from fully utilising the assessment system.

Internal Examinations

Most subjects administered one annual examination for each year group. In Year 9 the core 
subjects were examined through the National Tests. In Year 11,12 and 13 pupils undertook a 
mock (practice) GCSE, A or AS level examinations in addition to external examinations.

Data production and acquisition

Each year group undertook examinations at different times of the school year. Year 7 and 8 took 
examinations in classrooms, whilst all other years sat examinations in the school halls under strict 
test conditions, that prevented pupils from referring to study notes or talking for the duration of the 
test. Design and technology resistant materials had elected to not administer Key Stage 3 
examinations choosing instead to grade pupils' coursework throughout the academic year. 
However, in most subjects' internal examination data was regarded as an important element of 
the school's assessment procedures.

Data analysis and interpretation

Internal examination results were analysed by individual departments and were usually recorded 
on end of year pupil reports. At Key Stage 3 examination results were not generally disseminated 
throughout the school but at Key Stage 4 all mock examination results were made available for 
senior managers and heads of year. All departments analysed mock examinations in depth in 
Year 11,12 and 13, with the aim of monitoring pupils' performance prior to the external 
examinations at the end of the school year.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

At Key Stage 4 the mock examination results were used to compare pupils' performance against 
the school's three category prediction system as well as against a pupils predicted YELLIS 
grades (see below). If pupils were considered to be underachieving the head of year informed the 
pupil's mentor who worked with the pupil in developing additional short term targets aimed at 
improving performance. Moreover, pupils were offered additional mentoring sessions to 
encourage the completion of coursework or were invited to attend specialised revision
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programmes. In some instances parents would be invited to discuss their child's grades and the 

support measures that had been made available.

Fischer Family Trust

UK2 had the Fischer family trust (FFT) predictive data made available through the LEA. 

Data production and acquisition

As outlined above and in Chapter 6, the information provided by the FFT was derived from pupils' 

prior attainment. The data predicated how pupils would be expected to achieve on future external 

examinations if they continued to progress as other similar pupils had previously done.

Data analysis and interpretation

In UK2, senior managers stated a number of concerns regarding the source of the FFT data. A 

senior manager argued that the Key Stage results, from which the data was calculated, was not 

current enough to justify using the data in making decisions on pupils' future attainment. In 

addition, the FFT data was considered difficult to interpret, as such, the data was not analysed by 

the school.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

FFT data was not disseminated throughout the school and no use was made of the information. 

MidYlS - Middle Years Information System Data

The MidYlS test was developed by the Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre at 

Durham University. The test was a value-added monitoring system providing predictions for 

pupils' future performance in examinations at the end of Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 as outlined 

in Chapter 6. At the time of data collection UK2 had only administered the test once.

Data production and acquisition

Year 7 pupils took the test on the first day of the autumn term. The test was taken in examination 

halls and completed tests were sent off site for marking and analyses. The school administered
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the written version of the test and test results were recorded on the school computer network 
system.

Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the test results was undertaken by the Head of Key Stage 3 and the Head of Key 
Stage 4 who identified pupils who were performing below their potential as identified by the 
MidYlS test results.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers explained that UK2 had introduced the MidYlS test to provide additional 
information to assist in determining pupils' potential at Key Stage 3 and beyond. The MidYlS test 
results were disseminated to heads of department and senior teachers after the data had been 
analysed by senior managers. The Head of Key Stage 3, heads of year and the teacher assigned 
to work with pupils in the three core subjects throughout Key Stage 3, used MidYlS in conjunction 
with the Key Stage 2 National Test results and pupils reading age scores. In addition the Head of 
Key Stage 4 used MidYlS to advice and direct pupils in their choice of examination courses for 
Year 10 and 11. During the interviews it was noted that several teachers had concerns regarding 
the validity of the test results. Namely, teachers stated that pupils had not been required to 
adhere to formal examination conditions unlike end of Key Stage National Tests. They argued the 
schools administration of the test had therefore been unfair and biased, as pupils had been 
helped with answering a number of the test questions. A senior manager contended that the help 
given to pupils in the test was a matter of translating questions and was justified as nearly 60% of 
pupils taking the test spoke English as a second language. However, in contrast several teachers 
claimed that questions had been interpreted and explained rather than simply translated.

YELLIS test

As outlined previously in Chapter 6 and above, the YELLIS test was designed by the Curriculum, 
Evaluation and Management Centre at Durham University and was a value-added monitoring 
procedure providing a range of performance indicators for pupils between 14-16 years of age.

Data production and acquisition

Year 10 pupils took the test on the first day of the autumn term in examination halls under formal 
examination conditions where pupils were required to remain silent and not refer to any study
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notes or books. The completed tests were sent to the testing company for marking and test 
results were analysed by the test centre (see Chapter 6). The school currently administered the 
written version of the examination and had not considered using the on-line version. Data was 
recorded on the school computer network system and was available to teachers who had an 
access password.

Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the data was undertaken by the Head of Key Stage 4 and the Heads of Year 10 and 
11, by comparing pupils' predicted grades with their Year 10 examination results and the mock 
examinations as pupils progressed to Year 11. The Head of Key Stage 4 and the heads of year 
also compared the YELLIS predications with the schools pupil predictions that had been 
calculated using the Key Stage 3 National Tests and Key Stage 3 teacher assessments (see 
above).

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of Year used the YELLIS results to identify 
pupils who were shown as being at risk of not achieving 5 A*-C GCSEs or were borderline for 
achieving a C or D grade in one or more subjects. Heads of year disseminated YELLIS 
information to form teachers to use in the pupil mentoring programme, encouraging pupils and 
teachers to set challenging targets for Year 11 external examinations. In addition, pupils were 
offered additional revision sessions as well as extra support and tuition in the subjects that were 
considered their weak areas. As outlined above, UK2 had an established target setting and 
mentoring programme for pupils in each of the Key Stages. At Key Stage 4 form teachers 
coordinated mentoring sessions for pupils in their registration group. Key Stage 4 pupils were 
withdrawn from assembly on a rotating programme, meeting with the form teachers at least once 
every six weeks. Targets were set based on a combination of information including but not limited 
to, Key Stage National Tests, MidYlS test results where available, YELLIS test results and 
information from the school pupil prediction system. Pupils recorded targets in homework diaries 
which were reviewed and updated at each mentoring session. Parents were encouraged to sign 
the homework diary every week and form teachers were required to check and sign the diary also 
on a weekly basis. As outlined previously some senior managers delivered an additional 
mentoring programme for some Key Stage 4 pupils, meeting with the category two pupils who 
were considered borderline for achieving 5 A*-C GCSE passes. At Key Stage 3 teachers had 
found difficulty in managing the mentoring and target setting programme. Mentors and pupils 

were often unsure about what targets to set and form teachers complained there was not enough
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time to spend with each pupil. Teachers considered that the end of Year 11 examinations 
provided a focus to the Key Stage 4 mentoring sessions, arguing that a lack of such clear and 
specific targets at Key Stage 3 had undermined the mentoring programme.

ALIS test

The ALIS data provided performance indicators for post-16 pupils. 

Data production and acquisition

ALIS data was made available to senior teachers and Year 12 and 13 form teachers. The Key 
Stage 5 information was managed on a different administration network computer system to the 
Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 pupil assessment data. The test was taken in classrooms on the 
first day in the autumn term of Year 12 under test conditions as outlined above. Completed 
papers were sent to the testing company for marking and test results were analysed by the test 
centre (see Chapter 6). The data was normally available for schools early in the autumn term. 
UK2 had no plans for introducing the on-line version of the 'attitude to life' questionnaire.

Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the data was undertaken by the Head of Key Stage 5. The ALIS data was analysed by 
reviewing pupils predicted grades and the results of the attitude to life questionnaire.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The data was used by senior managers, year teachers and subject teachers to establish 
individual pupil potential and to set individual pupil targets. Form teachers also used the 
information to demonstrate to pupils the probability of achieving a particular grade in external 
examinations at the end of Years 12 and 13.

External Summative Examinations e.g. GCSE, GNVQ, A and AS level

Pupils typically took external examinations in Year 11,12 and 13. The majority of examinations 
were taken at the end of the summer term, although some courses and repeat examinations were 
taken throughout the school year.
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Data production and acquisition

Examinations were taken in examination halls under formal examination conditions as outlined 

above. Completed test papers were returned to the examination boards for marking and results 

were returned to the school prior to the start of the autumn term.

Data analysis and interpretation

UK2's analysis of examination results was detailed and thorough. Senior managers and heads of 

departments compared actual results against MidYlS, YELLIS and ALIS predictions as well as 

with the school systems pupil predictions. In addition, the teachers were required to undertake an 

analyse of the grades pupils had obtained, providing an explanation for each unexpected grade in 

addition to devising an action plan that addressed underachievement or maintained and improved 

performance.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

UK2 used the examination results in a review process comparing the actual grades achieved with 

the targets that had been set by the LEA for both the school and individual departments. Pupil 

entry into the schools sixth form to study A, AS or GNVQ courses was determined by the 
qualifications pupils had achieved at the end of Key Stage 4.

United Kingdom school 3 - Wales

UK3 was a non-denominational secondary school in Wales with approximately 822 pupils. It was 

organised into two separate units on different sites.

i) Lower School - Year 7 and 8.
ii) Upper School - Year 9,10 and 11.

The school draws pupils from a local catchment area, which was predominantly white middle 

class with some pupils from poorer backgrounds. Lower school and upper school had a teacher 

in charge, who was responsible to the head teacher for pupil progress, discipline and welfare. 

Year groups were divided into six registration groups of approximately 27 pupils. The LEA was 

responsible for managing pupil admissions to the school.
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School organisation

On entry to Year 7 pupils were allocated forms which were mixed with regard to ability and 
character. Pupils with special educational needs were generally integrated within main stream 
classes. Under certain circumstances, some specialist in-class support was provided. In Year 7, 8 
and 9 a number of subjects set pupils by ability. Pupil progress was monitored throughout the 
year and pupils may be moved between groups depending on individual performance. Year 9 
pupils made decisions regarding option choices for Years 10 and 11. At the end of Year 11, 
pupils continued their studies at tertiary colleges or schools that provided a sixth form.

School hours

School commenced at 8:30 a.m. with a 15 minute break mid morning. The entire school breaks 
for lunch from 12:35 p.m. to 1:35 p.m. Lessons finish at 3:15 p.m. A limited number of sports and 
club facilities were provided after school.

Attendance and punctuality

Attendance was a legal requirement and pupils were discouraged from taking family holidays 
during term time. Parents were encouraged to inform the school if a pupil was late or absent. On 
return to school, a note of explanation was required in accordance with government guidelines. 
Persistent non-attendance results in parents being visited by the school welfare officer leading to 
possible prosecution.

School Curriculum

UK3 operated on a five day timetable cycle, and each day included five one hour lessons. The 
school followed the guidelines of the National Curriculum operating an option subject system in 
Years 10 and 11. Each school cohort was required to undertake a programme focusing on 
learning, environmental matters, community needs, religious education and other social issues.

Text books and equipment

Pupils provided writing and drawing materials as required and the majority of pupils used a bag to
carry books and equipment. Textbooks were provided by the school and pupils were responsible
for their care and return. Pupils were advised to supply dictionaries and calculators where
necessary.

Homework

Pupils were issued homework diaries with the following guide for the levels of homework they

could expect to receive.
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• Year 7 - approximately one hour per night, maximum six hours per week.

• Year 8 - approximately one hour and a quarter per night, maximum of eight hours per 
week.

• Year 9 - approximately one and a half hours per night, maximum of 10 hours per week.

• Year 10 - approximately two hours per night, maximum of 14 hours per week.

• Year 11 - approximately two hours per night, maximum of 16 hours per week.

Parents and the school

The school prospectus encouraged open communication with parents, describing parental 
support as one of the school's greatest assets. Each term, a general letter was sent home via the 
pupils, in order to inform parents of any general school news and important events. Parents were 
only able to obtain school performance data directly from the school and LEA. Parents were 
encouraged to join the parents' association which had had some success at raising additional 
funds for the school.

Pastoral Care

Education was provided free although parents were usually asked to contribute to school trips, 
visits or excursions. As outlined above, UK3 was split onto two separate sites and each site had a 
teacher in charge. The senior management team resided at the upper school site and did not visit 
the lower school on a daily basis. Each year had a designated year tutor.

School uniform

Pupils were expected to follow school uniform requirements which were compulsory for each
year. Trainers and Jewellery were not permitted in school.

School meals

The school provided pupils the opportunity to purchase a mid day meal which was organised on a 
cafeteria system. Any pupil wishing to have a school meal could either tender cash or use a free 
school meal ticket issued in registration classes. The school did not operate security cameras or 
door alarms during the school day. Pupils in Years 7, 8 and 9 must remain on site during lunch 
time unless they had written permission to go home. Pupils in Year 10 and 11 were able to leave 
the school site without permission but must return before afternoon registration.

Travel to school

The LEA provided free transport for those pupils living within a specific designated distance from

the school. The school worked with the LEA in organising contracts with local bus firms.
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Transport arrangements for children who remained in school after normal hours was the parents' 

responsibility.

Data collection

In UK3 the following six members of staff were interviewed:

• Deputy head (appointed as the future head teacher of the school) - 25 years of school 

experience.

• Head of year and physical education teacher -15 years school experience.

• Mathematics teacher - 25 years of school experience.

• Information technology teacher - 20 years of school experience.

• Teacher of English in second year of teaching.

• Administration staff responsible for coordinating and managing pupil academic and 

pastoral data -12 years of school experience.

United Kingdom school 3 pupil assessment data 

Key stage 2 National Tests

Key Stage 2 National Tests were undertaken by Year 6 pupils in the core subjects of English, 

mathematics and science.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 2 National Tests were administered in primary school classrooms and completed 

papers were sent to the LEA for marking. The majority of UK3 associate primary schools provided 

the levels that pupils had achieved in the autumn term. Two of the associate primaries also made 

the pupils' test scores available. In addition, the LEA electronically transferred the associate 

primaries' Key Stage 2 levels to UK3 in early September at the start of the autumn term. 

However, on receiving the test results UK3 encountered a number of problems in managing and 

organising the data. For instance, the lower school and upper school were on separate locations 

which led to senior managers and teachers experiencing considerable difficulties in exchanging 

information. Pupil records had to be transferred manually or by email leading to frequent delays in 

accessing records. An additional problem was that the school and the LEA used different 

computer formats for managing test results which resulted in the school's administration staff 

having to manually transfer data from one system to the other.
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Data analysis and interpretation

Although, UK3 undertook little analysis of the Key Stage 2 test results, the assistant head in 

charge of lower school and the head of English did review pupils' levels when they were received 

in the autumn term.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Key Stage 2 levels were disseminated to senior managers and heads of departments but not to 

subject teachers. The Deputy Head of Lower School sometimes used the data as a benchmark 

for measuring pupil progress through the different Key Stages. In addition, pupils' levels were 

used to corroborate other pupil assessment data such as the reading test scores and CAT scores 

(see below). The Head of Year 7 also used the test results in annual target setting meetings with 

pupils and their parents. The purpose of the meetings was to discuss individual pupils' progress 

in the previous year and to agree upon academic and pastoral targets for the forthcoming school 

year. In Key Stage 3 academic targets were set as a level and in Key Stage 4 as grades that 

were appropriate for the external examination courses that pupils were pursuing. Pupils' targets 

were reviewed at each head of year annual meeting and through the interim grade system (see 

below).

Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage teacher assessments were given by Year 6 primary teachers at the end of Key Stage 

2 as specified by the National Curriculum statutory requirements outlined in Chapter 3.

Data production and acquisition

Teacher assessments were reported to the LEA and transferred to UK3 in the autumn term. The 

problems that the school experienced in their management of pupil assessment data (see above) 

were heightened by the inadequate organisation of the transfer of pupils' files from each of the 

associate primary schools. For example, files were delivered to both of the school sites and many 

files remained in offices in the upper school for several months preventing teachers in lower 

school from accessing the information. A unique pupil identification number system was being 

implemented which senior managers anticipated would improve the transfer and management of 

pupil data.
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Data analysis and interpretation

UK3 did not analyse the Key Stage 2 teacher assessments. 

Use and dissemination of analysed data

UK3 did not generally use or disseminate the Key Stage 2 teacher assessments. Senior 
managers expressed a preference for using data that had been generated after pupils had joined 
the school in Year 7.

Key Stage 3 National Tests

Key Stage 3 National Tests were administered in the core subjects of English, mathematics and 
science.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 3 National Tests were undertaken in upper school in examination halls, following strict 
examination conditions where pupils were not allowed to refer to study notes or talk for the 
duration of the test. Regular lessons were suspended for the duration of the tests. Completed test 
papers were returned to the LEA for marking and results returned to the high school usually in 
late June to early July. The data was stored electronically on the upper school administration 
computer system and although all teachers had the use of a personal lap top computer these 
were not able to access the administration system.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Deputy Head of Lower School and the Deputy Head of Upper School analysed the Key 
Stage 3 National Test levels and test scores. In addition, the Heads of Year 10 and 11 analysed 
the levels that the pupils had achieved comparing the information with the CAT and YELLIS data.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The Key Stage 3 National Test results were predominately used by senior managers and 
teachers in the upper school for the setting of pupil targets as well as to assist pupils in their 
choice of subjects in Key Stage 4. During the interviews, a senior manager expressed concern at 
the changes that were being proposed to the National assessment arrangements at Key Stage 2
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and Key Stage 3 (see Chapter 3). The senior manager argued that whilst he acknowledged there 
were issues with current testing procedures, the abolition of Key Stage tests would remove what 
many considered as a useful objective external measure of pupil performance. Furthermore, he 
cited examples of an increase in the use of commercial tests such as NFER, as an indication that 
head teachers intended to continue to generate test data throughout Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 
3 as such data was a useful tool in directing teaching and learning. Key Stage 3 National Test 
levels were disseminated to all heads of faculty in upper school but few shared the information 
with teachers. Parents were provided with a report showing the level their child had achieved in 
addition to school, county and National Test results.

Key Stage 3 Teacher Assessment Levels

Key Stage 3 teacher assessments were given by subject teachers at the end of Key Stage 3 and 
reported to the LEA.

Data production and acquisition

Key Stage 3 teacher assessments were generated to establish pupils' attainment against the 
National Curriculum level descriptors.

Data analysis and interpretation

UK3 undertook little analysis of the Key Stage 3 teacher assessments. As with the Key Stage 2 
assessment information, senior managers expressed a preference for using tests that had been 
administered by the lower or upper school such as CAT and YELLIS.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The levels awarded were recorded in pupil files and on an end of year annual written report. 
Reports provided parents with written comments on their child's academic progress in each 
subject and their general attitude and behaviour at school. The report was the only formal written 
assessment provided for parents. Heads of year reviewed all reports and made comments 
regarding each pupil's progress towards their annual academic target that had been agreed upon 

at the beginning of the school year.
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Mathematics Test

UK3 administered a NFER mathematics test in Year 8. In addition, the LEA coordinated and 

managed an annual mathematics test in each of the school's associate primary schools. Although 

the LEA had administered a mathematics test for some time, a different type of test had been 

used each year. Consequently, while UK3 were provided with the test results senior managers 

had been unable to use the information for year on year comparisons. However, in the last school 

year the LEA had decided to adopt a Key Stage 2 version of the NFER numeracey test which 

would enable senior managers and the LEA to determine pupils' mathematical progress between 

the two Key Stages.

Data production and acquisition

All Year 8 pupils took the numeracey test in mathematics classes during the first month of the 

autumn term. Test papers were marked by mathematics teachers in the school. The test results 

were stored on both the mathematics department computer system and on the lower school 

computer system. The school considered the Year 8 NFER test results as both valid and reliable 

baseline data in part as the tests were administered and marked by the school.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Year 8 mathematics test results was analysed by the mathematics department. The 

mathematic teachers considered the Year 8 NFER test results more useful than the Key Stage 

National Tests as it was possible to review and analyse each test paper, identifying pupils' 

specific strengths and weakness.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

As a consequence of the frequent changes made to the mathematics test used in the associate 

primaries the Year 6 test results were rarely used to measure year on year progress. However, 

several teachers indicated that the Year 6 test results would be used more extensively in the 

future if the LEA continued to use the NFER mathematics test. The mathematics teachers in the 

lower school used the Year 8 test results to identify areas of the curriculum where pupils had 

shown a particular lack of knowledge and understanding. Programmes of study and lesson plans 

were subsequently adjusted to review areas of the curriculum to improve future performance. In 

addition, upper school senior managers used the NFER test results for the schools internal pupil 

prediction system, known as the neo network programme. The neo network programme had been
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designed and introduced by an information technology teacher at the high school and generated 
predictive data for pupils' performance at the end of each Key Stage. The programme had been 
developed with the aim of rationalising all the pupil assessment data that was available. The 
programme combined data from cognitive ability tests (CATs in Key stage 3 and YELLIS in Key 
Stage 4, see below), Year 6 reading score data, mathematics test data and data from a pupil 
attitude test. Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 National Tests and teacher assessments were not 
included in the neo network programme. The pupil attitude test had been introduced by senior 
managers to determine pupils' attitude to learning and school life. If a pupil was underperforming 
and failing to meet their targets the school would consider the pupil's attitude test results before 
committing additional resources in an effort to raise their attainment. A senior manager argued 
that a less able pupil who was willing to learn would make greater use of additional tuition and 
support than a more able pupil who had a poor attitude to school and was less keen to learn. 
Within the neo network programme each of the different sources of data were weighted 
depending on how different tests were regarded by senior managers and heads of department. 
Parents were not informed of pupils test results.

Reading Age Test

The LEA coordinated and managed a reading age test in each of the associate primary schools. 
UK3 did not administer a reading test.

Data production and acquisition

The Year 6 reading test results gave a pupil's reading age indicated in years and months. The 
LEA made the reading scores available to the school and were stored on the office administrative 
system. At the time of data collection, the LEA was undergoing a review of the test that was 
currently being used and the schools senior managers had been disappointed they had not been 
involved in the consultation process, particularly in light of the difficulties that had been 
encountered in the management of the mathematics test (see above).

Data analysis and interpretation

The Year 6 reading test results analysis was undertaken by the Lower School Deputy Head, the 
teacher in charge of English in the lower school and the SEN department. The analysis 
comprised comparing a pupil's reading ability age in years and months to their chronological age. 
The SEN department analysed the data to direct in class support in Year 7 as well as to make
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decisions on which pupils needed to be withdrawn from classes to receive extra reading 
instruction.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Senior managers stated that as approximately 60% of the Year 7 cohort generally scored a 
reading age at or below their chronological age the reading test results were considered 
particularly useful within the school. Senior managers and the head of the English department 
extensively used the test results to direct teaching and learning both in English lessons as well as 
across the entire curriculum. For example, the test results established the average reading age of 
each class providing information on how learning materials should be differentiated. Pupils who 
scored a low reading age often struggled to access the curriculum and therefore were targeted for 
additional reading lessons during Year 7. Some pupils undertook further testing which could 
result in inclusion in special SEN programmes. The Year 6 reading test results were disseminated 
to teachers in the lower and upper school as well as being used in the upper schools neo network 
programme. Although upper school teachers were permitted to access the neo network 
programme, the lap top computers the school had supplied to each teacher were not able to 
access the school network system. A further problem teachers encountered was that they were 
unable to transfer data using computer disks, as the lap tops used had no computer disk 
capabilities. Teachers could request the use of a computer memory stick but these were rarely 
used. In addition, there were very few stand alone computers teachers could use with network 
access.

Teacher Assessments

In UK3, teachers assessed a range of pupils' work and marked using letter grades, numeric 
scores, or percentages and several teachers marked Key Stage 3 using National Curriculum 
levels. Teachers generally awarded assessments at Key Stage 4 according to the external 
examinations grade e.g. a letter grade if the pupil was following a GCSE course.

Data production and acquisition

In UK3, each department used a common marking scheme and the grading policy was directed 
by the National Curriculum attainment targets and programmes of study. Each department made 
decisions on what work to assess and which data to record in mark books. A significant number 
of teachers used a lap top computer to record pupils' grades. Senior managers were working 
towards teachers using levels as an assessment grade at Key Stage 3. For example, in some
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departments pupils were informed of course objectives and how they related to the National 
Curriculum level descriptions. Senior managers were also proposing to use Key Stage 3 levels in 
an interim grade system. The interim grade system had recently been introduced to the school 
and required teachers to generate a grade for each pupil five times a year, preferably a level at 
Key Stage 3 and a predicted examination grade at Key Stage 4. The grades were issued in 
October, December, February, April and June. Year 7 pupils were not assessed in October as the 
pupils had only been in school for six weeks and in June no Year 11 assessments were issued, 
as pupils would typically have left school. Teachers were encouraged to consider class work, 
homework, mid term examination, or coursework as a guide in awarding a level or grade. The 
school had introduced the internal assessment to give an indication of pupils' progress during the 
school year. However, a number of teachers argued that generating five additional grades a year 
was an unnecessary assessment burden. In response, senior managers suggested teachers 
were resistant to an increase in internal accountability, arguing that the grade provided an 
essential mid term indication of a pupil's progress. Furthermore, if pupils were underachieving 
heads of department and heads of year had an opportunity to intervene and support pupils in 
improving their grades.

The interim grades were recorded on a recently introduced LEA administration system that 
enabled senior managers to review a variety of pupil information on one software package. The 
programme integrated a range of data, including pupils' personal details, registration groups, Key 
Stage National Test results, CAT and YELLIS scores. At the time of the data collection most 
teachers were unfamiliar with the new LEA system and had encountered several problems in 
accessing information. The interim grade system operated separately from the neo network 
programme, however, senior teachers indicated that there were plans to integrate the two 
systems sometime in the future. The school did not operate a regular mentoring programme for 
Key Stage 3 or Key Stage 4, however, form teachers were directed to monitor pupils and set 
targets during registration using pupil's homework diaries. However, at the time of data collection 
(late in the summer term) the targets and homework diaries had not been checked by form 
teachers who argued that there was insufficient time to see each pupil. Teachers were not usually 
required to share mark book data. However, on occasion internal quality assurance processes or 
external inspection teams requested to see a mark book. There was little evidence of continuity in 

assessment policy between departments.

229



Data analysis and interpretation

Teacher assessments were analysed by some departments and a few teachers compared pupils' 
current grade with their annual targets or a previous year's attainment. Teachers typically used 
their mark book records to determine end of year school report grades.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

Some teachers used the grades awarded throughout the year as a basis for creating a level at 
the end of Key Stage 3 or a predicted grade for pupils in Key Stage 4. In addition, the heads of 
year used the interim reports to set pupil learning targets. However, several teachers had failed to 
provided interim grades when requested, subsequently, pupil records were often incomplete, 
preventing a thorough and in depth analysis.

Internal Examinations

Each subject administered one annual examination for each year group. In Year 9 the core 
subjects were examined through the National Tests. In Year 11 pupils undertook a mock 
(practice) GCSE examinations in addition to external examinations.

Data production and acquisition

Each year group undertook examinations at different times of the academic year. Year 7 and 8 
undertook examinations in classrooms, whilst all other years took examinations in the school halls 
under strict test conditions where pupils were not allowed to refer to study notes or talk for the 
duration of the test.

Data analysis and interpretation

In UK3, some heads of department analysed internal examinations to review pupils' year on year 
progress. In addition, heads of year reviewed Year 10 examinations and Year 11 mock 
examinations prior to the annual target setting meetings with pupils and parents. During the 
annual meeting a pupil's academic target could be raised if there had been significant 
improvement since the last meeting. Any academic targets that were changed had to apply 
across the whole curriculum and not for only one subject, for example a Key Stage 3 pupil could 
not have a target of achieving a level 5 in geography but a level 4 in mathematics. Changes in 
targets did not affect the academic classes that a pupil followed unless the change was directed
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by a core subject. If pupils had not improved throughout the year targets would remain the same 

but were never lowered. At Key Stage 4, academic targets would include an overall target of the 

number of GCSE or equivalent passes a pupil was aiming to achieve as will as individual subject 

targets.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The examination results were usually recorded on end of year pupil reports. Senior managers 

and heads of year did not have access to departmental results for Years 7, 8 and 9. All mock 

examinations results were made available for senior managers including the Head of Key Stage 4 

and Key Stage 4 Heads of Year. Although examination data was recorded on the schools 

administration computer system, heads of year did not have computers to access information.

National Foundation for Educational Research Cognitive Ability Tests

Cognitive ability tests (CATs) were administered by UK3 to provide predictions and value added 

data for pupils' performance in future examinations at the end of Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4.

Data production and acquisition

Year 7 pupils took the test in the first day of the autumn term. The test was taken in examination 

halls under formal examination conditions as outlined above. Completed test papers were 

returned to the National Foundation for Research (NfER) for marking and analyses. Results were 

normally returned to the school within six weeks of tests being completed.

Data analysis and interpretation

Analysis of the test results was undertaken by the Head of Key Stage 3 to identify which pupils 

were performing below their potential as identified by the CATs test.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

UK3 used the analysed CAT results to determine pupil predictions at the end of Key Stage 3 as 

well as to contribute to the neo network programme. During Key Stage 4 little use was made of 

the CAT information in part as the test had been taken in Year 7 and the YELLIS test, taken in 

Year 10 provided more up to date information on pupils' performance. Heads of year generally 

disseminated the test results to teachers, although many teachers stated that they found the data
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complicated and confusing and were unable to fully interpret the results. The data was usually 
disseminated to parents at the annual parent meeting during Year 7. During the interviews, a 
number of teachers argued that they were overwhelmed with the quantity of data that was 
available within the school.

YELLIS test

As outlined previously the YELLIS test was designed by the Curriculum, Evaluation and 
Management Centre at Durham University, and was a value-added monitoring procedure 
providing a range of performance indicators for pupils aged 14-16.

Data production and acquisition

Year 10 pupils took the test on the first day of the autumn term in examination halls under formal 
examination conditions as described above. The completed tests were returned to the 
Curriculum, Evaluation and Management Centre at Durham University where they were marked 
and analysed. UK3 had piloted an on-line format of YELLIS alongside the traditional paper 
version and anticipated that pupils would only take the on-line version in the future. Data was 
recorded on the school computer network system and was available to teachers who had an 
access password.

Data analysis and interpretation

The Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of Year analysed the YELLIS information 
by comparing the predicted grades with the Year 10 examination results and the Year 11 mock 
examination results. In addition the data was used to contribute to the school neo network 
programme.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The YELLIS results were mainly used by the Head of Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of 
Year. The school used the YELLIS data to generate Year 11 achievement targets that were 
required by the LEA. At the time of data collection, the Year 10 cohort had piloted the on-line 
version of YELLIS in addition to taking the traditional written version. As indicated above the test 
results were given to the LEA to set school GCSE targets, in the past when the written YELLIS 
data had been used pupils had usually achieved at least a 17% higher pass rate in the actual 
examinations than the written YELLIS test predictions had indicated. As a result, the school had
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always met and exceeded the LEA targets. The piloted on-line version that had been taken 

alongside the traditional written test had predicated that pupils would achieve higher grades. 

Senior managers and teachers expressed concern that the schools targets would be raised as a 

result of the on-line YELLIS predications even though they were regarded by the school as more 

accurate. The YELLIS results were also used by the Heads of Year 10 and 11 to set individual 

pupil targets and to identify pupils who were underachieving or at risk of not obtaining 5 A*-C 

GCSE passes. The YELLIS data was not disseminated to teachers or form teachers but entered 

on the administration computer system and used for the schools neo network programme.

External Summative Examinations e.g. GCSE and GNVQ

In UK3, pupils generally took external summative examinations in Year 11. The majority of 

examinations were taken at the end of the summer term.

Data production and acquisition

Examinations were taken in examination halls under formal examination conditions which 

prohibited pupils talking or referring to written information. Completed test papers were returned 

to the examination boards for marking and results were returned to the school prior to the start of 

the autumn term.

Data analysis and interpretation

The school's analysis of examination results was detailed and thorough. Senior managers and 

heads of departments compared the actual grades pupils achieved with YELLIS predictions and 

the in-house grade predictions. In addition teachers were required to undertake analyse of pupil 

grades and present a breakdown of explanation for each unexpected grade.

Use and dissemination of analysed data

The examination results were used to measure actual grades achieved against predicated grades 

and past targets that had been set for both the school and individual departments and teachers. 

Entry into local sixth form colleges was determined by a pupil's GCSE pass rate. The information 

was used by senior managers to set future targets for departments.
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Concluding comments

The documentation review provided corroboration for the interviewees' responses enabling 
further opportunity for establishing reliability and validity to the research. The process of analysis 
enabled me to review and examine the data I had gathered and commence with the identification 
and formulation of some key themes and issues. The case study analysis identified significant 
similarities and differences in the management of pupil assessment data in the US and the UK 
which will be examined by a series of chapters that discuss and review a number of key issues in 
greater detail. The next chapter provides an overview of the case study analysis.
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9 Intra-national and inter-national cross case analysis of the management of pupil 
assessment data in the six case study schools

Introduction

The following chapter outlines and compares each school's management of pupil assessment 
data, from an intra-national and inter-national perspective. The chapter includes data statements 
which provide a rich picture of the schools' actual practice including a range of teachers' 
perceptions and understanding of their own schools' systems and procedures. The chapter is 
sub-divided into three main sections. The first two sections outline the intra-national cross case 
analysis of the three US and three UK case study schools. The third section of the chapter 
examines the findings of the inter-national cross case analysis. As outlined in Chapter 7 in the 
process of analysing the data I had gathered I used the sequence of data management as used 
by Dunning and James (2002) (see Chapter 7). An analytical framework for data management 
was used to map the strategies and systems that emerged from the research. In writing each 
case study, I initially compared the management of pupil assessment data in the three US case 
study schools followed by the three UK case study schools. I then undertook an inter-national 
analyses comparing each school in the UK to a similar school in the US.

Each section of this chapter follows the same format that has been used in Chapter 8, initially 
comparing each school's individual character as defined by the following categories:

• school organisation

• school hours

• attendance and punctuality
• school curriculum

• text books and equipment
• homework

• parents and the school

• pastoral care

• school uniform

• school meals

• travel.

At the end of each section a table highlights the different types of assessment that are 
undertaken in each school. An in-depth review of the different assessments follows and each
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section closes by identifying a number of similarities and differences that emerged during the 
study.

Intra-national cross case analysis - United States 

Comparison of schools

School organisation

In the US each school district was overseen by a single district office located within one of the 
school buildings. The district superintendent oversaw each educational phase. All three schools 
required pupils to compose a four year high school plan prior to entering Grade 9 and pupils were 
expected to remain in school until they graduated at the age of 18. The high school plan could be 
altered at the end of each year but ensured that pupils would follow the required number of 
classes to qualify for a high school graduation diploma, i.e. completing four classes of high school 
English to earn four credits (see Chapter 3). US1 permitted pupils to make some curriculum 
choices from Grade 6 and in addition a few pupils were able to acquire high school credits in 
Grade 8 but this was not possible in US2 or US3. The majority of academic classes were set 
according to ability in each of the three schools. Special educational needs pupils were usually 
integrated into mainstream classes, and pupils were occasionally withdrawn for additional tuition, 
although the US case study schools rarely provided in-class support. On entering elementary 
school in US1 pupils were allocated homeroom classes according to the first letter of their last 
name and usually remained with the same pupils throughout their entire school career. In US2 
pupils were allocated homerooms when they joined the high school based on teacher 
recommendations from the middle school. In US3 were allocated homeroom classes by guidance 
councillors.

School hours

All of the US case study schools had similar school hours. In addition, none of the schools held 
assemblies although school announcements were made each morning. US1 operated a pupil 
news team that produced daily television news programmes that were broadcast throughout the 
school. US2 and US3 broadcast daily radio news using audio systems. All of the schools had 
staggered lunch breaks that were incorporated into the school schedule as lesson times. That is 
the entire school did not have lunch at the same time, some pupils ate lunch whilst other pupils 
remained in classes. There were no other breaks throughout the day except for a short lesson 
change over of between 3-5 minutes. Pupils were not allowed to leave the school during the day. 
The three US case study schools offered an extensive range of after school sports programmes
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and out of class opportunities for pupils to meet with teachers regarding any issues they may 
have.

Attendance and punctuality

The three case study schools had similar procedures for pupil attendance and punctuality. For 
example, attendance was a legal requirement for all of the schools and pupils must obtain written 
permission from their teachers and guidance counsellors for any planned absence during term 
time. Each of the three schools contacted parents during the morning of any unplanned absence. 
Lateness to school and classes was not tolerated and any pupil who repeatedly offended may be 
prevented from earning full class credits.

School Curriculum

Each school operated a two-semester system and pupils followed the same timetable each day. 
All three schools adhered to state academic content standards. Subject classes were set by 
ability and in US2 and US3 careers education was delivered through specially arranged lessons 
during the school year. In each of the schools, guidance counsellors played a significant role in 
guiding pupils in option choices for high school and beyond.

Text books and equipment

In each of the US case study schools pupils were expected to provide writing materials and all of 
the schools required a financial contribution for some subjects. However, US2 and US3 did 
impose a limit on the amount of money pupils were required to pay. All three of the US case study 
schools provided pupils with two lockers if required, one for regular daily use and one for pupils 
who were undertaking physical education lessons.

Homework

US1 recorded homework on an on-line system although no weekly timetable was used. US2 also 
planned to inform parents and pupils of homework requirements through an on-line system, whilst 
US3 did not have a system for informing parents of homework requirements. None of the schools 

provided pupils with homework journals.

Parents and the school

The three US case study schools encouraged parents to be involved in many aspects of school 
life. In addition parents were encouraged to contact staff through the telephone or email 
whenever necessary. In US1, a nominated parent coordinator organised each grades' parent 

volunteers for both helping at the school and fund raising events. For example, US1 Grade 11 
and 12 parents annually raised over $20,000 for the after prom party each year which was held at
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the school from midnight to four a.m. Similarly, in US2 and US3, parents contributed to a number 
of fund raising activities and hosted sports team social events. District report cards provided 
information on each schools' academic performance and were available both from the State 
Education Board and on on-line. Parents associated with US1 were typically more involved in 

school life than in either US2 or US3.

Pastoral Care

Education was provided free in all of the case study schools in the US. Guidance counsellors held 
pastoral responsibility for pupils in each of the three US case study schools. In US1, guidance 
councilors had responsibilities for pupils throughout each grade in high school according to the 
first letter of their last name. For example, a guidance councilor called Andrews was responsible 
for pupils whose last names began with the letters A to I. In US3, a similar system was used 
although guidance councillors only worked with one grade. In US2 guidance counsellors had 
responsibility for one entire grade. A significant role for guidance councilors was the coordination 
of pupils' lesson schedules and preparation of Grade 12 pupils' applications for college. 
Homeroom teachers were also a point of pastoral reference for pupils. However, as homeroom 
registration only lasted between 5-8 minutes there was little time for pupils to develop 
relationships with these members of staff. In addition, during announcements in US2 and US3, 
pupils were also required to stand for the pledge of allegiance to America, which limited further 
pupils chance to speak with their homeroom teacher. Each school provided opportunities for 
parents to meet with teachers throughout the academic year. US1 also held open sessions for 
parents to meet with the high school principal.

School uniform

The three US case study schools did not have a uniform requirement with the exception of pupils
who represented the school musically or in sports teams.

School meals

Throughout the day pupils were not permitted to leave the school site and meals were available
on a cafeteria system. US1 did not allow pupils to purchase meals with cash.

Travel

All of the three case study schools provided free transport on buses that were owned and 
managed by the school district. In US3 a late bus was provided for pupils who remained in school 
after normal school hours whilst in US1 and US2 parents were responsible for making 
arrangements for transport home. In US1 and US2 pupils who drove to school were required to 
purchase a parking permit.
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Comparison of pupil assessment data in the United States case study schools

The US intra-national cross case analysis highlighted that there were considerable differences in 
the amount and type of assessments that were undertaken in the three US case study schools. A 
significant factor in determining the tests that were undertaken in each school was the different 
requirements of each State Education Board. In addition, the school district superintendents and 
school principals had the opportunity to introduce further assessments of their choice. Figure 9.1 
shows the range of pupil assessment data that was produced or acquired within each of the three 
US case study schools;

Figure 9.1 Sources of pupil assessment data in US1, US2 and US3.

US1 US2 US3
Pupil assessment data generated within the school district prior to Grade 8

Iowa Tests

Stanford Achievement 

Tests

Otis Lennon Tests

CogAT Tests

Total sources of pupil 

assessment data

X

X

2

X

X

2

X

1

Pupil assessment data from Grade 9

Ohio State Proficiency 

Tests

Ohio Off-Grade 

Proficiency Tests

New York State Statutory 
Achievement Tests

New York State High 
School Achievement 

Tests

Ohio State Achievement 
and Diagnostic Tests

Ohio Graduation Tests

Ohio Graduation Practice 

Tests

Career Ability Placement, 

Career Orientation 

Placement and 

Evaluation, and Career 

Occupational Preference 

Tests.

Explore

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Plan

Preliminary Scholastic
Aptitude Test/National
Merit Scholarship
Qualifying Test
American College Tests,
Scholastic Aptitude Test,
Scholastic Aptitude
Subject Tests and
Advanced Placement
Examinations

Teacher Assessment

School Report Cards
Internal Examinations
Total sources of pupil
assessment data

X
X

X

X - available on line

X
X
12

X
X

X

X - expected to be
available on line

X
X
11

X

X

X - mark books viewed
only by creator

X
X
7

Figure 9.1 highlights the considerable variation in the quantities of pupil assessment data 
produced in each school, ranging from 12 types of assessments in US1 to only 7 in US3. In the 
two schools in Ohio the ongoing process of the phasing out of the Ohio Proficiency tests 
combined with the introduction of the Ohio achievement and diagnostic tests, including the Ohio 
graduation test, had increased the number of assessments undertaken. In addition, US1 and US2 
had introduced preparatory tests to provide pupils with an opportunity to familiarise themselves 
with the different test formats and procedures as well as to give an indication of pupils' potential 
on future tests. In contrast, as New York State's testing procedures had principally aligned with 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements, US3 had been required to make few changes to their 
testing schedule. Furthermore, although the principal of the school conceded that some schools 
may require greater quality control through testing procedures he considered US3 to be exempt 
from this requirement. The principal continued that although his knowledge of NCLB was limited 
he was confident that the school would be successful in achieving Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYR) measures (see Chapter 5).

Figure 9.2 shows which assessments were a statutory requirement in the three case study 
schools. Each school made independent decisions concerning the purchase and administration of 
non-statutory tests, internal assessment policy and procedures. The table is followed by a more 
in-depth review of the specific assessment procedures within each school.
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Figure 9.2 Table to show the statutory and non-statutory assessments undertaken in US1, US2 

and US3

Pupil assessment data

Stanford Achievement Tests

Iowa Tests

Otis Lennon Tests

CogAT Tests

Ohio off-Grade Proficiency Tests

Ohio State Proficiency Tests

Ohio State Achievement and Diagnostic Tests

New York State Statutory Achievement Tests

Ohio Graduation Practice Tests

Ohio Graduation Tests

New York State High School Achievement Tests

Career Ability Placement, Career Orientation Placement and 

Evaluation, and Career Occupational Preference Tests.

PLAN

EXPLORE

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit 

Scholarship Qualifying Test

American College Tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic 

Aptitude Subject Tests and Advanced Placement 

Examinations

Teacher assessment

School report cards

Internal examinations

Statutory requirement or optional assessment

These tests are not statutory. Participating schools in 

Ohio State and New York State may elect which test to 

administer.

Schools in Ohio State may opt to administer this test

Statutory requirement

Schools in Ohio State may opt to administer this test

Statutory requirement

These tests are not statutory. Participating schools may 

elect which test to administer.

College bound pupils in all states undertake these tests

Each school makes decisions on internal assessment 

procedures

Statutory requirement

Each school makes decisions on internal assessment 

procedures

Figure 9.2 highlights which assessments are statutory and which assessments the case study 

schools have chosen to administer. The non-mandatory assessments were typically undertaken 

to provide information that gave an indication of pupils' future performance on either the state 

tests or external examinations. The remainder of this first section of the chapter provides a 

comparison of each of the case study schools' management and use of pupil assessment data 

based upon the analysis outlined in Chapter 8.

Stanford Achievement Tests and Iowa Tests

Each of the three US school districts administered either the Stanford achievement test or the 

Iowa test. Nationally, both standardised tests were highly regarded, designed to accomplish the 

same purpose of evaluating thinking skills and providing detailed reports. Neither test was viewed 

by the schools to be more 'difficult' than the other and results of both were used as indicators of
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pupil academic weaknesses and strengths. The school districts elected to use the same test each 
year to enable year on year comparisons. Although the tests were similar in many respects, two 
significant differences influenced the schools' test choice:
• Stanford achievement tests evaluate listening skills up to Grade 8, Iowa up to Grade 2.

• Iowa tests permit a wider grade range of pupils to be tested at the same time.

The school districts had administered the tests for some years but it was only with the changes 
wrought by NCLB that some of the case study schools had considered using the assessment 
information to measure pupils' progress through the different educational phases.

US1's associate middle and elementary schools administered the Stanford achievement tests in 
Grades 2, 3, 5 and 7. Pupil records contained assessment information from preceding grade tests 
and were readily available from the school district's administration computer system. However, 
due to teachers' poor computer proficiency and a distinct lack of analytical skills US1 received 
poor quality data that was often incomplete and considered inaccurately analysed. The middle 
and elementary schools in US2's district undertook the Iowa test in Grade 1, 2, 5 and 7. Pupil 
records did contain performance data from previous grades but these were not always 
successfully transferred to the high school. Moreover, there were additional problems associated 
with the analysis of test results that had been undertaken in the preceding grades. Specifically, 
US2 had several associate schools with each approaching the analysis and interpretation of test 
results differently providing little or no consistency between different sets of data. The elementary 
schools in USS's district administered Iowa tests in Grade 3 and 6, however the high school 
placed little value in the test results and minimal effort was made in establishing effective 
mechanisms for the transfer of the pupil's records.

Otis Lennon Tests and Cog AT Tests

As with the Stanford achievement tests and the Iowa tests, Otis Lennon and CogAT testing 
generated comparable types of test results. The Otis Lennon ability test was taken in conjunction 
with the Stanford achievement test by US1's associate middle school. The combination of the two 
tests provided a broad profile of Grade 7 pupils' ability and attainment. The principal of US1 
indicated the small size of the school district had assisted with the development of a district wide 
understanding of the importance of each educational phase meeting state and federal standards. 
As such, the separate schools had worked together in the implementation of a range of actions 
that would support the school district in achieving AYP, for example the introduction of the district- 
wide on-line computer facility. However, as noted above there were some problems that the 
school district needed to overcome relating to teachers' ability in analysing data as well as 
effectively using the computer systems.

242



US2's associate middle school administered the CogAT test in conjunction with the Iowa tests in 

Grade 7. However, as stated previously, US2 had particular problems in obtaining test records 

from previous grades making analyses of year on year progress difficult. Moreover, within the 

school district there were a significant number of teachers who candidly expressed their lack of 

support in the new testing procedures which had made progress in developing the transfer of 

assessment information challenging for both school leaders and guidance councillors. US3s 

district did not administer either Otis Lennon or CogAT tests, having made the decision to limit 

testing to federal and state statutory requirements. The principal of US3 had no plans to 

implement additional assessments in preparation for the new NCLB testing requirements.

Ohio Off-Grade Proficiency Tests and Ohio Graduation Practice Test 

The principal of US1 placed considerable emphasis on preparing pupils for state tests. The 

middle school had administered the Ohio off-grade proficiency test in Grade 8 for several years 

which will be replaced in the high school by the Ohio graduation practice test in Grade 9. The 

schools used the tests to provide pupils with examination experience as well as to identify 

individuals who may not reach the required standard in the statutory state tests. The principal 

considered the school unusual in its approach to preparing pupils for testing and had articulated a 

strong message to parents that despite the increased emphasis on preparation for state 

examinations the school would continue to consider the social, moral, artistic and sporting 

education of all pupils, and not exclusively focus on test achievement. In contrast, US2 and US3 

did not administer tests specifically designed to provide pupils with practice and experience in 

taking state tests. However, a deputy principal in US2 anticipated that the Ohio graduation 

practice test would be introduced some time in the future in light of the recent changes to the 

state testing system. In summary, the school leaders of US1 and US2 had commenced planning 

for the accountability issues associated with NCLB and AYP, whilst US3 school leaders were 

confident that pupils would reach the new state standards without introducing additional 

measures.

Statutory state testing

Each of the three US case study schools had made some amendments to their curriculum and 

testing schedules as a consequence of new state academic content standards and state testing 

requirements. A number of teachers interpreted the increased influence of the state as a direct 

decline in the school district's authority and control over the curriculum as explained by the 

principal from US3:

"Our actual curriculum has in the past always been decided by the school and its 
district, but as a result of federal intervention the curriculum is becoming more
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common across the country. The federal state is trying to standardise and assess 
scholastic performance for the purpose of accountability."

Ohio State and New York State education departments were increasingly matching state 
academic content standards with state tests (see Chapter 5). Tests were designed by state 
department officials in collaboration with school teachers. As an example, a maths teacher from 
US2 had contributed to the mathematics portion of the new state content standards and related 
state tests. He expressed the view that the Ohio graduation test would be more challenging than 
the previous Ohio proficiency tests and the results of a pilot Ohio graduation test undertaken by 
US1 supported this view. Specifically, pupils achieved a 60% high school pass rate on the pilot 
tests compared to an average of 80% on the Ohio Proficiency tests. The principal of US1 reacted 
quickly to the result, directing teachers to increase the level of test preparation by the introduction 
of an Ohio Graduation preparation booklet which was to be taught in each of the subjects tested.

In both US1 and US2 some school leaders and senior managers welcomed the increase in state 
achievement and diagnostic testing, arguing that education in public schools ought to be 
improved and improvement measures should be implicit in state policies and testing procedures. 
A deputy principal in US2 supported this view, stating a significant number of students throughout 
the Nation in their freshman year in university had required remedial teaching of material that 
should have been learned in high school:

"It is well known that college freshman often lack basic knowledge. There is a need 
for more quality assurance as there are a large percentage of pupils who do not 
achieve in Ohio schools and there is a need for accountability, what quality 
assurance we have does not go far enough".

Furthermore, the new state standards and testing arrangements were considered long overdue 
by some teachers as explained by a head of the English department:

"Teachers did not like the introduction of tests but there is a belief by some that 
tighter controls of the education of pupils in the US is needed"

However, many staff did not share the head of department's acquiescence in accepting the 
new accountability measures. The increase in test preparation had been fought not least 
because tests in some subjects were considered poorly designed with many being devised 
without full consultation with teachers. The principal of US3 also expressed concerns 
arguing that test procedures had been inadequately planned and managed. Furthermore, 
he continued the changes that were being made to the Regency tests in New York State 
were detrimental to the validity and reliability of an already well established test. For 
example, poor test question design was blamed for only 37% of pupils passing the New
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York State 2003 Regents Math A examination and after complaints were raised pupils test 
scores were eventually cancelled (Arenson, 2003). Nevertheless, the changes to the state 
testing requirements remained on schedule, and US1 and US2 were decisive in their 
efforts to ensure the schools met with state requirements and AYR measures.

However, despite the opposition that had been raised to the statutory academic standards and 
state testing requirements, each of the three schools had made some amendments to their 
curriculum. The principal of US1 expressed regret at the loss of "teachable moments" which he 
described as flexibility in the curriculum where teachers were able to introduce topics relating to 
current events. A teacher of biology at US2 supported the argument further, explaining how the 
curriculum had been narrowed and become inflexible:

"/ see most certainly schools teaching towards the test you can purchase a complete 
two-year course which claim if they are followed the students will pass the test, and 
although it will mean they may pass, it also means that the curriculum will lose out 
and narrow. We will not do that here we try and teach a good course and through 
that the students will pass the test"

One mathematics teacher in US3 had described altering their programmes of study to 'fit' the 
state academic content standards and how academic expectations had been lowered leading to 
fewer opportunities to stretch and challenge the more able pupils:

"... we have had to undergo curriculum realignment or if you prefer dumbing down 
the curriculum"

Career Ability Placement, Career Orientation Placement and Evaluation, and Career 

Occupational Preference Tests

US1 administered the career tests to provide pupils with information to assist in their choice of 
high school courses as well as for college and university plans. The test results were not used 
extensively throughout the school, and were typically only reviewed by Grade 9 pupils to direct 
their choice of curriculum in Grade 10. US2 and US3 did not administer a similar test in Grade 9, 
although all three schools administered the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude test in Grade 10, 11 
and 12 that provided similar information (see below).

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test, EXPLORE and 

PLAN test

Each US case study school administered the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Merit 

Scholarship Qualifying Test (PSAT/NMSQT). US1 also offered pupils the opportunity to take the 
PLAN test and US2 administered both the PLAN and EXPLORE test (PSAT/NMSQT is a pre 
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), PLAN and EXPLORE are both pre-American College Tests
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(ACT), see Chapter 6). None of the tests were mandatory and pupils were required to pay an 
examination fee. However, pupils were encouraged to take the tests to practice test formats (the 
PSAT/NMSQT, EXPLORE, PLAN SAT and ACT are all standardised) and to improve their test- 

taking skills. US1 and US2 advised pupils to take the PSAT/NMSQT test twice before the SAT 
and the PLAN test once before the ACT. The frequency of taking the practice tests was 
determined by the differences in the test marking strategy. That is, if pupils answer a question 
incorrectly on the PSAT/NMSQT marks are deducted whereas the EXPLORE and PLAN tests do 
not deduct marks for incorrect answers (the same rule applies for the SAT and ACT). 
Consequently, in the PLAN test pupils are able to 'guess' at answers they do not know without 
any detriment to their final score. Previous experience of pupils taking the tests suggested that 
pupils improved their PSAT/NMSQT score if they took the test twice, whereas if pupils took the 
PLAN test more than once their scores did not increase. US3 provided pupils with one 
opportunity to take the PSAT/NMSQT but did not offer the PLAN or EXPLORE test.

American College Tests, Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic Aptitude Subject Tests and 

Advanced Placement Examinations

All pupils aspiring to continue their education beyond high school took college entrance 
examinations that were scheduled on Saturdays at local test centres. None of the three schools 
dedicated lesson time to SAT, ACT or Scholastic Aptitude Subject Test preparation, partly as the 
schools were not held directly accountable for pupils' results. Advanced Placement courses and 
the corresponding examinations were taught and delivered by the schools, however, only the 
most able pupils were permitted to follow these courses. Teachers were not required to provide 
an analysis of Advanced Placement examination results.

Teacher assessment

All the US case study schools produced teacher assessments during the school year. US1 and 
US2 had or were in the process of implementing an on-line mark book system that assisted in the 
management of teacher assessments. School leaders considered the system as an efficient and 
effective way to track and monitor pupils' daily progress, providing senior managers with the 
opportunity to quickly identify and address pupil underachievement in the aim of preventing pupil 
failure on state tests. In addition, pupils and parents were able to regularly review grades and 
communicate with teachers if they had any particular concerns. US1 had been using the system 
successfully for two years, although the principal reported that initially there had been some 
problems:

"There was uncertainty at first but this mostly came from the older staff who were 
less familiar with electronic systems."
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However, the principal considered that through effective support and training the majority of 
problems had been overcome although some issues remained with the associate elementary and 
intermediate schools. Members of staff were generally positive about the system, emphasising 
that parents had daily opportunities to participate in and support their child's education. 

Consequently, for parents who were able to utilise the on-line system, end of semester report 
cards and parent teacher consultations had become less significant. However, concern was 
expressed by a number of teachers that the school did not have a record of how many parents 
used the on-line system nor did the school provide facilities for parents who may have difficulty 
accessing a computer for internet use.

In US2, the on-line system had only recently been introduced and was considered as a useful tool 
in assisting teachers prepare pupils for the new state academic content standards and state tests. 
During the first year the entire school district were using the systems attendance features and the 
high school was piloting the mark book capabilities. Parents and pupils were not able to access 
the on-line information during this stage. Some teachers had taken the opportunity to attend a 
summer training course to learn about the application features of the system but many remained 
ill at ease with the new technology, opting to continue using traditional hand written mark books. 
The school district had appointed a data administrator to manage and launch the system, who 
identified some resistance from teachers which had been supported by a strong union presence 
within the school but still remained positive about making full use of the facility:

"There is a backlash and some staff do not like it, as it is new. There is an inevitable 
learning curve to go through. In particular the older staff struggled with the idea and 
in some cases the technology. Staff use the system that they were taught in college 
and many find the change over hard"

A major concern expressed by teachers was the computers they were recording data on 
may breakdown or lose information, and examples were cited of assessment information 
being 'messed up and lost'. Teachers were unaccustomed to internal or external checks on 

their standards of teaching practice and few welcomed either the quality assurance that 
external testing presented or the on-line system that provided senior managers and 
parents with daily access to teachers' mark books and lesson planning notes. In addition, 
staff were suspicious of senior managers' motives for introducing a system that could trace 

each teachers' records, compelling staff to register lesson by lesson pupil attendance and 

grade work on a daily basis. A biology teacher said:

"...it does not save me time, I think the management put the system in so that we 
would have to take attendance every lesson, which did not happen before"

247



Some teachers reported practical difficulties in recording the attendance within the required first 
fifteen minutes of a lesson as a physical education teacher indicated:

"/ find the using the system difficult as there is no computer in the gym, so this is a 
problem. I have a small palm computer but I have to place this back in its cradle to 
send the attendance which is not always easy within the first fifteen minutes"

However, despite teachers' resistance senior managers were encouraged by other more positive 
reactions to the new attendance facility, for example the information technology coordinator 
commented:

"/ believe that the attendance is much better as pupils are now unable to truant and 
not be caught as they are checked each lesson"

In US1 and US2 the computerised daily recording of internal assessment data had generated 
reports that assisted with internal quality assurance issues. Prior to the introduction of the on-line 
system the schools had not had internal quality measures for judging teaching and learning or 
assessment procedures and teachers were rarely if ever observed. In addition, there were no 
formal processes to identify or address ineffective classroom management. The on-line system 
provided senior managers with access to teachers' mark books and lesson notes, enabling the 
comparison of class performance and frequency of grading. Guidance councillors could also use 
the system to track pupil progress within a class or across subjects. However, concerns were 
raised that the on-line system placed excessive pressure on teachers as stated by a biology 
teacher in US2:

"There is the pressure that parents will compare which teachers give x amount of 
tests compared to another teacher. Parents will get instant information"

Moreover, teachers were concerned that they would be judged by parents who had little 
knowledge of different class abilities or differentiated learning materials that may have 
been used. The biology teacher in US2 continued:

"/ worry as there are 15 curriculum sections taught by 5 different teachers in my 
subject and this means a lot of differences. What will happen if parents start 
comparing assessment data between the different teachers? If they compare us with 
too little information they will misjudge what we are doing and we will be compared 
unfairly"

At the time of the interviews US2 was still in a transitional stage of adjusting to the new system, 
and teachers expressed their fear and insecurities, as demonstrated by a teacher of 

mathematics:

248



"The principal uses the system to identify weak spots for example if one math 
teacher had a group that was underperforming in comparison to a similar class this 
would be identified. The system is used to identify failure"

In the summer of 2005, almost twenty two months after the on-line system had been 

initially launched, US2 was still not using all of the system's capabilities and significant 

issues remained with the implementation and utilisation of the daily on-line mark book.

Senior managers and guidance councillors in US3 did not have access to internally generated 

assessment data and maintained a traditional mark book system, only requiring teaching staff to 

publish grades four times a year for pupil report cards.

Internal examinations and school report cards

All of the schools administered internal examinations and complied with statutory requirements

for parent report cards.

Similarities and differences between the three United States case study schools

There were a range of differences and similarities that emerged during the intra-national analysis 

of the three US case study schools.

Computer technology

Each of the three US case study schools had good computer facilities for teachers as well as 

several pupil computer suites. US1 made significantly more use of computer technology than 

either US2 or US3. For example, US1 made effective use of a district wide computer network 

facility as well as providing teachers, pupils and parents with a sophisticated on-line system. US2 

were working towards improving the utilisation of their computer facilities but had encountered 

considerable problems in implementing new systems. In an effort to overcome a range of 

difficulties, senior leaders were considering offering additional training for teachers as well as 

working more closely with the teachers unions to utilise the system more effectively. In addition, 

in the instances where district wide computers were used effectively in the exchange of pupil 

assessment data, records were often inaccurate or incomplete as a result of teachers' poor 

management and analysis of assessment information. US3 also had good computer facilities but 

these were significantly underused and a considerable number of teachers and senior managers 

favoured traditional hand written methods of processing, managing and analysing data.
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Testing, accountability and the management of pupil assessment data

There were many similarities between the tests that were undertaken in the three US case study 
schools. For example, both Ohio State and New York State required pupils to undertake a 
graduation test to receive high school diplomas. Furthermore, all of the case study schools 
administered preparatory college entrance examinations and Advanced Placement examinations. 
The intra-national case study analysis also highlighted that each of the three US case study 
schools had encountered some difficulties in complying with the new state academic content 
standards and accountability measures of NCLB. Teachers were inexperienced in analysing 
assessment data and using test results to direct teaching and learning and in using pupil 
assessment data to impact upon pupil attainment. In general, teachers were more accustomed to 
working with continual assessment processes and had not previously had to teach to specific 
standards. The poor management and analysis of pupil assessment data partly derived from the 
United States historical approach to pupil testing. As outlined in Chapter 2, 3 and 4 school 
leaders and teachers had become accustomed to administering tests without significant 
consequences being attached to pupils' results. Subsequently each of the three case study 
schools had undertaken little analysis of assessment data and did not use test results to set 
specific targets as explained by the principal of School US3:

"There is no structure for target setting in the school but the guidance councillor may 
set targets if appropriate but this would be on a one to one basis and is very rare. No 
record would be kept of the meeting. Assessment data is only used for intervention 
services"

However, the accountability issues attached to the NCLB had led to some of the case study 
schools examining how they managed and used the assessment information that was available to 
them.

In US1 and US2, school leaders had sought to develop the exchange of information between 
grades, enabling year on year comparisons of pupil progress. Furthermore, assessment 
information was used to identify pupils who required intervention to ensure they passed the new 
statutory tests. In contrast, school leaders in US3, appeared unperturbed by the accountability 
issues attached to state tests and the consequences the school district would face if pupils failed 
to reach state standards. The school leaders and senior managers did not anticipate the new 
state tests being any more challenging than the tests already in place and therefore had not 
planned on increasing pupil test preparation. Conversely, US1 and US2 did anticipate the new 
achievement and diagnostic state tests to be more challenging than the previous proficiency 
tests. The principal in US1 placed considerable emphasis on preparing pupils for state tests in 
part as a result of the pilot Ohio graduation test outlined above where pupils scored 20% lower 
than on the previous Ohio Proficiency tests. Similarly, in US2 as a consequence of the
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mathematics teacher contribution to the design of the new academic standards and associated 
state tests and his view that the new tests would be more challenging than the previous Ohio 
Proficiency tests, school leaders were concerned that pupils were adequately prepared. 
Consequently, US1 and to a lesser extent US2 had implemented a number of initiatives to 
prepare pupils for the new testing requirements. Furthermore, school leaders in US1 and US2 
expressed concern that the AYR requirements of all pupils being required to pass state tests by 

2014 was driving the schools need for more thorough preparation. However, in each of the 
schools there were a significant number of teachers who expressed concern over the increase in 
testing and test preparation.

Curriculum

Teachers in each of the three US case study schools considered that their school's curriculum 
had been narrowed as a consequence of the new state and federal testing requirements, as 
described by a biology teacher from School US2:

" It is the hope that the courses already cover the required content but if you wish to 
do something out of the ordinary of the set curriculum you worry that this will 
disadvantage the pupils when they sit the tests."

Some senior managers and school leaders had supported the changes to the assessment 
system, although a considerable number of teachers in each of the three schools feared an 
increase in state and federal involvement in education. In particular teachers in US2 were 
concerned of a 'big brother' approach resulting from the increase in accountability 
measures, including the schools introduction of an on-line mark book system. Teachers 
were suspicious of school leaders' motives for increasing the use of information technology 
and feared change, one physical education teacher commented:

"The system is used to identify where teachers fail" 

Intra-national cross case analysis - United Kingdom - Wales

Comparison of schools

School organisation

In the UK although all schools were overseen by the LEA, each of the case study schools and 
their associate primaries were independently managed and no school official coordinated the 
movement of pupils between the different educational phases. Primary school pupils could 

choose which secondary school to apply to attend and as such registration classes in each of the 
UK case study schools were composed of a mix of pupils from all of the associated primary
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schools. Special needs pupils were generally integrated into mainstream classes, with in-class 
support from the Special Education Needs (SEN) department and the English as an Additional 
Language department (EAL). In UK2 EAL pupils were initially taught in discrete classes but later 
integrated into mainstream lessons. In each of the case study schools in Wales, in Year 9 pupils 
made decisions regarding option choices for Year 10 and 11. In UK1 and UK2 Year 11 courses 
generally led to progression into the sixth form. In UK3 pupils could continue their studies at 
tertiary colleges or other schools. Pupils in each of the three UK schools were legally able to 
leave school at the end of Year 11.

School hours

All of the three UK case study schools started at approximately 9:00 a.m. and had a short mid 
morning break. Lunch times were not staggered in any of the three UK schools. Each of the three 
schools offered few after school clubs and sports opportunities.

Attendance and punctuality

Attendance was a legal requirement for all of the case study schools in Wales and pupils were 
discouraged from taking family holidays during term time. All three schools requested that parents 
inform the school when a pupil was late or absent, and UK1 and UK2 also contacted parents on 
the first day of a pupil's absence.

School Curriculum

In each of the UK case study schools, the academic year was divided into three terms with either 
a five or 10 day timetable cycle. Each day was composed of five one hour lessons. In UK1 
teaching groups were initially organised as mixed ability classes but setting was introduced 
progressively throughout Years 7, 8 and 9. In Key Stage 3 in UK2 pupils were divided by ability 
into two distinct teaching groups and in UK3 fewer subjects were set by academic ability. In each 
of the schools careers education and guidance was mainly delivered through a dedicated 
personal, social and health education programme.

Text books and equipment

In all of the UK case study schools pupils were expected to provide basic writing and drawing 
materials including a bag to carry books and equipment. Textbooks were provided by the school 
and pupils were responsible for their care and return. Pupils were not provided with lockers.
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Homework

In UK1 and UK3 pupils and parents were provided with general information about the expected 
content and quantity of homework. UK2 did not issue guidelines to the quantity of homework a 

pupil should expect to receive. All schools issued pupils with student planners for recording 
homework tasks.

Parents and the school

Parents were welcomed to join the parents' association in each of the three schools although 
UK1 placed the most emphasis on developing strong relationships with pupils' homes. Parents 
were informed of the school's academic performance in school newsletters or via the Local 
Education Authority (LEA).

Pastoral Care

Education was provided free in all of the three UK case study schools in Wales. Each Key Stage 
had designated teachers in charge, in addition to a head of year (sometimes known as year 
tutors) for each year group. UK2 placed particular emphasis on the pastoral care of pupils, in part 
as many of the pupils had specific social needs.

School uniform

All of the UK case study schools required pupils to adhere to a school uniform code.

School meals

Lunch was provided each day in the three schools and was organised on a cafeteria system. In 
UK1 and UK2 pupils were allowed off the school site during the lunch hour but in UK3 pupils in 

Years 7, 8 and 9 must remain in school.

Travel

In each of the three UK case study schools the LEAs either provided free transport or charged a
minimal fee for those pupils living within a specified designated distance from the school.

Comparison of pupil assessment data in the United Kingdom case study schools

The UK intra-national cross case analysis highlighted that each case study school administered a 
similar number of assessments and that much of the analysis was undertaken by heads of year 
and senior managers. Figure 9.3 shows the range of pupil assessment data that was produced or 

acquired within each of the three UK case study schools in Wales.
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Figure 9.3 Sources of pupil assessment data in UK1, UK2 and UK3.

UK1 UK2 UK3

Pupil assessment data from the associate primary schools prior to Year 7

Key Stage 2 National 
Tests
Key Stage 2 Teacher 
Assessment

Total sources of pupil 
assessment data

X

X

2

X

X

2

X

X

2

Pupil assessment data in secondary school from Year 7

Key Stage 3 National 
Tests
Key Stage 3 Teacher 
Assessment
Mathcmatic Tests
Reading Tests
Departmental 
Benchmarking
Internal Examinations 
including Mock 
Examinations for External 
Tests
Annual Written Reports
Interim Reports
Internal Assessment 
Grade
Individual Teacher 
Assessments
Fischer Family Trust
CATS
MidYlS
YELLIS
Allis

GCSE/GNVQ
AS and A level

Total sources of pupil 
assessment data

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
12

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X - collected three times a 
year

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
15

X

X

X

X

X

X

X - collected five times a 
year

X

X

X

X

12

Figure 9.3 illustrates that the three case study schools were consistent in the quantity of data 
produced. In UK2 between Year 6 and 13 pupils typically generated 15 assessments ranging 
from interim report grades to Key Stage 3 tests and A levels. In addition, the majority of pupils 
were tested at the end of Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 5 through external examinations. However
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there were considerable differences in how the schools disseminated assessment information 

throughout the school. A significant difference in the dissemination of data was associated with 

each school's information technology facilities. In UK1 and UK3, teachers had problems 

accessing computers and a significant number of the school staff had a lack of computer skill and 

expertise in using assessment programmes. A deputy head from UK1 explained some of the 

problems associated with the schools computer facilities:

"It has gone very slowly with getting hardware around the school, and when we got 
data on the network it was not of sufficient capacity to support it. Also staff often 
struggle with remembering how to use programmes"

In UK2, although there were some similar problems in classroom teachers accessing 

computer hardware as well as not being permitted to access certain assessment 

programmes, senior managers and heads of year did have good access to the school 
network system.

Figure 9.4 outlines which assessments are a statutory requirement in the three UK case study 

schools. As with the US, each school makes independent decisions regarding the purchase and 

administration of non-statutory tests and internal assessment policy and procedures. The table is 

again followed by a more in-depth review of the specific assessment procedures within each 

school.

Figure 9.4 (see page 256) shows that Key Stage assessments and annual written reports were 

statutory requirements. In addition the schools were also required to deliver examination courses 

throughout Key Stage 4 and the majority of pupils were expected to follow a range of subjects. 

However although each case study school was set targets by their respective LEAs for the 

percentage of pupils that were expected to pass each course, pupils were not legally required to 

take specific examinations. The UK case study schools also administered a wide range of non- 

mandatory assessments to provide an indication of pupils' future performance on either end of 

Key Stage tests or external examinations. Similarly to the first part of the chapter, the following 

section provides a comparison of the three UK case study schools management and use of pupil 

assessment data based upon the analysis outlined in Chapter 8.
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Figure 9.4 Table to show the statutory and optional assessments in UK1, UK2 and UK3.

Source of Pupil assessment data

Key Stage 2 National Tests

Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessment
Key Stage 3 National Tests

Key Stage 3 Teacher Assessment

Mathematic Tests
Reading Tests
Departmental Benchmarking
Internal Examinations - including Mock Examinations for 
External Tests

Annual Written Reports

Interim Report or Internal Assessment Grade
Teacher Assessments
Fischer Family Trust

CATS
MidYlS
YELLIS
Allis
GCSE/GNVQ
AS and A level

Statutory requirement or optional assessment
Statutory requirement

Schools may opt to administer these tests

Schools may opt to administer these tests

Statutory requirement

Each school makes decisions on internal 
assessment procedures

Pupil assessment data is made available to 
participating LEAs. Schools make decisions on how 

the data is used
Schools may opt to administer these tests

Schools are required to offer these courses but not 
all pupils take these tests. Most Year 11, 12 and 13 
pupils take these examinations during Key Stage 4 
and Key Stage 5

Key Stage 2 National Tests and Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessments

Each of the associate primary schools for the three case study schools in Wales undertook Key 
Stage 2 teacher assessments and National Tests. However, each school received the test results 
at different times of the school year and only some associate primary schools provided the actual 
scores and levels pupils had achieved. UK2 had worked closely with their associate primary 
schools in developing strong links to facilitate effective exchange of pupil assessment data. As a 
consequence UK2 usually received pupils actual scores and levels achieved in each of the 
National Tests as well as the teacher assessments in the summer term prior to Year 7 pupils
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entering Key Stage 3. Subsequently, UK2 were able to more effectively set pupils in appropriate 

academic classes from the start of Year 7. In contrast, UK1 and UK3, typically only received 

pupils' National Test levels and the teacher assessments several weeks after the start of the 

autumn term. As outlined in Chapter 8, UK2 arranged Key Stage 3 classes according to pupil 

ability as indicated from their performance throughout Key Stage 2, using a two tier system with 6 

to 7 classes on each side of a hypothetical ability line. However, despite the extensive use that 

was made of the Key Stage 2 statistics in directing the setting of pupils a significant number of 

teachers in UK2 held major reservations about the reliability of the Key Stage National Test 

assessment information, for example the head of the technology faculty stated:

"/ have never taken into account Key Stage 2 results as some of the pupils with level 
5s can hardly write their name. Now that to me means that there is something-wrong 
somewhere although I am not saying anything."

Some senior managers defended the use of the Key Stage 2 assessments and the two tier 

system, arguing that the setting of pupils was not entirely based on Key Stage 2 results 

and the use of the actual scores rather than the levels resulted in far more accurate class 

setting. Nonetheless, one of the school's leaders indicated that the system may well 

change with the modifications that were being introduced to end of Key Stage 

assessments (see Chapter 3), and the school was also considering a review of the 

movement of pupils between side 1 and side 2 throughout the school year.

Each of the case study schools also indicated a certain degree of concern over the reliability of 

Key Stage 2 teacher assessments, although some teachers stated they were aware which 

associate primary schools were considered to either inflate the teacher assessments or taught to 

the test prior to the Key Stage 2 National Tests as stated by a deputy head in UK2:

"We know which schools the Year 7 pupils come from and certain teachers in those 
schools are known to excessively teach to the test or inflate the teacher assessment 
levels awarded- you just adjust your judgements accordingly."

Once the Key Stage 2 National Test results and teacher assessments had been received each 

case study school analysed and used the information differently. UK2 had been the most effective 

in working alongside the primary schools in tracking the progress of pupils through the different 

Key Stages. For example, as outlined above the early arrival of the Key Stage 2 assessments as 

well as the range of information provided had assisted UK2 in placing pupils in the appropriate 

academic classes as well as in targeting extra support where needed. However, senior managers 

did concede that the setting procedures may be somewhat inaccurate as a consequence of some 

pupils obtaining higher teacher assessments levels than the secondary school considered they 

deserved. Nevertheless, senior managers anticipated the continued use of the Key Stage 2

257



assessment information, and would endeavour to monitor the levels that had been awarded to 

pupils. UK1 was working towards a similar partnership with their associate primary schools, 
whereas UK3 did not anticipate any significant changes in the way the school received or used 

the Key Stage 2 assessment information.

A further problem for all of the case study schools in the management of the Key Stage 2 
assessment information, but particularly for UK1 and UK3, was the lack of access to a whole 
school computer network facility. Heads of year and teachers were prevented from using the 

assessment information that was available, a head of year in UK1 commented:

"As Head of year I get all reports and attendance figures from the office as I do not 
have a computer. In one year, out of 214 pupils I draw 40 -50 files a year, the rest 
are not used. If the pupils get a praise letter or something this is put in to the office 
and get filed away, I never see it unless it is pulled."

Moreover, the different computer systems that were used by the case study schools and 
each of their respective LEAs had created further problems for the timely and effective use 
of the Key Stage 2 assessment information as described by a secretary in UK3:

"Another complication with the system is that the LEA decided last year to phase out 
the programme we were running and replace with a new system not even an 
upgrade but a totally new system. After I had gone on the training it was decided 
that we would run with the old system until the end of this year and from September 
transfer all the data to the new system. But we now find that transferring the data is 
very difficult."

Key Stage 3 National Tests and Teacher Assessments

All three schools in Wales undertook the Key Stage 3 assessments. The process for 
administering the assessments and the management of the data was similar in each school. 
However, the use that the schools made of the assessment information varied considerably. UK1 
made little use of the Key Stage 3 data, explaining that for several years they had chosen to 
focus resources on developing the management of assessment information in Key Stage 4. UK3 

used the Key Stage 3 National Tests to assist in setting targets for pupils and to direct pupils' 
choice of subjects in Key Stage 4 but made little use of the Key Stage 3 teacher assessments. In 

contrast UK2 made extensive use of both sets of data. Senior managers in UK2 explained that for 

several years the school had experienced difficulties in raising both Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 

attainment and had comprehensively reviewed ways that they could raise pupil performance. 
School leaders generally considered that most teachers provided effective teaching and learning 

and the school therefore, needed to look for other means to improve their end of Key Stage 
results. As such, UK2 focused upon maximising the use of data, including the Key Stage National 

Tests and teacher assessments, that was available and using it to provide specific information on
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each individual pupil, moving away from a previous approach adopted by the school of 
categorising pupils into specific ability groups with 'blanket' support programmes. Moreover, 
senior managers had developed an internal pupil prediction system (see Chapter 8) that was 
used to set specific pupil targets. As a consequence of the extensive use that was made of the 
end of Key Stage assessments senior managers in UK2 were concerned that National Tests 
were to become optional. Senior managers in UK3 also shared this concern, although 
significantly less use was made of the Key Stage National tests and teacher assessments, as 
stated by a senior manager within the school:

".. .standards of literacy haven't improved but Key Stage 3 results have, so the 
system does have flaws, but if the tests become optional the primary's wont do them 
and I do not know what else we can use "

Each of the three case study schools had become accustomed to utilising the data that was 
available, despite the problems associated with the reliability of some of the assessments.

Mathematic Tests and Reading Tests

UK2 made considerable use of the mathematics and reading test results. The mathematics test 
information was used to direct the movement of pupils between classes in either side one or side 
two. In addition, UK2 and UK3 made extensive use of the reading tests assessments to identify 

pupils who were reading below their chronological age. In both schools, the SEN department 
worked with pupils in setting short term targets to improve pupils reading skills as well as 
analysing the results to direct which classes required additional SEN in-class support. UK3 had 
experienced some problems with the primary schools' mathematics test results as outlined in 
Chapter 8. However the mathematics department did make some use of the Year 6 results in 
conjunction with the Year 8 mathematics test results to contribute to their neo network system 
that provided prediction data for pupils' potential achievement at the end of each Key Stage. UK1 
did not administer either a mathematics or reading test.

Benchmark testing

None of the three case study schools had a written school policy for departmental benchmark 
testing. However, several departments within UK1 and UK2 administered benchmark tests at the 
start of each academic year. UK2 encouraged the use of benchmarking to support departmental 

self evaluations, and UK1 used the data to establish pupils' skills and abilities in a range of 

subjects. UK3 did not administer departmental benchmark tests.

Teacher Assessments
The UK case study schools did not use computer network systems for recording teacher
assessments, teachers either recorded pupil grades in traditional mark books or on individual lap
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tops. As outlined in Chapter 8, as a consequence of a directive from the teachers unions, 
teachers in UK2 and UK3 had stopped producing interim reports, although in UK1 teachers had 
chosen to continue providing interim assessment information. As such, senior managers in UK2 
and UK3 had looked to alternative methods of monitoring pupils' progress throughout the 
academic year. At the time of interview both schools were in the process of introducing an 
alternative method for acquiring mid year grades or levels. However, UK2 and UK3 had both 
experienced problems in the implementation of the new procedures. Complications had 
developed as teachers were reluctant to provide what they considered to be additional 
assessment data, even though senior managers had made it clear that teachers were expected 
to use assessments that had already been issued in normal day to day teaching (see Chapter 8). 
A deputy in UK2 expressed his frustration at the difficulties that had been encountered:

" / am frustrated, staff are still not clear on what is needed or required. They are 
being awkward. Staff still need to be chased to hand over the data and we are going 
too slowly to where we need to go".

Senior leaders in UK2 and LJK3 considered the collection of mid term assessments as a 
crucial step in supporting the target setting and mentoring programmes. At the time of data 
collection both schools were continuing to experience problems in developing the interim 
report processes although school leaders were hopeful that the system would provide 
useful mid year information in the future.

Internal Examinations and Annual Written Reports

The three case study schools had similar policies and procedures regarding internal examinations 
and annual written reports. Each school compared pupils' mock examination results to their 
predicted grades in Year 10 to 13. Examination results were also used in the process of pupil 
target setting and mentoring during Key Stage 4 and Key Stage 5. In Key Stage 3 each of the 
case study schools had experienced some problems in developing and managing their mentoring 
programmes. In UK2, teachers complained they did not have enough time allocated to mentor 
Key Stage 3 pupils and in UK3 form teachers reported that they had not been directed to meet 
with pupils or check homework diaries once throughout the year. In UK1, the school had done 
very little to develop the mentoring process for Year 7 to 9 but had created a working party to 
review the Key Stage 3 programme.

Fischer Family Trust

In UK1 and UK2, Fischer family trust (FFT) data was made available by the schools respective 
LEAs. UK2 made little use of the data while UK1 undertook analysis of the reports, comparing 
pupil predictions with the YELLIS data. A senior manager described how the school had
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composed a comparative table, identifying pupils who may require intervention and support 
throughout Key Stage 4:

"We collate the data, putting together the YELLIS results and Fischer family trust 
with the internal examination results so we can track how pupils are doing in terms 
of potential and actual attainment. We can see high achievers, under achievers and 
those who are working hard. We want to work on target groups that we will set up to 
give praise and encouragement to and a group of gifted and talented. We are 
comparing YELLIS and Fischer family trust in Year 10 at the moment."

However, a head of year in UK1 expressed concern about using the FFT data, explaining that 
pupils changed considerably between the ages of 10 and 14, when the statistics were obtained 
for calculating the FFT prediction information. In UK2 senior managers placed little value in the 
FFT data, also considering it to be calculated on outdated information. UK3 did not have FFT 
provided by their LEA.

MidYlS, YELLIS, ALIS, and CATS

All of the three case study schools undertook some form of additional testing to determine pupil 
potential and to ascertain where to target support and intervention. UK2 had recently started 
using predictive data to provide information that specifically indicated pupils' potential 
performance in the Key Stage 3 National Tests. However, several teachers reported that the 
school had experienced considerable difficulties in administrating the test as a large number of 
pupils, who used English as a second language, had been unable to interpret the test questions. 
A senior manager had subsequently permitted invigilators to assist pupils with interpreting certain 
parts of the test. As a consequence, test results had been used circumspectly by the Head of Key 
Stage 3 who had undertaken a review of the administration procedures. UK1 did not use a mid 
years test although UK3 purchased and administered the CATs tests. Senior managers did 
however express concerns that the CATs tests were considered by many in the school as only 
50% accurate and as such were generally only used in conjunction with other pupil assessment 
data in the schools neo network system. Each of the schools administered the YELLIS test and 
UK1 and UK2 also administered the ALIS test.

In all the schools the Heads of Key Stage 4, Key Stage 5 and heads of year dedicated 
considerable time to the analysis of the test results to direct and support the target setting and 
mentoring programmes. The test results were used in UK1 and UK2 to categorise pupils and 
target with additional mentoring and tuition if they were considered to be likely to fail to achieve 5 
A*-C GCSE grades or equivalent. In UK3 the test results were predominately used by the Head of 
Key Stage 4 and the Key Stage 4 Heads of Year and the data was not used to categorise pupils.
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If the test results indicated in conjunction with the other assessment information included on the 

schools neo network system heads of year would meet with the pupils to discuss their progress.

External Examinations

The three schools had similar policies and procedures in relation to external examinations. All 

examinations were administered through the school and pupils were not required to pay an 

examination fee. Each of the case study schools required teachers to undertake an analysis of 

the external test results, explaining unexpected grades supported by an action plan of how to 

improve or maintain current attainment.

Similarities and differences between the three United Kingdom case study schools

There were a range of differences and similarities that emerged during the intra-national analysis 

of the three UK case study schools.

Computer technology

A common issue for each of the UK case study schools was a lack of computer technology and 

network capabilities. Senior managers and teachers often experienced difficulties in obtaining 

computer hardware and if computers were available a significant number of teachers in each of 

the schools did not posses the appropriate computer skills and expertise to access information or 

were not provided with passwords to access assessment programmes. The lack of expertise in 

managing the technology to access and use the pupil assessment data was demonstrated by the 

Head teacher in UK3:

"The difficulty is that we have all this data and it is being used for so many different 
purposes and it is trying to disentangle it all the time as it is all in there - in the 
computer systems".

Moreover, conflicts had developed between some senior managers and teaching staff who were 

often unable to have access to assessment information, as described by a UK2 mathematics 

teacher:

"What does he (Deputy Headteacher) do with the data? I do not know as we get no 
feedback at all. We have access to assessment manager if we have been given a 
code but only have one machine in the department. How many in the department 
know the code - I do not know"

Furthermore, a form tutor described the lack of access to assessment information had hindered 

the process of setting pupils targets, particularly at Key Stage 3:
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"Why are the results all kept away from us? They are not distributed and only given 
to certain people. As a form tutor I do not get MidYlS results so I can not use them 
for setting targets for the pupils. I have no academic background on the pupil at all 
and only pastoral information sheet to use as a reference."

Testing, accountability and the management of pupil assessment data 

Each of the three UK case study schools had considerable experience in administering 
government directed tests as well as being held accountable for pupil performance. All three 
schools undertook analysis of a range of test results, measuring actual attainment against pupils 
predicted grades as well as previously set targets. Senior managers' and teachers in all three 
schools expressed concerns about the reliability and validity of Key Stage 2 teacher assessments 
and in some cases Key Stage 2 National Tests, as explained by an English teacher in UK3:

"...the schools are measured on the levels awarded to pupils and sometimes we do 
not know how fairly the assessments are done. Schools raise the levels just to look 
good and reach their set targets"

UK2 made significantly more use of Key Stage 2 assessment information than either UK1 or UK3, 
although each of the schools faced difficulties in determining a pupil's individual strengths and 
weaknesses from a Key Stage level. UK2 and UK3 relied upon additional mathematics and 
reading tests to obtain information that gave more precise details of pupils' actual skills and 
abilities. However in the UK case study schools' senior managers faced difficulties in determining 
what was the most useful pupil assessment data to use. For example, in UK2 a head of 
department stated:

"We still have this debate over what kind of data is needed and there are some 
senior managers who are not clear on what is needed or required. There is ongoing 
debate over whether we should be using marks, grades, levels or so on"

A further difference that emerged from the UK intra-national analysis was the use made of interim 
reports. All three schools considered interim reports as particularly useful assessments. However, 
UK2 and UK3 were facing considerable difficulties in securing interim grade information.

In each of the three UK schools senior managers and teachers analysed assessment data to 
make informed decisions about teaching and learning to impact upon pupil attainment. For 
example, pupils' test results and predictive data were used to create individual learning 
programmes which included the process of target setting and mentoring. As outlined in Chapter 
8, in UK2, a system had been introduced at Key Stage 3 to identify and target pupils who were 
considered borderline for achieving a level 5 in the Key Stage 3 National Tests. However, the 
assessment information used by the teacher who monitored pupils' performance was not usually 
shared with form tutors. However, in UK2 and UK1 teachers typically had greater access to Key
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Stage 4 and Key Stage 5 assessment information. For example in UK2 form teachers were 
provided with the details of the categories pupils had been allocated regarding the number of A*- 
C GCSE grades they were expected to achieve using the three tier system (see Chapter 8). The 
three tier system was used by Key Stage 4 senior staff and heads of year to mentor pupils who 
were typically withdrawn from class to work on a specific piece of work or to receive advice on 
study skills and examination technique. In addition, each of the schools encouraged parents to be 
involved in supporting pupils' individual targets and learning programmes. UK2 and to a lesser 
degree UK3 had focused upon each of the three Key Stages (not Key Stage 5 in UK3) in the 
target setting and mentoring process whereas UK1 had chosen to mainly work with Key Stage 4. 
However, although UK3 had introduced systems to set annual targets with pupils these were 
rarely reviewed and form tutors had not been directed to maintain a mentoring or review 
programme.

Curriculum

During the UK intra-national analysis there were some instances of teachers raising 
concern over the narrowing of the curriculum, for example a mathematics teacher in UK2 
described how his teaching was adapted to allow for rote learning and what he described 
as excessive test practice:

"What I mean when I say teaching to the SATs is that a lot of schools stop teaching 
the syllabus and then do past paper and past paper and past paper that is what I call 
teaching to the SATs. We do two mock SATs one is a proper one that we mark and 
use towards our teachers assessment levels the next one is 2 weeks before the 
SATs to chivvy them along."

However in general few issues were raised relating to this matter. 

Inter-national cross case analysis

The initial section of the inter-national comparison considers the differences and similarities 
between the categories I have used to establish the different schools' character and culture.

Comparison of schools in the United States and the United Kingdom - Wales

School organisation

A significant difference between the US and the UK case study schools was the system for the 
management of the school districts. In the US each school district was overseen by one district 
office located within one of the school buildings that managed the transition between each school 
phase. Furthermore, pupils typically remained in the same district for their entire school career. In
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contrast, each UK school was managed by the LEA whose offices were considerable distances 
from each school. The transition of pupils between the educational phases was largely managed 
by the schools themselves and Year 6 pupils could choose which secondary school to apply to 
attend. A further difference that emerged between the US and the UK was the age that pupils 

were able to leave school. Furthermore, in the UK case study schools pupils were not required to 
obtain any specified number of grades or credits and were not awarded a high school diploma. In 
addition, Year 9 pupils were only required to elect which subjects to study until the end of Year 
11, when they are legally able to leave school. In contrast, in the US case study schools Grade 9 
pupils were required to plan the entire four years of high school, ensuring they secured the 
specified number of credits to graduate at the age of 18. A common feature that did emerge 
between the US and UK case study schools was the integration of SEN pupils into mainstream 
classes. However, in the UK each of the case study schools also provided in-class SEN support 
and in UK2 EAL in-class support which was not made available in any of the three US case study 
schools.

School hours

A number of differences became apparent during the inter-national analysis regarding the 
organisation of the school day. The US schools started the school day approximately one and a 
half hours earlier than the UK schools and had no mid morning break. In addition, lunch times 
were staggered in the US, which resulted in far fewer pupils requiring supervision at any one 
time. Furthermore, the US case study schools did not have religious assemblies and 
announcements were made throughout the school day using visual and auditory systems. In 
contrast, the UK case study schools did not require pupils to observe any cultural procedures 
such as the pledge of allegiance to America undertaken in US2 and US3. All of the US schools 
offered an extensive range of after school activities which were well attended by a large number 
of pupils. In the UK the three schools provided fewer opportunities for pupils to join after school 

clubs and sports teams.

Attendance and punctuality

All six of the case study schools had similar approaches to pupils' attendance and punctuality. 

One difference that emerged during the study was that in the US schools any pupil who was 
repeatedly late to school and lessons was not always able to earn full class credits. In the UK 
pupils academic grades were not adjusted or withheld if pupils were late to school or lessons.

School Curriculum
The six schools differed considerably in the organisation of the school year and daily lesson
schedules. In the UK the schools academic year had three distinct terms with at least one week
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break between each term and pupils' lesson schedule remained the same throughout the entire 
school year whilst. In contrast, in the US the school year was divided into two consecutive 
semesters with pupils following different lesson schedules for each half of the year. A further 
difference that emerged between the US and UK case study schools was the academic 
streaming of pupils. All three of the US schools streamed pupils by ability from entry into high 
school whereas in the UK pupils were streamed in every subject in UK2 but not in all subjects in 
UK1 or UK3.

Text books and equipment

A significant difference that emerged from the inter-national analysis was the financial 
contribution that pupils were required to make in the US case study schools but which was not 
expected in the three UK case study schools. In addition, pupils in each of the US schools were 
provided with lockers and were prohibited from carrying bags within the school building, whilst in 
the UK pupils did not have this facility.

Homework

The schools varied considerably in the amount of information that was made available to parents 
on the type and quantity of homework given to pupils. In UK1 and UK3 pupils and parents are 
supplied with a general guide on the content and quantity of homework and US1 and US2 
provided or were working towards providing parents with daily on-line details of pupils' homework 
tasks. However, UK2 and US3 did not issue guidelines to the quantity of homework a pupil should 
expect to receive. In the UK case study schools pupils were provided with a free student planner 
for recording homework tasks. In contrast the US case study schools did not provide journals, 
although pupils were encouraged to purchase their own.

Parents and the school

In the UK although parents were encouraged to support the schools the parent associations were 
usually small and had little involvement with the day to day activities of the schools. In contrast in 
the US schools the parent organisations were generally far larger and raised considerable 
amounts of money to support both the schools teams and other special events. Parents also 
often volunteered to undertake minor administrative tasks, for example in US1 parent volunteers 
were responsible for supervising security desks ensuring all school visitors registered before 
entering the school. All six of the case study schools encouraged parents to remain in regular 
contact with pastoral staff, although the three US schools provided parents with direct access to 
teaching staff by telephone or email.
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Pastoral Care

In the US, guidance councillors had the primary responsibility for pupils' pastoral care and in the

UK the role was typically the responsibility of the heads of year and form tutors.

School uniform

In the US case study schools, pupils were not required to wear uniform whereas in the three UK

case study schools each school adhered to a strict uniform policy.

School meals

The provision of meals at lunch time was similar in each of the six case study schools, although in

the US pupils were not allowed to leave the school site during school hours.

Travel

In the US each school district owned the school buses and all pupils were provided with transport 

to and from school. In the UK, pupils had to reside within a stipulated distance from the school to 

qualify for school transport and in some instances were required to pay a bus fee. The three UK 

case study schools did not own the buses used to transport pupils to school.

Comparison of pupil assessment data in the three United States and United Kingdom case 

study schools

Figure 9.5 presents an inter-national comparison of the different sources of pupil assessment 

data in the six case study schools and highlights which assessments are statutory.

Figure 9.5 Sources of pupil assessment data in the United States and United Kingdom case 

study schools.

United States

Iowa Tests 
Stanford Achievement Tests 

Otis Lennon Tests CogAT Tests

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUS1,US2orUS3

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUS1,US2orUS3

Ohio Off - Grade Proficiency Tests

No direct comparison undertaken 

lnUS1,US2orUS3

These tests are not statutory- 

Participating schools US and UK 
may elect which test to administer.

Each school makes decisions on 

internal assessment procedures

United Kingdom

MidYlS CATS abilities tests

Mathematic tests

Reading tests

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUK1,UK2orUK3

Departmental Benchmarking

267



Ohio State Proficiency Tests 

Ohio State Achievement and 

Diagnostic Tests 

New York State Statutory 

Achievement Tests

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUS1,US2orUS3

No direct comparison undertaken 

in US1, US2orUS3

Ohio Graduation Practice Tests

Ohio Graduation Tests 

New York State High School 

Achievement Tests

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUS1,US2orUS3

Career Ability Placement, Career 

Orientation Placement and 

Evaluation, and Career 

Occupational Preference Tests.

EXPLORE PLAN 

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude 

Test/National Merit Scholarship 

Qualifying Test

No direct comparison undertaken 
in case study schools 1-3

No direct comparison undertaken 
in case study schools 1-3

American College Tests, Scholastic 

Aptitude Test, Scholastic Aptitude 

Subject Tests and Advanced 

Placement Examinations

Teacher Assessment

School Report Cards

No direct comparison undertaken 

in case Study schools 1-3

Statutory requirement

Statutory requirement

These tests are not statutory. 

Participating schools US and Wales 

may elect which test to administer.

Statutory requirement 
In the UK schools are required to 

offer these courses but not all 

pupils take these tests. In the US all 

pupils undertake these tests

Each school makes decisions on 
internal assessment procedures

Each school makes decisions on 
internal assessment procedures

Each school makes decisions on 
internal assessment procedures

These tests are not statutory. 
Participating schools may elect 

which test to administer.

College/university bound pupils in 

undertake these tests

Each school makes decisions on 
internal assessment procedures

Statutory requirement

Each school makes decisions on 

internal assessment procedures

Key Stage 2 National Tests 
Key Stage 3 National Tests

Key Stage 2 Teacher Assessment

Key Stage 3 Teacher Assessment

No direct comparison undertaken 

inUK1,UK2orUK3

GCSE/CSE/GNVQ

Fischer Family Trust

No direct comparison undertaken 

in UK1, UK2orUK3

No direct comparison undertaken 
inUK1,UK2orUK3

YELLIS

ALIS

AS and A level GNVQ

Teacher Assessment

Annual Written Reports 

Interim Report

Internal Assessment Grade
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Internal Examinations Internal Examinations - including 
Mock Examinations for External 
tests

Figure 9.5 highlights the broad range of data that is produced and acquired by each of the 
six case study schools. The three UK and three US schools administered comparable non- 
statutory achievement and diagnostic assessments, for example the Iowa tests and 
Stanford achievement tests in the US compared to the MidYlS and CATS tests in the UK. 
However, the three US schools did not administer any tests that compared to the 
mathematics and reading tests that were undertaken by UK2 and UK3 or the departmental 
benching marking assessments. All three UK case study schools undertook Key Stage 
assessments that will compare to the new state achievement and diagnostic tests. 
However, the US schools did not have a comparable assessment to the Key Stage teacher 
assessments that were given at the end of Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3. In the three UK 
schools pupils usually undertook external GCSE examinations (or equivalent) although 
pupils were not required to pass specific tests to receive a high school graduation, whereas 
in the US schools all pupils were required to pass graduation tests to receive a high school 
diploma. A variety of additional assessments were undertaken by the six case study 
schools, including internal examinations and external examinations for pupils who wished 
to attend college or university. In addition, teachers gave daily assessments for pupils 
class and homework although the systems for grading pupils differed considerably 
between the US and UK. In the former, each course pupils followed had a different 
weighting attached to the grades awarded depending on the difficulty of the lesson content 
and grades were accumulated for a final end of year grade point average. In contrast, in 
the UK case study schools pupils' daily attainment did not contribute to a final end of 
course grade unless work was specifically attached to a course examination.

Computer technology

During the inter-national analysis it emerged that there were considerable differences 
between the UK and US computer facilities and capabilities in the six case study schools. 
All of the US case study schools had good computer facilities, and US1 and to a lesser 
degree US2 made extensive use of district wide network capabilities. The ease of access 
in US1 and US2 to internal teacher assessment data through on-line systems, contrasted 
dramatically with the other four case study schools where parents were informed of pupil 
grades on an infrequent basis. In Wales, the schools lacked computer resources and 
expertise to utilise pupil assessment data effectively and were often overwhelmed with the 
quantities of assessment information available. However, although in the US case study 
schools the computer systems tended to be more sophisticated and in some cases used
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well, a number of teachers had not kept pace with new technology. Training in the use of 

new software had at times been inconsistent and US3 rarely took advantage of the data 

management systems that were available.

Testing, accountability and the management of pupil assessment data 

The quantity of testing in the UK schools and in some of the US case study schools was 

comparable, in part because the US schools were being required to increase the number of 

statutory tests administered. In both US1 and US2 school leaders were also increasing the 

number of preparatory and diagnostic tests aiming to prepare pupils for the new statutory 

assessments. As indicated previously, in both the US and UK some leadership teams had 

implemented systems for internal pupil testing, including aptitude testing to obtain predictions for 

pupils' future performance. The data had been managed well in US1 and US2 in the US, but had 

led to an excess of data resulting in internal conflict in UK2. Senior managers were unable to 

agree upon strategies to implement, which tests to undertake and what data to select for analysis 

in order to improve pupil performance. During the study it also became apparent that there were 

differences in the access UK and US senior managers had to pupils' performance throughout the 

school year. In US1 the on-line system provided access to pupils' daily grades and in US2 and 

US3 reports were generated four times a year. In contrast in the UK with the exception of UK1's 

interim reports, senior managers only had information on pupils' performance once a year in the 

annual written reports.

It became apparent throughout the study that in recent years the UK and US schools had become 

increasingly similar in their accountability for pupils' attainment. Prior to NCLB the three US case 

study schools had not formally been held accountable for pupils' performance in state tests. The 

US schools had been more accustomed to monitoring pupils by continual assessment processes 

and procedures. Moreover, the three US case study schools had not been set achievement 

targets nor been required to justify pupils' performance. As such, the schools in the US had 

undergone considerable change since the introduction of NCLB and were continuing to adjust to 

the accountability issues attached to standardised state test results. In contrast the three UK case 

study schools had administered government directed tests as well as being held accountable for 

pupil performance for several years. A further similarity between the UK and the US was that 

middle managers largely undertook the analysis of data, that is guidance counsellors and heads 

of year respectively. In most of the six case study schools the drive for change in the 

management of pupil assessment data came from these members of staff. US3 was the 

exception producing, analysing and using significantly less data than any of the other schools. 

Teachers were able to record as many or as few grades as they choose and there were no 

internal or external checks on data records. In contrast teachers in US1 were required to record
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grades on-line within seven days of setting tasks. In Wales teaching staff in each of the schools 

were afforded flexibility on how frequently they recorded grades which was largely determined by 
internal quality assurance procedures.

A further significant difference was the extent to which the six schools used pupil assessment 

data to impact upon teaching and learning and the development of individual learning 

programmes. In the US assessment information was mainly used to target both individuals and 

groups of pupils who were considered likely to fail statutory tests, such pupils were typically 
offered additional tuition during school hours as well as in summer schools. Whereas in the three 

UK case study schools assessment information was typically used to devise individual pupil 
targets supported by one to one mentoring to help pupils plan their learning as well as to motivate 

and raise pupils own expectations. However, there were similarities in the implementation of 

additional tests to prepare pupils for external assessments in US1 and the three UK case study 

schools. Nevertheless, the three UK schools used the test results to impact upon maximising 

pupils' individual attainment in a range of subjects whereas US1 only focused on using the data 

to ensure pupils passed the state tests rather than supporting pupils to achieve their absolute 
best in all of the examinations taken including the SAT, ACT and Advanced Placement 
examinations.

Curriculum

The inter-national analysis highlighted that there were similar concerns raised in the UK and the 

US schools regarding the narrowing of the curriculum to allow additional lesson time to prepare 

pupils for statutory tests.

Concluding comments

A range of similarities and differences emerged between the six case study schools during the 

study. In the US the three schools had many common features although some variations were 

apparent in the schools' culture and ethos as determined by the chosen categories (see Chapter 

7 and 8). For example, differences were apparent in the pastoral organisation of the schools, the 

level of involvement parents had with the school as well as the provision of travel to and from 

school. However, each of the three US schools were similar in their organisational structure, and 

their approach to attendance and punctuality. All three schools adhered to academic state 

standards and testing requirements, however differences did emerge in the schools' approaches 

to testing and in particular the way in which the schools had prepared for the changes being 

brought through NCLB and AYP. It was evident from the study that all the US schools had limited 

experience with managing pupil assessment data to specifically impact upon pupil attainment. In
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the UK the three case study schools also demonstrated many similarities. Each school had 
similar pastoral provision as well as comparative policies regarding the wearing of uniforms, 
attendance and punctuality. In addition, each school placed considerable emphasis on 
developing relationships with parents to support pupil attainment and followed National 
Curriculum guidelines and administered statutory tests. Differences did emerge, however, in the 
non-statutory tests that were undertaken and in the management of pupil assessment data. For 
example, UK2 and UK3 had developed complex internal predication systems for pupil attainment. 
In addition although each school undertook some degree of target setting and mentoring they did 
vary in levels of commitment to these processes. The inter-national analysis highlighted 
considerable differences in the UK and US schools access to computers although there were 
some similarities in the levels of teachers' expertise in using information technology. In addition 
the UK and US schools had different policies regarding individual learning programmes and the 
use of target setting and mentoring. However, the number of tests administered in the six schools 
was similar with the exception of US3. The next chapter examines four key issues which emerged 
from the study.
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10 Key issues 

Introduction

The intra-national and inter-national comparative study provided a rich and diverse array of 
information highlighting considerable variations in the management of pupil assessment data both 
between the US and the UK and between the case study schools within the two countries. The 
next chapter examines further a number of key issues that emerged from the study which were 
explored in Chapter 9. The first two key issues focus upon how the schools used assessment 
data to inform their strategic planning, organisational learning and pedagogic decisions followed 
by a review of the different tests that each school administered. The third key issue highlights the 
difference in the level of support and direction provided by the US and UK governments on the 
administration, production, analyses and use of pupil assessment data. The final key issue I have 
chosen to highlight focuses on how the schools used computer technology in the management of 
their pupil assessment data. Throughout the chapter sub headings have been used to emphasis 
a number of noteworthy aspects within each of the key issues.

Key issues

The key issues that I have selected to highlight are as follows:

• assessment for organisational learning, strategic planning and the use of assessment 
data for pedagogic purposes

• tests administered and assessment processes undertaken
• external guidance on the administration, interpretation and application of pupil 

assessment data

• computer technology

Assessment for organisational learning, strategic planning and the use of assessment 

data for pedagogic purposes

Using pupil assessment data as a basis for effective organisational planning 

In the UK case study schools and to a lesser degree in the US school leaders regarded pupil 
assessment data as a basis from which they were able to plan for the effective organisation of the 
school, integrating data into management planning procedures. The assessment data was used 
for effective organisational planning in a variety of ways, including the development of pedagogic 
approaches, identifying areas of weak pupil performance, and in the UK schools in setting targets
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and in pupil mentoring programmes. School leaders gathered data to establish an overall view of 
different year groups and individual pupils' current performance and future potential although the 
schools were not always consistent or effective in their use of data. There were many occasions 
when the schools systems for integrating data into the management systems was ineffective and 
poorly managed. However, in some instances pupil assessment data was used effectively to 
improve performance, such as deciding which pupils should receive additional tuition and support 
to raise attainment. Moreover, in a few cases analysed pupil assessment information was 
combined with a range of pedagogic skills to impact upon classroom teaching. Specifically, the 
three UK case study schools development of personalised pupil study support programmes to 
maximise individual pupil attainment had had impacts in pupils' attainment across the entire 
subject range. Moreover, some UK teachers analysed pupils' results from reading tests, adjusting 
their programmes of study and lesson plans to incorporate particular teaching methodologies 
applicable to pupils' specific reading needs. In the US case study schools, US1, and to some 
degree, US2, had taken some steps in utilising pupil assessment data as a tool for directing 
decisions and planning for school improvement. For instance, through the implementation of the 
on-line data management programmes the schools had introduced systems that made pupil 
assessment data easily available for not only teachers but also parents and pupils. However, 
during the study it became apparent that the schools were not making effective use of the 
assessment data available, for example the schools did not focus upon maximising pupils' 
attainment other than to ensure individuals passed state tests. In summary, the US case study 
schools had not developed as effective assessment polices as the UK case study schools and a 
significant number of the school staff continued to regard assessment as an 'add on' rather than a 
fundamental foundation for the development of the school.

Strategic planning

Although each of the six schools were familiar with strategic planning, not all had considered 
using pupil assessment data in an ongoing process of analysis or combining data in different 
ways to reflect upon, investigate and plan focused improvement strategies. The three UK case 
study schools had each considered how pupil assessment data was used within the school and 
reflected upon what needed to be included in the school development plan to progress towards 
an improvement in pupil performance. Specifically, through using strategic planning as a 
developmental tool school leaders were able to consider the means by which they could use 
assessment information to support the raising of pupil attainment. For example, as outlined in 
Chapter 9, UK2 had employed a full time teacher to work with Key Stage 3 pupils who had been 
identified as being at risk of potentially failing to achieving a level 5 in the end of Key Stage 3 
assessments. Details of the teachers' targets, associated success criteria, specific actions to be 
taken including by whom and by when as well as the required resources, cost implications and
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monitoring and evaluation measures had been incorporated within the school development plan. 
Consequently, by integrating the use made of pupil assessment data in the decision making 
process, the school placed planning as an integral element in the running of the organisation, 
ensuring that current and future trends as indicated by a range of different assessments were 
used to inform decisions. A further example of the planned used of pupil assessment data was 
through pupil target setting (see below) where, in UK1 and UK2 in particular, pupil target setting 
was embedded into a process of mentoring. In contrast in the US there was little evidence of 
school leaders integrating the management and use of pupil assessment data into the school's 
long term planning. US1 had implemented and coordinated a sophisticated computer facility, 
however, the system was often used in isolation and separate from any strategic planning 
processes. Guidance councillors did not discuss or use the available assessment data to set 
targets with pupils or to inform decision making in plans for raising individual performance. In US2 
school leaders were creating opportunities to increase the use of assessment information in 
planning teaching and learning but had met with considerable barriers from teaching staff. In US3 
there was no evidence of any mid or long term plans to increase the use of pupil assessment 
data and a key function of pupils tests results remained as a means of reporting pupils end of 
semester performance.

Using predictive data and aptitude tests for target setting, mentoring and intervention 

Each of the three UK case study schools were increasingly making use of aptitude and predictive 
tests to obtain specific information on pupils' future performance. Test results were used to 
identify pupils' potential end of Key Stage grades and strategies were put in place to support 
individuals in reaching these targets. Intervention typically entailed a range of activities, including 
in-class study support, target setting and mentoring programmes. Each school adopted a similar 
target setting system that required form tutors to check pupils' diaries and targets every week. 
The schools used a combination of predictive data and past performance data to assist in target 
setting which was a fundamental procedure in each school's approach to improving pupil 
attainment. UK2 demonstrated the most effective use of assessment information in directing 
resources, establishing target setting and mentoring programmes for individuals as well as 
specific groups of pupils. The mentoring programmes served to ensure that both school leaders 
and classroom teachers used assessment information to accurately establish pupils' level of 
attainment leading to structured and specific actions that needed to be taken to maintain or 
improve performance. The information was then used to inform decisions on the structured and 
specific actions required to maintain or improve performance. In UK3 although there was not a 
comparable mentoring programme pupils targets were reviewed in the annual target setting 
meeting organised by heads of year. In addition, UK3 and to a lesser extent UK1 also used 
assessment information to establish how the school was currently performing and what
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improvements they wished to achieve. However as indicated in Chapter 9, some of the UK case 
study schools had experienced difficulties with both the target setting and mentoring 
programmes. Form staff received little support and guidance resulting in disorganised and often 
ineffective systems. Moreover, teachers lacked access to pupil baseline data even though some 
school leaders acknowledged that awareness of pupils' prior attainment was a necessary 
prerequisite for effective target setting and the monitoring of pupil progress (DfES, 2002x).

In contrast the three US case study schools had not developed systems that used predictive data 
and aptitude tests for target setting and mentoring. Intervention measures were typically directed 
at individual pupils who were considered at risk of failing state tests mainly as the schools were 
measured not on the actual scores pupils achieved but rather on how many pupils passed the 
tests (although pupils actual scores were available). Pupils who were expected to achieve the 
designated pass scores were not selected to attend additional classes or offered support 
programmes. In Grade 10 pupils who failed to pass either the Ohio State graduation tests or New 
York State graduation tests, were able to re take the tests in future grades until they achieved a 
pass or alternatively qualified for a graduation diploma through other measures (see Chapter 3). 
As such, the three US case study schools did not administer tests that predicted pupils potential 
test results, instead electing to undertake assessments that identified pupils' specific strengths 
and weaknesses so that senior managers could purposely focus intervention measures at pupils' 
exact academic weaknesses.

Dissemination of pupil assessment data

Within each UK and US case study school the access to the full range of pupil assessment 
data was typically limited to one or two members of usually senior staff and information 
was not generally disseminated. An important power resource within any organisation is 
knowledge, as such, the one or two staff who held the technical skills associated with the 
internal data management systems had acquired a disproportionate amount of power over 
the school's decision making processes associated with the management of pupil 
assessment data (Hales, 1997). Although the power held by these staff was, for the most 
part, recognised as legitimate, they had circumvented the school's management hierarchy 
to influence which tests were administered and how the test data was used (Wallace & 
Hall, 1997), leading to conflicts between senior managers in some of the schools. As a 
result schools often missed opportunities to use data management in their decision making 
processes (Choo, 1998).
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Tests administered and assessment processes undertaken

The second key issue to emerge from the study identifies the different ways pupil 
assessment data was generated and the effects of accountability and high stakes testing.

Management of assessment systems

Some schools had comprehensive assessment systems, including not only mandatory 
testing but also making available a comprehensive evaluation of pupils' ongoing daily 
performance. In the UK case study schools, a few school leaders had implemented 
systems for internal pupil testing, including aptitude testing to obtain predictions for pupils' 
future performance. Through mismanagement of data and occasionally conflicting pupil 
assessment data as well as poor communication and internal power struggles, 
disagreements had developed between several school leaders who were unable to agree 
upon assessment strategies to implement, what tests to undertake and which data to 
select for analysis to improve pupil performance. In contrast, the US case study schools 
were generally in agreement about their testing policies, in part as fewer tests were 
administered. However, as outlined in Chapter 9, the US intra-national cross case analysis 
revealed that the schools were in the process of making adjustments to their assessment 
procedures and increasing the quantity of tests to comply with changing statutory 
requirements. The UK schools and in some instances the US schools also had a tendency 
to reproduce data. Specifically the UK schools created excessive quantities of information 
that often provided conflicting statistics. For example, in UK3 although the combined use of 
FFT and YELLIS data, did offer some useful comparisons, more often than not, heads of 
year spent considerable time analysing test results to identify which data was the most 
accurate. In an attempt to make sense of the assessment information, UK2 and UK3 had 
introduced their own internal data management systems. However, few individuals 
understood the complicated computer programmes and equations used in the process of 
generating the in house pupil predictive information.

Narrowing the curriculum

Aligning the curriculum emerged as a distinctive theme in each of the case study schools and it 
was increasingly recognised that teachers were teaching to the test. The negative effects of high- 
stakes testing are well documented (Madus etal, 1992). Sheppard (2000) argues that under 
intense political pressure, pupil test scores will probably increase without a similar increase in 

pupil learning. He further contends that:

"High-stakes accountability teaches pupils that effort in school should be in response 
to externally administered rewards and punishment rather than the excitement of 
ideas."
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High stakes testing and associated accountability issues have been further criticised, particularly 

in the US (Amrein & Berliner, 2002), as state assessments are being used not only to hold 
schools accountable for results but also increasingly to determine whether pupils should advance 
to the next grade, attend summer school, or earn a high school diploma. Amrein & Berliner (2002) 
go as far as to argue that high stakes testing undermines learning and hurts struggling pupils. 
Nevertheless, the inter-national cross case analysis highlighted the six case study schools were 
having to manage an increasing quantity of data, derived from internal assessment procedures as 
well as data from additional tests introduced to prepare pupils for external examinations. The 
burden of statutory testing had undermined teachers' ability to respond quickly and directly to 
pupils' learning needs. As a consequence of pressure exerted by governments to raise statutory 
test scores and an increase in accountability the more complex aspects of subjects were often 
neglected or not taught at all. In the US, the case study schools had experienced problems in 
managing the change to a system of increased testing and in ensuring that the consequences 
resulting from poor pupil performance were fully understood. In the UK a number of school 
leaders had concerns regarding the amendments being introduced to statutory assessments at 
Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 and the increased reliance on teacher assessments which were 
already considered unreliable by a considerable number of staff.

Quantity and use of pupil assessment data within the schools

The US case study schools generally generated and analysed less pupil assessment data than 
the UK case study schools. However, as stated above the schools in Ohio were to significantly 
increase the number of statutory tests administered as a consequence of NCLB (see Chapter 6). 
By the school year 2007-2008 pupils will be required to take either an achievement or diagnostic 
test in every grade commencing in Grade 1 with the exception of Grade 9, 11 and 12. Moreover, 
the PLAN and PSAT/NMSQT test results were not analysed by the schools and teachers did not 
prepare for or discuss the tests in lesson time. Furthermore, in the US little use was made of 
teacher assessments to measure either the schools' or pupils' year on year progress. As outlined 
in Chapter 10, teachers in the three US case study schools had been accustomed to working in 
isolation, rarely sharing individual teacher assessments of pupils work. However, the changes to 
the recording of assessments in US1 and US2 through the introduction of the on-line mark book 
system had transformed the accessibility that senior teachers, parents and pupils had to the daily 
grades that teachers awarded. In contrast, in the UK schools, teacher assessments played a 
significant role in each Key Stage assessment process, either as formal assessments at the end 
of a Key Stage, or through coursework marking. However, the intra-national analysis revealed 
that although the Key Stage teacher assessments were significant sources of pupil assessment 
data, staff in each of the three schools questioned the reliability of the levels awarded.
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The teachers' attitude was a recognised dilemma that existed across the Key Stage divide as 

specified in the report, Learning pathways through statutory assessment: Key Stages 2 and 3 

Daugherty assessment review group final report (May 2004):

"... statutory assessment should play its part in facilitating the transition of pupils as 
they move from their final year in primary school to the different educational 
environment of the secondary school. Yet one of the main findings of the PPI 
survey, commissioned by Curriculum and Assessment Authority for Wales (ACCAC) 
in 2002, was that secondary schools do not make extensive use of the data from 
statutory assessments that is made available to them."

Moreover, Key Stage 2 pupil assessment data was further recognised as often being 

under-used within schools (Harden, 2005). As an example, teaching staff in the three UK 

case study schools did recognise that end of Key Stage teacher assessments were 

important but regarded the primary teachers' professional judgements with suspicion and 

subsequently made little use of the assessment information. In addition, each of the UK 

schools experienced problems in the exchange of pupil information. The difficulty of data 

transfer is widely recognised and an Estyn publication; Moving On: Effective Transition 

from Key Stage 2 to Key Stage 3 (January 2004) argues data transfer is generally 

straightforward where the majority of primary school pupils go to the same secondary 

school and where secondary schools receive pupils from a relatively small number of 

primary schools. As outlined in Chapter 8 all of the three UK case study schools had a 

large number of associate primaries and pupils often elected to attend alternative 
secondary schools, therefore generating complex data management requirements. In UK3 

the split site locations of Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 had created additional problems in 

coordinating the transition of data. In contrast, pupils in the US schools typically attended 

the same high school and in US1 pupils only came from one associate elementary school. 

However although few problems existed with the transfer of pastoral information each of 

the US schools had experienced difficulties in the exchange of pupil assessment data.

External guidance on the administration, interpretation and application of pupil 

assessment data

The three case study schools in Wales had access to a range of documents associated with the 

management and use of pupil assessment data. The documents were either published directly by 

or in conjunction with the government providing the schools with guidance on the use of pupil 

assessment data, including recommendations of how to use data to improve school and pupil 

performance, as indicated in Chapter 5. The language used in the publications was clear and 

straightforward, providing frequent examples of good practice in primary and secondary schools 

throughout England and Wales. Schools were able to explore and strengthen their understanding
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of how to use their pupil assessment data from whichever source it had originated. For example, 
advice was provided on the use of assessment data that was generated by the schools 
themselves, their LEAs, nferNelson, the Curriculum Evaluation and Management Centre at 
Durham University, and the Fischer family trust. In addition, information was provided on how to 
make effective use of value-added data published in the Autumn Package and the Pupil 
Achievement Tracker. Nevertheless, despite the availability of various documents the UK intra- 
national analysis provided little evidence that either teachers or senior managers had access to or 
were using such information to impact upon their use of pupil assessment data to improve pupil 
attainment. Typically, publications were received at school but generally not disseminated.

In contrast to the quantity of information available to the UK schools, the three US case study 
schools did not receive any comparable documents on the use and application of pupil 
assessment data from the Ohio State Education Board, New York State Education Board or the 
federal government. However, the federal and state governments had, nonetheless, provided 
explicit guidance on the changes to the state testing requirements through NCLB. The three case 
study schools had typically relied on commercial test company guidelines and teachers' own 
professional experiences to support their developing management, analysis and use of pupil 
assessment data. The US schools were not accustomed to either generating large quantities of 
data or being held accountable for pupil outcomes. Moreover, the schools had not generally 
produced and used pupil assessment data to measure year on year progress. As such, prior to 
NCLB the schools had not been challenged on their management and use of pupil assessment 
data or been required to either defend their performance or to significantly impact upon pupils' 
future attainment. However, the study highlighted that the schools circumstances were changing 
and the quantity of data the schools were required to manage had and would continue to increase 
due to the introduction of NCLB and AYR.

Computer technology

All three of the US case study schools used some form of computer technology in the 
management of their pupil assessment data. Good use was made of the network systems that 
facilitated the transfer of pupil pastoral and performance data between schools. In addition, some 
schools encouraged parents to access their child's grades on-line, but opportunities were often 
missed in making use of the influence parents could have on pupils' performance. For example, 
parents were not advised on the interpretation of grades or how to use the data to support their 
children in improving their grades. Furthermore, little consideration had been afforded to families 
that did not have internet access. Concerns were also expressed in US2 regarding the increase 
of computer systems and some teachers were openly apprehensive about the new on-line 
systems, fearing the development of a big brother culture. At the start of the academic year

280



2005-2006 the school had still not introduced the on-line capabilities but continued to use the 

attendance facility. School US3 did not make extensive use of the computer facilities that were 

available in the school but did use computer programmes to record and organise assessment 

data for pupils' report cards.

In the three UK case study schools, teachers experienced problems in accessing computer 

hardware and in obtaining passwords to access a range of assessment programmes. 

Furthermore, the three UK case study schools typically recorded data using a variety of 

computer software programmes, preventing the comparison of different types of pupil 

assessment data. In addition, the schools and their local authorities' computer programmes 

were often incompatible causing considerable difficulties in the management of pupil 

assessment information. Although each member of staff had a lap top computer in UK3 

further problems were encountered as the machines were not able access the schools' 

internal network system. The three UK case study schools also experienced problems in 

coordinating their office information management systems with pupil assessment data 

programmes leading to difficulties in merging pastoral and academic data. The schools 

information management systems were used as part of the governments drive to develop 

and improve the exchange of pupil data through the Individual Pupil Data Project, and 

Individual Learner Data Programme (Welsh Assembly Government, 2004, 2004a, 2004b). 

Although, each school had experienced some difficulties in adjusting to the new 

procedures, all had seen an improvement in their internal management information 

systems. Specifically, the programme had enhanced the organisation of pupil data 

including, pastoral information, Key Stage assessments and public examinations. In 

addition, the programme established a common system for the transfer of pupil pastoral 

and performance data in all state maintained schools throughout Wales. Each of the three 

UK case study schools anticipated that the transfer of pupil data from both their associate 

primary schools and from other schools throughout Wales would improve when the system 

was fully operational. In the US case study schools, US1 and US2 had made some 

improvements in the exchange of pupil assessment data by using school district computer 

network systems although there was little evidence of guidance and support from either the 

state or federal government. The issues faced in all six of the case study schools were 

complicated by teachers' lack of computer expertise and technical know how.

Concluding comments
The Chapter highlighted the increasing use of statutory testing for accountability purposes in the 

US and a change of emphasis on the types of assessment procedures used in the UK, including 

a shift from National Tests to commercially produced predictive and ability tests. In addition, in the
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UK there was evidence of schools increasingly combining the analysis of pupil assessment data 
with a range of pedagogic skills to devise individual programmes in order to maximise each 
pupil's attainment. There was a notable contrast between the information technology systems 
used in the US and UK schools. Despite common difficulties facing the US schools mainly 
associated with lack of experience with standards-based school improvement polices, and in 
contrast to the schools in Wales, school leaders and senior teachers were reluctant to discuss 
common concerns and share good practice. Schools often operated in isolation, making 
decisions without receiving or when available, not taking advantage of guidance on the effective 
management of pupil assessment data. In addition, schools need to reflect on the benefits of not 
limiting data management skills to only one or two members of usually senior staff.
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11 Conclusion 

Introduction

The previous chapter highlighted some key issues that emerged from the study, in this final 

chapter I draw attention to a number of further final considerations. The first section of the chapter 

reconsiders the initial aims and purpose of the study and the extent to which I have achieved my 

original intentions. The remainder of the chapter summarises my findings, reviews the importance 

of the study, and raises a few key recommendations if the potential of pupil assessment data is to 

be realised. The chapter closes with a review of the case study process highlighting what I have 

learnt and how I would have undertaken a number of aspects of the study differently.

Case study claims

Throughout the study the claims I have made are related to the findings of the six case studies. 

The descriptions I have used are verbal representations of the situations that I observed and 

recorded from the research undertaken in the six case study schools. I have been selective in 

what I have reported ensuring that I focus upon the study's original aims and purpose (see 

Chapter 1). Consequently, I have established, analysed and compared current practices of the 

management of pupil assessment data in the six schools in the UK and the US. In addition I have 

gained a knowledge and understanding of how and why schools manage pupil assessment data, 

gaining insights that may enable an improvement in current educational practice. As outlined in 

Chapter 7, the six schools I chose to research were selected applying Yin's (1994a) replication 

logic. In the presentation of my conclusions I considered the plausibility and credibility of the 

evidential claims. For example, I ensured that the evidence was plausible in terms of my existing 

knowledge and the knowledge I gained from others in the literature search. The conclusions are 

also credible having been provided by the participants of the interviews, my own observations 

and document reviews. In addition, I have ascertained that the effects of the research process on 

the interview participants and their reactions to me as an interviewer had little impact upon the 

results of the study and did not adversely affect the validity of the findings.

Case study findings

From the results of the study I am able to surmise a literal replication pattern has occurred in that 

the six schools had predictable similar results in their production and acquisition of pupil 

assessment data. However, the findings did demonstrate considerable differences in the six 

schools' management of data and how data was used to impact upon pupil attainment. Namely,
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the inter-national case study analysis showed a theoretical replication pattern, that is, the three 

US case study schools produced contrary results in their management of pupil assessment data 

to the three UK case study schools. I consider the differences emerged for predictable reasons 

(Yin, 1994a) in that the three US schools did not typically analyse or use pupil assessment data 

to determine how to impact and maximise individual pupil's attainment across the curriculum. In 

contrast, the three UK schools spent considerable energies in devising programmes to support 

pupils in achieving their best possible results in all aspects of school study. For example, the 

three UK case study schools demonstrated an emphasis on developing individual learning 

programmes to raise pupil attainment through target setting and mentoring. In contrast the three 

US case study schools predominately used pupil assessment data to identify pupils who may fail 

state tests and consequently provided intervention programmes to prepare pupils to pass 
statutory tests rather than developing and extending a pupil's whole learning. I suggest, therefore, 

that it is possible to form a theoretical framework from the literal replications that emerged in the 

study in terms of how the six case study schools produced and acquired pupil assessment with 
the possibility of development into a means for generalising to future cases (Yin, 1994). However, 

the evidence that emerged in how the six schools analysed, disseminated and used pupil 

assessment data led to different conclusions and was not replicated in each schools, that is a 
theoretical replication occurred. In summary, I surmise that the production, analyses and use of 

pupil assessment data and the subsequent impact on pupil attainment was more effective in 

some schools than in others rather than arguing that some schools were not effective at all.

Further thoughts for consideration and some recommendations

The next section of the chapter examines several issues that I consider as important 
considerations if the potential of pupil assessment data is to be realised in both the UK and the 

US;

• Teaching to the test
• The practice of removing certain pupils from test results

• Accountability
• Computer technology

Teaching to the test

The study demonstrated that teachers were increasingly teaching pupils for the purpose of 

passing standardised tests. Pupils were given preparation in taking specific test questions from 

previous test papers, a practice Popham (2001) claims, occurs in a large number of schools. My 

findings are supported by an increasing amount of evidence showing the pressure on teachers to
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raise test scores by focusing on the skills and knowledge that will be tested, neglecting other 
usually more complex aspects of the subject and some subjects altogether (Lipman, 2004) as 
well as overlooking high order thinking skills (Herman, 1992). Furthermore, the findings 
highlighted that some teachers believed the curriculum had become less challenging (see 

Chapter 10), a point also argued by Sacks (2000) who claims that teaching to the test has led to a 
'dumbing' down of the curriculum where pupils are not maximising their learning potential and 
practicing test taking skills are taking a greater amount of classroom time. However, Neil (2003) 
argues research has also shown that the practice of teaching to the test does not have a 
significant effect on pupil learning, although testing is widely regarded (Harden, 2005) as having a 
negative affect on pupils' motivation for learning and considered to lower their self-esteem. 
Harden (2005) continues that pupils with learning goals are likely to achieve more than pupils with 
achievement goals. As such, if the potential of using pupil assessment data is to be realised the 
development of individual learning programmes and the emphasis on pupil target setting and 
mentoring demonstrated in the three UK schools should, therefore, be recognised as more 
effective in influencing pupils' attainment than the narrow focus the three US schools placed on 
pupils' achievement in state tests. Specifically, although UK1, UK2 and UK3 worked to increase 
the number of pupils achieving success in each of the external examinations this was not done to 
the exclusion of the pupils overall educational development. Moreover, the three UK case study 
schools placed an emphasis on improving teachers' pedagogic skills through individual 
professional development demonstrating that testing does not have to have a negative impact for 
effective teachers as highlighted in Chapter 2 (Covaleskie, 2002).

The practice of removing certain pupils from test results

A further consideration that should be emphasised if the potential of pupil assessment data is to 
be realised is the manner in which some schools place the validity and reliability of test results in 
question by preventing certain pupils from taking external assessments. For example, in order to 
achieve a higher aggregated National test score at Key Stage 3 two of the UK case study schools 
ensured low performing pupils that were not registered as working below the lowest National 
Curriculum level (therefore not exempt from taking the test) were told to stay at home on the day 
of the assessments. As a consequence the pupils potentially low scores would not adversely 
affect the schools overall National test results. In addition, each of the three UK schools declined 
to enter pupils for Key Stage 4 external examinations if they had been predicted to fail. Concerns 
have also arisen in other schools where teachers have unfairly affected statutory test scores by 
excessively rehearsing pupils for tests and undertaking rote learning (Strand, 2006; Volante, 

2005). Furthermore, US2 and US3 did not include Grade 12 pupils who had not gained the 
required number of high school credits (see Chapter 3) in graduation statistics in order to raise 

the school's overall graduation rates, a practice that has been highlighted by Lewin and Median
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(2003). They report that in New York State pupils were asked to leave school prior to the taking of 
statutory tests to raise schools test scores. The pupils who left were subsequently recorded as 
having transferred to an alternative school district rather than being counted as a 'high school 
drop out' or working on a Graduate Equivalency Diploma which would reflect poorly on the 
schools scores (Lewin and Median, 2003). Moreover, there have been a number of documented 
examples of teachers in a variety of states including Ohio and New York having helped pupils in 
state tests to raise pupil's final test score (Goodnough, 1999; Poole, 2000).

Accountability

The findings of the study also highlight issues of accountability that must be addressed if pupil 
assessment data is to be effectively used to raise pupil attainment. During the study concerns 
were raised that schools would not be able to meet the accountability demands of No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) and the associated Adequate Yearly Progress (AYR). The concerns seemed 
justified in light of Neil's (2003) claim that to achieve the AYP goal of all pupils reaching the 
proficient level on state assessments by 2014 will require an additional 4-6% of pupils 
progressing into the proficient category (see Chapter 6) every year for the next twelve years. Neil 
(2003) further argues that this goal is extremely challenging using the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress tests as a measure, which recorded that only three of thirty three states 
made even 1% gains in reading per year from 1992 to 1998. As such, faced with the challenge of 
all pupils achieving academic proficiency by 2014 some states have simply lowered their 
standards, while others as indicated above devised statistical measures to exclude whole groups 
of children from the laws umbrella (Lewin and Median, 2003). Senior leaders in the US case 
study schools argued that performance based accountability has come to mean testing alone 
largely as standardised tests are relatively inexpensive to administer and can be quickly 
implemented and deliver clear visible results. Increases in high stakes scores were therefore 
attributed more to familiarity with test requirements than to real improvements in pupil learning 
(Volante, 2004). As such, standardised testing promoted by NCLB in closing the achievement 
gap between different schools and different pupils as outlined in Chapter 2 (US Department of 
Education, 2002) has neither provided objective assessments nor reduced the difference in 
educational achievement between advantaged and disadvantaged children (Hursh, 2005). In 
addition, Hursh (2005) criticises a number of state statutory assessments as being poorly 
constructed, misleading and that some states use grading scales that either over estimate or 
under estimate pupil learning. In such cases the passing rate for an examination can be 
increased or decreased simply by adjusting the pass score turning low percentage of correct 
answers into a pass or a high percentage of correct answers into a failure. Therefore, on 
examinations that pupils are likely to take as part of their graduation requirements state education 
departments make it easier for pupils to pass by lowering the pass score.
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Computer technology

A final issue that requires further consideration if the full potential of pupil assessment data is to 

be achieved is the use schools made of computer technology. Some schools had made effective 

use of the computer facilities that was available to them, however more often than not the case 

study schools were underutilising their computer capabilities. Teachers often lacked skills and 

expertise often leading to a fear of the capabilities of the technology available. In summary, there 

was considerable scope for developing the use of information technology both in the US and UK, 

notwithstanding the financial constraints that some UK school leaders had experienced in 

developing their computer systems.

Organisational learning and assessment literacy

From the findings of the study I have learnt that pupil assessment data and the processes of 

assessment can help schools as organisations learn about what they do and subsequently 

improve performance through effective assessment-literate teachers and school leaders (Volante, 

2004). Assessment-literate teachers and leaders (Stiggens, 2000) understand how to use 

assessment to maximise pupil motivation and learning and have skills to address the challenges 

of standardised testing and positively convey this challenge to their pupils. The findings of the 

study indicated that by combining a range of different types of pupil assessment data, 

assessment literate schools can gather and effectively utilise knowledge of pupils potential 

attainment and current strengths and weaknesses to raise performance as demonstrated in UK1s 

comparison of YELLIS and Fischer Family Trust data, and UK2 and UK3s in house pupil 

assessment data analysis systems. Strand (2006) advocates this combined use of data to make 

informed teaching and learning decisions. He argues that using reasoning tests such as CATs 

and Key Stage assessments together is the most effective use of data, for example, considering 

and integrating the indicators from both sets of assessments about pupils.

School leaders' role and strategic planning

The boundary spanning role of head teachers and principals is changing as they manage 

an increasing level of external interference (Choo, 1998; Hursh, 2005). Some of the case 

study schools' leaders had acted as proficient boundary spanners managing the changes 

imposed from external mandates and demands such as high stakes testing, data driven 

decision making and school reform (Hanna, 1997). In other schools, opportunities had 

been missed to effectively use the knowledge provided by assessment information (Roby, 

1990). The relationship between the organisation and the environment is affected by how 

the individuals perceive the environment, rather than the objective state of an environment 

as well as how the boundary spanner understands the information on both sides of a 

boundary (Choo, 1998). Therefore, when the head teacher or principal interacts with the

287



external environment they become more familiar with it and can have a greater affect over 
it through a knowledge power source. Wherever a school leader has become adept at 
managing external boundaries, strategic planning is used to manage boundary alteration 
(Choo, 1998). A clear strategic plan will enable the school to have a continuous process by 
which the organisation is kept on course through making adjustments as both the internal 
and external contexts change, the plan is changed as circumstances change (Choo, 1998). 
Therefore, the school leaders who effectively manage the external changes and demands 
in the production and use of pupil assessment data, strategically plan for the long term 
changes that the increase in statutory testing and accountability requires. As outlined in 
Chapter 10, the findings of the study suggests that the efforts made in the three UK case 
study schools to integrate the management of pupil assessment data in the schools' 
strategic planning processes has had an impact upon pupil attainment. Furthermore, the 
three UK case study schools use of data in a combined form or in different ways to reflect 
upon, investigate and plan focused improvement strategies has led to an inclusion in the 
school development plan of assessment procedures to progress towards an improvement 
in pupil performance. In contrast, in the three US case study schools, there was little 
evidence of school leaders integrating the management and use of pupil assessment data 
into the schools long-term planning.

Final considerations
Finally in the closing stages of this chapter I draw attention to a few key lessons I have learnt 
throughout the study, including some aspects of the study that I would do differently as well as 
highlighting some issues that took me by surprise. Throughout the study I have developed skills 
in managing and executing an inter-national case study research project. I have also learnt 
extensively about the US education system and through in-depth case studies discovered how six 
schools manage their pupil assessment data. In addition, I have developed my knowledge in 
many areas relating to assessment including the importance of sharing good practice between 
educational establishments, clear strategic planning and school leaders changing boundary 
spanning role.

On reviewing the case study process, during the initial stages of the study I should have given 
greater consideration to the geographical distances between the schools to reduce some of the 
logistical problems I faced. In addition, I underestimated the differences I would encounter 
between not only the UK and US educational systems but also between the two countries' 
schools cultures and ethos. During the study I was surprised that despite common difficulties 
facing the three US case study schools in managing assessment, in part through lack of expertise 
with standards-based school improvement procedures, senior managers and teachers were
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reluctant to discuss common concerns and share good practice. As outlined in Chapter 1, 

although I had an initial understanding of opportunities for sharing best practice both within the 

UK and further a field, I was not prepared for the level of suspicion and reluctance I would 

experience from teachers in exchanging ideas and polices. In particular, in the US there was a 

culture amongst teachers of working alone. In addition, the phasing in of the state content 

standards and NCLB had led to a scrutiny of teaching practices which many teachers were 

unaccustomed to. In contrast, in the UK schools teachers were familiar with the process of 

performance management, self evaluation and external inspections which had led to greater 

acceptance of sharing good practice and many looked to ways to further their knowledge of 

pupils' strengths and weaknesses to maximise attainment. In closing I believe pupil assessment 

data could be beneficially used within schools as a foundation upon which all other areas of the 

school decision making processes can rest, moving the school towards a greater learning focus 

and subsequently raising pupil attainment.
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