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This evidence is consistent with international findings, particularly the 

impact of intrusive "official" inspection by the Office for Standards in Education 

(Ofsted) on the deprofessionalisation of teachers in England and Wales 

(Hargreaves & Evans, 1997; Woods et al., 1997). In the Woods et al. study, the 

teachers who were subjected to inspection experienced stress and a range of 

emotional responses that in turn caused many of them to become "compliant" 

rather than "enhancing". 

These teachers do not relish managerial opportunities and 
changes in role, but they accommodate, concur and allow 
changes to impinge upon them. This was the largest category 
among our teachers, but we identified wide variation among 
them, from "supporting", to "surviving", to "disturbed" 
conformists. (Woods et al., 1997, p. 60) 

Hargreaves and Evans ( 1997) reported that Ofsted have disputed such 

evidence, arguing that 83. 5 per cent of head teachers surveyed were satisfied by 

their experience of inspection. As Hargreaves and Evans point out, though, this 

argument rests curiously "on data drawn from managers and not the teachers who 

work for them" (p. 6), and upon administrative surveys which cannot convey the 

words of teachers that qualitative research "can help to bring to the printed page" 

(p. 6). 

As in Woods et al. (1997) study, the data from the interviews and 

observations in the investigation reported in this thesis demonstrate that teachers' 

practices are not uniform. They vary from teacher to teacher and from school to 

school. While summative assessment strategies dominated practice in many cases, 

this was not an exclusive picture. Some teachers were able to prioritise formative 

assessment in their teaching by incorporating the requirements to account within 

their existing assessment strategies, while others resisted the requirement to record 

against the achievement objectives until a suitable time presented itself. 

Not only did these mechanisms ensure compliance but they also produced 

strong emotional responses from the teachers. For example, Sam stated that she 

felt guilty if she didn't document everything she observed the children achieving 

(see Chapter Six). Clandinin and Connelly (1995) emphasise the importance of 
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everyday life, personal history, social history and the moral role of other teachers 

in determining teachers' practices and emotional responses. Likewise, Hargreaves 

(1997) stresses how important teachers' emotions are in the process of educational 

change. Because teachers make heavy emotional investments in the whole web of 

significant and meaningful relationships that make up the work of schools, 

ignoring emotional responses can lead to disastrous consequences. In Sam's case 

she had left teaching as a result. 

Teachers in this research often talked about assessment as a battle, 

struggling between what they perceived they should be doing for ERO and what 

they believed assisted learning. For example, Luke explained that he had learned 

that assessment was measuring against objectives and recording outcomes, 

whereas evaluation was in his mind and took learners on to new learning. He had 

resolved this battle for the meantime by using a coding system to record progress 

against the achievement objectives from time to time, especially before ERO or 

anyone in a senior position was due to check up on him. He explained that he had 

learned this coding system through syndicate and staff meetings following an ERO 

review at the first school he taught at. 

Concertive Control: School Policy and Teamwork as Normalisation Devices 

To a large extent, school and syndicate policies rather than bureaucratic 

rules have become a major factor regulating teachers' practice in self-managing 

schools. Influenced by national requirements (the NEGs and the NAGs and the 

curriculum documents), the ERO reports that they received, and the current 

imperative for teachers to be accountable to communities and the public at large, 

schools set up these policies. As self-managing teams, schools and the syndicates 

within them determined for themselves the rules and norms that teachers would 

abide by in their day-to-day work, such as taking a running record for each student 

at least once a term and recording achievement in roll books with an agreed code. 

The team themselves enforce these norms. Teachers in many of the interviews 

referred to the assessment policies that guided their practice and explained, like 

Rose, that during appraisals other team members checked up on data collection, 
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whether the minimum running records had been done and whether the prescribed 

samples of work had been collected. 

In small schools, such as Waimaka, the decision-making team is usually 

the staff as a whole. In larger schools, like Arawhata, whole-school policies tend 

to be implemented through agreed practices in the teams (syndicates, development 

groups). Self-managing teams regulate their own behaviour through "concertive 

control" (Barker, 1993, p. 408). Contrary to the notion that self-management frees 

schools and teams from the "iron cage" of bureaucracy (Weber, 1978, cited in 

Barker, 1993), the evidence here is that it constrains an organisation's members 

even more powerfully. Barker (1993), investigating self-managing teams in 

business organizations, explained that this more effective system of control comes 

from the authority and power team-mates exercise on each other as peer managers. 

He argues that this peer power increases the total amount of control through two 

important dynamics. 

The first is that concertive workers have created this system 
through their own shared value consensus, which they enforce on 
each other.... They have put themselves under their own eye of 
the norm, resulting in a powerful system of control. 

The second reason for the increased power of concertive 
control is the way that it becomes manifest is less apparent than 
bureaucratic control. Team members are relatively unaware of 
how the system they created actually controls their actions. 
Concertive control is much more subtle than a supervisor telling 
a group of workers what to do ... the workers create a value-based 
system of control and then invest themselves in it through their 
strong identification with the system. Because of this 
identification, the team members are socially constructed by the 
system they have created. When this happens, the team 
members readily accept that they are controlling their own 
actions. It seems natural, and they willingly submit to their own 
control systems. (Barker, 1993, p. 434) 

Barker continues by arguing that his analysis suggests that rather than 

freeing workers from the iron cage of bureaucratic controls, an ironic paradox 

occurs in which self-management causes the iron cage to become stronger. ''The 

powerful combination of peer pressure and rationalised rules in the concertive 

system creates a new iron cage whose bars are almost invisible to the workers it 
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incarcerates" (Barker, 1993, p. 435). This description of self-management is 

thoroughly consistent with Foucault's elaboration of the increasing invisibility of 

governmentality in modem society (Foucault, 1977; Gore, 1998). Through the 

panoptic operation of surveillance, which is invisible but constantly possible, self­

managing teams and schools have an impact upon specific practices enacted by 

teachers, but these mechanisms are not obvious either to the teachers themselves, 

nor, I would argue, to researchers using other methodological approaches. 

The major effect of the panopticon in self-managing schools is to 

induce in the inmate [teacher] a state of conscious and permanent 
visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power. So to 
arrange things that the surveillance is permanent in its effects, 
even if it is discontinuous in its action; that the perfection of 
power should tend to render its actual exercise unnecessary; that 
this architectural apparatus should be a machine for creating and 
sustaining a power relation independent of the person who 
exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up in a 
power situation of which they are themselves the bearers... . The 
principle [was] that power should be visible and unverifiable. 
Visible: the inmate will constantly have before his eyes the tall 
outline of the central tower from which he is spied upon. 
Unverifiable: the inmate must never know whether he is being 
looked at at any one moment; but he must be sure that he may 
always be so. (Foucault, 1977, p. 201) 

In the context of schooling in New Zealand at the time this study was 

undertaken, teachers knew they were being watched. There were countless reports 

in the media about failing schools - schools that had not passed muster with the 

ERO. Through appraisal schemes, assessment documentation, effectiveness 

reviews and reports to the board of trustees their work was constantly visible to 

others in the system. But power was also unverifiable and unpredictable. 

Although the ERO visited schools three-yearly, a school would not know very far 

in advance when exactly the review would happen. As Rose stated, she never 

knew if she was doing enough in terms of documentation: no one told her exactly 

what she should do nor how she should do it. Schools were also in this position 

with an ERO review. They were never quite sure what was required in terms of 
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assessment and so kept a weather eye on other schools to see what they produced 

that met with the approval of their ERO review. 

In self-managing schools, and the teams within them, teachers worked 

together to develop norms and rational rules that created micro-level disciplines 

that rationalised their assessment behaviours so as to make them (seem) 

purposeful, functional and controlled (Foucault, 1977). As McNeil (1986) 

explained, in serving the social-control function, the teachers themselves both 

transmitting and being acted upon by power, become part of the process by which 

the young are disciplined, and they themselves are controlled by the same forces. 

Accountability to colleagues in schools, therefore, is a powerful form of 

control. It is not that teachers are directed to use checklists and quasi-mastery 

assessment in which the degree of mastery is rated on a three- in some cases, or 

four-point scale. As indicated at the beginning of this chapter, the ERO, which 

many teachers stated they were carrying this type of assessment out for, criticised 

this approach as inadequate and unsuitable for the evaluation of student progress 

(Education Review Office, 1999, pp. 22-3); and the Ministry of Education always 

intended that the primary purpose of assessment should be to improve learning and 

the quality of learning programmes (Ministry of Education, 1993a). Rather, power 

is exercised in self-managing schools as disciplinary power (Foucault, 1977), 

which derives from the use of simple instruments such as "hierarchical 

observation, normalising judgement and their combination in a procedure that is 

specific to it, the examination" (p. 170). Conformity, thus, is as much constituted 

by the teachers as it is constitutive of their practice. In this sense power is not the 

result of overt force that visibly bends the will of those subject to its operation; 

instead, conformity results from the constant working of invisible constraints that 

bring us all toward the same "normal" range of practices and beliefs (Covaleskie, 

1993). 

As other authors have argued, national and regional "high stakes" that 

demand assessment for measuring school performance create pressures, or in 

Woods' ( 1997) terms, constraints, that drive teachers to more summative practices 

(Black, 1998; Broadfoot. 2000; Nisbet, 1993). But, as other literature 
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demonstrates, it is widely known and understood that it is formative assessment 

that has the most potential to raise standards and improve learning (for example, 

Black & Wiliam, 1998b; Crooks, 1988; Gipps, 1994a). The evidence from this 

research demonstrated how teachers, who valued formative assessment highly, 

were disciplined through self-management and collaboration to use codes, 

categories and close observation of their students in terms of the hierarchically 

organised achievement objectives to characterise much of their assessment. The 

assessment frenzy that had prompted my research turned out to be teachers' own 

determination to make the managerial demands upon them to produce evidence of 

learning manageable and a routine part of their practice. 

Some of the teachers in this study described how these instruments 

operated in the school context as appraisals that checked up on how they were 

collecting assessment information, while others talked of supervising themselves. 

These appraisals were, in Foucault's terms, an "examination". For those teachers 

who used a unit assessment approach, the power of team and self-surveillance 

seemed most apparent. For example, Rose explained that during these appraisals 

by senior teachers in her team, she needed to show how she was recording 

progress using the three-point scale she had described to me, and that she had 

collected the running records, writing samples and other agreed-upon evidence of 

learning. Working in self-managing schools meant that teachers were constantly 

under the surveillance of their peers and themselves. Rose's frustration about not 

being able to record all she should can be seen as part of this examination 'ihat 

places individuals in a field of surveillance [and that]also situates them in a 

network of writing; it engages them in a whole mass of documents that capture and 

fix them" (Foucault, 1977, p. 189). 

The combination of peer pressure and rational rules (Barker, 1993) with the 

need to meet the requirements of the NEGs and the NAGs in manageable ways, 

along with, for many teachers, a lack of an in-depth knowledge of the impact of 

assessment practices on learning (Black & Wiliam, 1998b; Crooks, 1988), has led 

to the establishment and perpetuation of such quasi-mastery systems of assessment 

in teachers' everyday practice. The evidence from the research presented here is 
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that many of the schools where teachers were interviewed have moved in the 

direction of quasi-mastery systems of assessment, often carried out as some form 

of unit assessment, as a school or syndicate policy. The ERO (1999), Thrupp et al. 

(2000) and Dixon (1999) all support this evidence. The potential for systems such 

as this to dominate teachers• practice is a worrying feature of this research. As 

Rose's portrait revealed, such assessment systems can divert the teacher from 

more formative practice and, in more extreme situations, such as that described by 

Sam, lead to burnout and to leaving teaching completely. Further, as Broadfoot 

(2000) argues, "the most important concern of all ... concerns issues of the most 

fundamental kind regarding the type of society to which we aspire and the part that 

education needs to play in building it" (p. 214). Rather than assessment being 

simply a means of achieving education efficiently, such an obsession with 

measurement has tended to to make efficiency into the goal of education 

(Broadfoot, 2000). 

This rationalising power of science, through the evolution of the 

assessment and measurement discourses addressed in this thesis, has the potential 

to all but exclude the more fundamental questions about the goals of education 

itself. Broadfoot cites Charles Darwin as an early victim of this rationalising 

power of science. According to his autobiography, Darwin stated that he had lost 

his formerly intense pleasure and desire for art and music through the way he had 

disciplined his mind to become "a sort of machine for grinding general laws out of 

large collections of fact" (Broadfoot, 2000, p. 214). Broadfoot argues that the 

magic and mystery of emotion which can bring the whole process of education 

alive runs the grave risk of being "subsumed to the necessity of covering the 

syllabus and doing what is required for the exam" (p. 214). 

Making the "Examination" Formative at the School Level 

In the ten years since the administrative and curriculum changes to 

education it has been teachers, first and foremost, who have had to deal with the 

competing assessment discourses highlighted in this thesis. The frustration 

expressed by many teachers was related to their need to keep up with recording 
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assessment in line with school policy while, at the same time, operating their 

teaching according to the learning progressions they had in their minds. From 

these results it seems that teachers would appreciate 

• help to make connections between their own tacit craft knowledge 

and the curriculum objectives 

• the re-establishment of formative assessment as being highly valued 

in learning and teaching 

• recognition of the importance of their professional judgement and 

intuition 

• the development of non-intrusive ways of recording and reporting 

learning outcomes. 

Ministry of Education Assessment for Better Learning contracts and 

teacher education courses are addressing these issues. But as well as professional 

development and teacher education, this study reveals that syndicate and school­

wide policies heavily influence teachers' practices. School policies that build in 

assessment strategies known to provide the feedback crucial to student learning 

would seem to offer a more fruitful approach to improving learning and the quality 

of learning programmes. More specifically, self-managing schools could 

encourage teacher practices that lead to enhancing learning in several ways. 

Rather than monitoring achievement against the achievement objectives in every 

curriculum area, schools could assist teachers to focus on priorities, such as 

literacy and numeracy, by developing policies that require information about these 

areas to be collected, used for improving teaching and reported. The revised 

National Education Guidelines (Ministry of Education. 1999b) may assist in this 

process. 

School guidelines about what assessment data teachers need to collect 

should be clear and not dominate the classroom programme, nor require teachers 

to check progress against every achievement objective. Periodic monitoring of 

important indicators of learning should be enough to demonstrate progress. 

Schools should encourage the use of assessment tasks that provide information 

that can be used to diagnose strengths and needs, and provide achievement data. 
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For example, the diagnostic survey for six-year-olds (Clay, 1979), items from the 

Assessment Resource Banlcs (Croft, 1999), the National Education Monitoring 

Project (Crooks, 1999; Flockton, 1999) and the forthcoming national exemplars 

and literacy and numeracy tools (Ministry of Education, 1999a) might provide 

information that can be used for both purposes. 

In order to make policies that support teachers in enhancing learning rather 

than assessing mainly for accountability reasons, it is also critical that school 

leaders have enough knowledge about assessment and its impacts on teaching and 

learning. Often, in order to meet managerial demands, school leaders are 

instrumental in developing policies about school-wide assessment that increase the 

amount of testing, checklisting and recording. Even though some school leaders 

read research reports and realise that formative assessment is vital for enhancing 

learning, their lack of knowledge and understanding about what formative 

assessment is can lead to management practices that mitigate against its 

implementation. This can be exacerbated by the software systems for analysing 

and reporting assessment information. Many of these require checklisted 

information to be entered in order to produce graphs, charts and tables. To make 

matters worse, teachers are often expected to enter the assessment data 

electronically themselves, often on slow hardware systems. This takes more time 

away from planning and teaching. While computerised systems appear to save 

time by producing graphs and charts for reporting assessment information, or well­

presented reports for parents, they usually add time to teachers' out-of-classroom 

responsibilities. 

The aim is to have policies that encourage teachers to use the assessment 

information they collect to enhance teaching and learning. Often this information 

can also be used for other purposes. For example, diagnostic information from 

running records should primarily influence what the teacher does in the classroom 

programme to improve reading behaviour. But, with careful planning, it can also 

be used from time to time to gain syndicate or school-wide assessment data about 

reading. Portfolio assessment approaches can also provide assessment information 

that is rich enough to be used for a range of purposes. Supported by benchmark 

351 



portfolios that document school-wide expectations for progress in learning in 

particular areas, teachers can come to hold shared ideas about learning 

progressions and expectations at different levels of the curriculum. These 

internalised progressions and expectations allow teachers to work towards raising 

standards through formative assessment practice on a daily basis, noticing 

significant learning, acting on it appropriately and recording it if necessary. 

One of the strongest influences on teachers' assessment practice, apart 

from the way in which teachers are required to collect and record assessment 

information, is the way teachers themselves are assessed. Appraisal and 

performance management practices should reinforce assessment practices that 

enhance learning, as opposed to those that engender testing and checklisting. 

The Impact of Research on Practice 

In line with the theoretical views outlined in the methodology chapter, this 

research impacted on practice as it occurred. For example, after Rose had read the 

portrait written about her in Chapter Eight, she commented that she had made 

significant changes to her practice in line with using formative assessment more 

consciously and productively; and, as outlined in Chapter Eight, Luke found more 

systematic ways to record significant learning and act on it during teaching. He 

asked me for teachers that he could visit to observe how they managed the 

recording aspects of teaching while prioritising formative assessment 

Both Arawhata and Waimaka Schools changed their policies and 

assessment systems. At Arawhata School, the roll books described in this thesis 

became a consistent aspect of teachers' practice, and, in Anne's syndicate at least, 

have become aids to both formative and summative assessment The principal and 

assistant principal retired towards the end of the fieldwork and a new principal and 

assistant principal were appointed. Communication with the school since the 

fieldwork ended has suggested that as a school they are considering the 

implementation of electronic record systems. Anne has continued her contact with 

the university and has asked for support to sustain her action research into 
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integrated approaches to teaching and learning. At the time this thesis was 

completed, she and Rose, who had become a syndicate leader in the Year 5 and 6 

area of the school, were considering extending this initiative to the senior school. 

Rose and Chris, along with two other teachers from Arawhata, have undertaken a 

university course in assessment. 

At Waimaka School, Katy continued as the principal and led the constant 

revision of the assessment systems there. As well as the student portfolios, 

W aimaka designed a useful and straightforward record system that met the needs 

of the teachers, management systems and received an outstanding ERO report in 

2000. In order to monitor performance in the school, the teachers at Waimaka 

used tasks from the National Education Monitoring Project and compared the 

results of their students with the national picture, especially in mathematics and 

social studies. Although there has been a complete turnover of staff except for 

Katy, progress has continued. Katy completed a university course in assessment in 

1999 and reported that her involvement in this research process as well as the 

academic course had increased her confidence and knowledge, and that both had 

impacted upon her practice and ability to lead assessment to improve learning in 

the school. 

In my own practice through directing the Assessment for Better Learning 

contract, we gave much attention to enhancing lead28 teachers' views about how 

assessment can improve learning through formative assessment, and assisted them 

to understand better what formative assessment is and how it can be promoted. As 

a result of the Assessment for Better Learning contract, one school for which we 

have evidence completely remodelled its systems of assessment, appraisal and 

performance management in line with strategies that promoted teachers' 

knowledge and understanding of learning progressions in various areas and their 

formative assessment practice. This was achieved through the formative use of 

benchmark portfolios using exemplars of children's work and the production by 

the teachers of portfolios of evidence about their use of formative assessment to 

21 "Lead" teachers attended the professional development sessions and then worked with the rest of 

the teachers in their respective schools to improve assessment systems and practices. 
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improve learning and raise achievement in their classes and syndicates. This 

school, having taken on board the messages about assessment and collaborative 

professional development, used disciplinary power to move its teachers towards 

the use of assessment for improving learning while maintaining the ability to 

check up on outcomes from time to time. 

However, it is interesting that the principal of this school stated that this 

was a "dangerous activity". By this she meant that because the school had 

previously received an excellent ERO report for a system of assessment that, 

although well documented, disciplined teachers to check off the achievement of 

children against every achievement objective, moving away from this approach to 

a radically different one opened her and her staff up to the possibility that they 

might receive a report that contained recommendations for improvement. In the 

context of self-managing schools in New Zealand, receiving recommendations 

from the ERO, when there had been none following a previous review, meant that 

the school had "slipped". While the principal and teachers in this school were 

confident to argue for the changes they had made, and to demonstrate the 

improvements in achievement, a report containing recommendations holds the 

threat of publication, reaction by the community and the possible loss of students, 

which, in extreme cases, can mean staff reductions. In the event this school 

received another particularly positive report from the next ERO review and, thus, 

were reassured that the ERO valued their new approach. Less confident schools, 

however, may not be so keen to take the risk, and therefore stick to what they 

know they have been rewarded for in the past - that is, summative documentation, 

checklists, collections of children's work and graphs of achievement based on the 

aggregated material from the checklists. 

National Policies of Assessment and their Impact on Assessment Teaching and 

Leaming 

The potential for the research reported here to impact on practice is wider 

than the impact that has already occurred, however. These results have 

implications for the way that both national and local policies about assessment are 
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administered. While teacher education and education officials have a 

responsibility to promote the best practices in assessment, the research reported 

here indicates that national policies, and school expectations, policies and 

procedures, are very powerful in determining teachers' assessment practices. 

Teachers need to be confident about assessment, its terminology and its use so that 

they can make informed decisions about their classroom practice, prioritise 

formative strategies over accountability ones when appropriate, and see how 

summative and standardised assessment might work for, rather than against, 

learning. School leaders, who usually make the critical decisions about school 

policies and procedures, could assist teachers in raising standards through 

assessment by constructing school assessment policies that do not pressure 

teachers into gathering summative data at the expense of using formative 

assessment practices. 

The findings above, and other evidence (for example, Gilmore, 1998), 

indicate that while teachers would appreciate help to improve their existing 

assessment practices, it seems clear that increasing accountability measures further 

will do little to improve standards. Even teachers with the best knowledge and 

understanding possible cannot resist the performance imperative when the stakes 

are raised for purposes of comparison. If we are serious about raising standards in 

education, the evidence points strongly towards the development of formative 

assessment in classrooms, because "we know of no other way of raising standards 

for which such a strong prima facie case can be made on the basis of evidence of 

such large learning gains" (Black & Wiliam, 1998b, p. 19). The challenge for 

New Zealand schools is to construct policies and procedures that promote 

teachers' use of assessment to raise standards and improve student achievement 

over the need to continually provide accountability data. 

As this thesis is being completed, new national developments in 

assessment policy are taking place. Late in 1999 the Ministry of Education 

published a revised set of National Education Guidelines, significantly different 

from the NEGs and NAGs in effect during the process of the research reported in 

this thesis (Ministry of Education, 1999b ). There is no doubt that these will 
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refocus the efforts of schools and their assessment practices. It will take some 

time to see exactly what the effects of the revised National Education Guidelines 

will be. The rewording to include such statements as "giving priority to student 

achievement in literacy and numeracy, especially in Years 1-4" (NAG l (i)) and 

"giving priority first to student achievement in literacy and numeracy, especially in 

Years 1-4; and then to breadth and depth of learning ... " (NAG 1 (ii)), may move 

schools towards requiring more formative practice. The new National Education 

Guidelines also tighten up on bi-cultural issues. But, in contrast, the fact that 

many teachers do not understand how assessment can prioritise learning and that, 

even if they do, their understanding of formative assessment is often as continuous 

summative, similar to that described as a unit assessment approach in this thesis, 

these modifications to the National Education Guidelines may have little effect. 

In addition, the proposals to provide tools to measure success in literacy 

and numeracy at nine (Gerritsen, 2000) and to develop exemplars of students' 

work across the curriculum linked to levels in the national curriculum, bring with 

them the danger that instead of focusing schools and teachers on improving their 

formative assessment practices and using summative assessment sparingly to 

provide snapshots of progress when appropriate, schools may use these new 

devices to measure outcomes continually. For example, having exemplars of 

student work linked to levels of the curriculum developed to reveal national 

standards for the achievement objectives at curriculum levels 1 to 5 may well 

encourage schools to use these as benchmarks to be achieved at the end of each 

unit, to aggregate the results school-wide and to discipline teachers to use them as 

the framework for their assessment and reporting. Should the ERO reinforce this 

with recommendations and compliance requirements in their reports, and the 

community look for progress stated against levels as used in the exemplars, the 

potential exists for a greater move than at present towards summative assessment 

at the expense of more formative strategies. While it must be emphasised the 

above scenario is not the intention, the indications from this research about how 

teachers behave in the context of self-managing schools under the supervision of 
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the ERO and the surveillance of their community suggest that the reality has the 

potential to be somewhat different. 

Impacts on My Own Practice 

As a result of undertaking this research, I have come to a fresh 

understanding of assessment and the contexts of schooling and teaching in New 

Zealand. Formerly I had a somewhat narrower view of both assessment and its 

place in the school system. I am now vitally aware of the competing discourses of 

assessment, learning and education within society and over time, and the impacts 

these have on individuals and schools, as well as upon teacher education, the 

Ministry of Education and agencies such as the Education Review Office. Using 

Foucault's tools, such as discourse, power/knowledge, panoptism, hierarchical 

judgement, normalisation and the examination, assisted me to see beyond technical 

understandings of assessment terminology and understand the effects that the 

restructuring of education had upon assessment and teachers' assessment practices 

in the 1990s. 

Through the use of these tools I was able to understand why formative 

assessment is so powerful in facilitating learning~ how the teachers' constant gaze, 

focused upon significant and valued learning, disciplines learners and, in turn, 

causes them to value and focus upon certain learning. I was also able to see how 

certain knowledge in our society is valued and reinforced through this process 

while other knowledge is marginalised and excluded. For example, in specifying 

particular achievement objectives as important, say in literacy and numeracy in 

English for children in mainstream schools, others that may be valued by minority 

sectors of society, such as rote learning and learning by heart are marginalised. 

The notion of panoptism enabled me to understand better why schools 

perceived the ERO to be such a threat and how making schools self-managing and 

open to the gaze of their community through the governance of the boards of 

trustees was so powerful in promoting particular assessment practices above 

others, usually summative above formative. In fact, in the climate of suspicion 

about teachers generated shortly before and during the introduction of the 
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Tomorrow's Schools restructuring, there was a downplaying of what has often 

been referred to as teachers' professional judgement From the results of this 

research it would seem that teachers' professional judgement underpins and 

informs (and may even be a synonym for) formative assessment. Foucault 

believed that 

to combat effectively the carceral society's infmitely minute web 
of panoptic techniques one needs to acknowledge that 
contemporary (post) industrial society is characterised by 
radically diffuse and localised power relations and that the 
source and mechanisms of power are not to be found in any one 
site. (Blacker, 1998, p. 356) 

Therefore, concentrating on power's "microphysics" from the bottom up­

in other words, from its effects upon teachers in this case - allowed me to look 

with a different focus at how managerial discourses were influencing teachers' 

practices and why these discourses were so powerful. These understandings 

caused me to reconsider my role as a researcher and teacher educator. Instead of 

espousing truth about assessment, or teaching and learning, for example, I became 

intrigued to know more about ''what what we do does". To use Foucault's 

explanation from an interview in 1982, "people know what they do; they 

frequently know why they do what they do; but what they don't know is what 

what they do does" (Foucault, 1982, p. 187). Or as Blacker (1998) explains, ''by 

restricting one's scope of activity, one often widens and deepens the (potential) 

consequences of that activity" (p. 359). 

In particular, this perspective helped me to appreciate how the structure of 

the education system, which uses the device of self-managing schools labelled 

with deciles by their socio-economic status, sets educational standards as those 

results achieved mainly by students in decile 10 (the highest socio economic 

group). To "close the gap" (Gerritsen, 2000; Velde, 2000) between the 

achievement of children in decile one schools and those in decile 10 schools 

seems, by definition, almost impossible. Success in our society is measured in 

socio-economic terms, thus decile 10 schools contain children from successful 

families. This was brought home to me by a statement from a teacher in a decile 1 

358 



school who told me how pleased they are wh~ very occasionally, a decile 1 O 

school receives a poor ERO report. 

As well as socio-economic differences perpetuated through dominant 

discourses, gender, cultural and ethnic disadvantages are perpetuated through 

schooling. Bishop and Glynn (1999) argue that there has been a cumulative 

development of cultural superiority in New Zealand and that New Right market 

philosophies have continued to exacerbate notions of superiority through the 

administrative and curricula reforms within education. As I have noted throughout 

this thesis, there is a "silence" of culture in the assessment discourses as well as in 

the research literature and methodology arguments. The use of the Foucauldian 

''toolkit" in this thesis has, for me, had the advantage of disrupting accepted 

rationalities about assessment so that I can see how having one set of achievement 

objectives for all learners in New Zealand on which they are assessed and by 

which they become "known" as educated is, in and of itself, disadvantaging. In 

the present standards-based discourse of assessment there appears to be little room 

for diversity. The "gaps" in the system are created by distance from the norm. 

Because the values and objectives of the school-based discourses are those of the 

dominant pakeha culture, which, by its very nature, treats Maori and minority 

cultures as "other" and their social practices as "deviant" and ''non-standard", 

Maori must either become complicit with values that denigrate and damage their 

culturally-based discourses and identity or remain as "other" and as ''non­

achievers". 

The three teachers' stories, as well as conveying the power of conflicting 

discourses, showed that all three teachers were doing more assessment-in-action 

than would have been visible from the interviews I conducted. This finding 

demonstrates the vital importance of using multiple data sources; in this case, 

observation, amplified and extended data from repeated interviews, and the 

assessment records of teachers. These sources enabled a better understanding and 

appreciation of how the "examination" works in a standards-based system, as well 

as an appreciation of how teachers, in effect, produce the "gap". This has led me 

to consider the need for completely different administrative and curriculum 
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structures that include diverse discourses and standards. In a market model, the 

checks and balances of the system will always work against those people classified 

as "other". "Closing the gaps", therefore, may require redefinition of the 

curriculum and the way it is assessed in ways that include and value more diverse 

discourses. 

Limitations of the Study and Areas for Further Research 

Being a study of singularity, a participative case study such as that used in 

this investigation is limited in the extent to which generalisations can be made on 

the basis of the results. While sufficient data were collected to be able to explore 

and describe teachers' different approaches to assessment and the effect that 

multiple competing discourses had upon their assessment practice, it is not 

possible to make sweeping generalisations. However, as Hassey suggested, 

qualitative case studies can produce what he terms "fuzzy generalisations" (1999, 

p. 51 ). Fuzzy generalisations in his terms are general statements with built-in 

uncertainty. As he explains 

With the scientific generalization there are no exceptions - and 
indeed in science if any are found then the statement is 
abandoned or revised to accommodate the new evidence. But in 
the use of the adjective "fuzzy" the likelihood of there being 
exceptions is clearly recognized and this seems an appropriate 
concept for research in areas like education where human 
complexity is paramount. (Bassey, 1999, p. 52) 

The reasons for using fuzzy generalisations include that they are firm reminders 

that the determinants of learning are complex and that such tentative statements 

tend to invite teachers and others to enter the debate. 

Rather than see this as a limitation in a praxis-oriented approach such as 

the one employed in this investigation, the quest is to open up spaces for new 

practices. The limitations here may be, rather, the narrowness of interpretation of 

assessment practice in terms of three approaches - head noting, unit assessment 

and an integrated systematic type. In fact, categorising assessment at all is 

somewhat problematic. As the portraits in Chapter 8 revealed, each of these three 
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teachers used all of the so-called approaches at one time or another. It should be 

noted that the categories used related to the predominant use of one type of 

asssessment and recording strategy as descnbed by the teachers themselves rather 

than to the teachers. During the progress of the fieldwork I deliberated at length 

about whether or not to use these or any categories as a tool for analysis. The 

main reasons for proceeding with their use were that they provided a way to 

differentiate between the descriptions of practice offered by the teachers, enabled 

some way of selecting a small number of teachers for further study and established 

a framework that served as a tool for talking with teachers in more depth about 

assessment. 

However, the worth of categorising assessment behaviour became much 

less clear after the classroom observations. It became apparent that what the 

literature calls formative assessment was often thought of in other terms by these 

teachers. All three made substantial use of "head noting" in their daily practice, 

but some did not mention this when asked about their assessment. It may well 

have been possible to use categories based on other aspects of assessment practice, 

such as types of feedback given or on what happened in different curriculum areas. 

Alternatively, a narrative approach that did not use categories at all, such as that 

used for the portraits in Chapter 8, could have been employed. While the use of 

categories can be seen as a limitation of this study, they were extremely useful as a 

tool to get teachers talking about their practice in more detail than was possible 

during the first two rounds of interviewing. 

Within a singular curriculum that provides one view of knowledge - that of 

a hierarchy of achievement objectives through which all students must be known -

it is tempting to provide specific answers to the question of how learning may be 

improved. I believe that, although the use of Foucault's interpretive analytics had 

the advantage of disrupting accepted rationalities and taken-for-granted claims and 

plausibility structures about assessment, and raised questions about the 

contemporary discursive practices, the conclusions reached were still narrow in 

their scope. They were narrow first in their mono-cultural views of assessment 

At no time did I attempt to look for approaches to assessment that may be more 
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appropriate to raising the achievement of Maori or minority migrant or refugee 

groups. It could even be argued that this thesis excluded or marginalised particular 

assessment strategies, such as the assessment of groups in contrast with 

individuals, or the use of peer and self-assessment in contrast with teacher 

assessment, which might hold promise as strategies by which standards could be 

raised. 

Rather than these issues being seen as limitations of this study, they should 

be the focus of future investigations. The positioning of Maori and other 

"disadvantaged" groups, which at times is distinctly oppositional, is an area for 

further investigation, since cultured subjectivity presents a conception of power 

which relies on knowledge to fix what is normal. Particularly in literacy and 

numeracy, Maori and other cultural groups are placed differentially, oppositionally 

and unequally to mainstream pakeha students. In a society where knowledge is 

comodified by the dominant discourses and its achievement supervised by the 

community through both local board of trustees and national (ERO) mechanisms, 

there may be a need to broaden and deepen teachers' knowledge of alternative and 

diverse discourses in order that those other than the norm may find a place. 

Further research of the ways in which assessment excludes and marginalises the 

achievement and progress of "disadvantaged" and culturally different groups may 

assist. 

During the conduct of this investigation it became clear that the use of 

electronic technology for assessment, recording and reporting purposes was 

increasing dramatically. The Ministry of Education launched a technology 

initiative to assist schools in this respect This investigation, apart from 

acknowledging the uses of this type of technology, did not focus directly upon it 

The use of technology will influence teachers' practices heavily, even within the 

near future, and has the potential to drive assessment in either formative or 

summative directions. Investigations as to how this type of technology can be 

used to support learning and achievement rather than promote more summative 

checklisting approaches to assessment would be a positive development 
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Although a variety of positive impacts on practice from this investigation 

were listed earlier in this chapter, the major outcomes of the research itself have 

been the production of this thesis and various conference and journal papers. 

From my perspective as a teacher educator first and foremost, I see this as a 

limitation. While an action research approach to this research may have been 

more productive in terms of improving the assessment practices of teachers in the 

two case study schools, the more theoretical approach taken produced new ways of 

understanding the effects of the administrative and curriculum reforms of the early 

1990s on teachers' practice. Rather than applying theory to practice, the 

methodology in this study has developed theory from practice. In contrast to 

action research, which is concerned with contributing to the development of the 

case or cases under study by feedback of information which can guide revision and 

refinement of the action (Stenhouse, 1985, cited in Bassey, 1999), this 

investigation has attempted a new type of academic classroom research which 

investigates teaching at its source with the complicity of teachers but is not action 

research. 

A further possible limitation of this study may have been my multiple roles 

during its conduct. Although, primarily, my role was that of researcher, I was also 

a consultant at the two case study schools in the first year or so of the 

investigation, I carried out action research for the Ministry of Education in the 

schools in the national sample, and I was well known in the Waikato region as a 

teacher educator with a particular interest in the assessment area. Participants 

from the case study schools, particularly Rose, Luke and Anne, were asked how 

these multiple roles might have impacted on their responses or on their teaching. 

Although they did not report any obvious impacts it is still possible, and indeed 

likely, that their actions and responses were influenced by these multpile 

positionings. 

The results of this type of research are helpful in making teachers' tacit 

knowledge explicit and assisting teachers to gain voice for their tacit knowledge -

voice that can then have more of a say in how, fot example, assessment might 

improve learning. Using Foucault's tools of disciplinary power, discourse and the 
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notion of assessment as "the examination" has demonstrated how things might be 

different. There is scope for further research into how self-management 

mechanisms increase self- and peer surveillance for the implementation of national 

and school policies and practices; for example, understanding how disciplinary 

power works in self-managing schools to influence teachers' planning and 

curriculum choices. It is also now timely to work in partnership with schools to 

assist them to use the results of this thesis to extend teachers' and school leaders' 

knowledge about assessment in general, and to support them in using this 

knowledge to inform their management, teaching and assessment practices to 

improve learning. 

Conclusion 

If we are serious about raising standards in education, we should accept 

that the evidence points strongly towards the need to develop formative 

assessment in classrooms, because as already stated ''we know of no other way of 

raising standards for which such a strong prima facie case can be made on the 

basis of evidence of such large learning gains" (Black & Wiliam, 1998b, p. 19). 

The challenge for New Zealand schools is to construct policies and procedures that 

promote teachers' use of assessment to raise standards, improve and enthuse 

student learning over the need to continually provide achievement data for 

accountability purposes. This will take a shift in the discourse of education and 

assessment throughout the system. 

Formative assessment practices built upon teachers' knowledge of 

progressions in learning, however, will be promoted only when they are expected 

and rewarded by the very mechanisms which currently promote summative 

assessment practices. These mechanisms include, but may not be limited to, 

surveillance of formative practice by the ERO, and school policies and practices, 

and appraisal and performance management systems that encourage formative 

approaches through supporting teachers to develop their mental "maps and 

timelines" in particular areas of learning in contrast to dominant accountability 
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mechanisms. As educators we have become obsessed with measuring individuals' 

competence against a nationally prescribed progression of achievement objectives. 

Although attempts to introduce national externally referenced tests for all students 

at particular age levels in primary schools have to date been resisted, other new 

assessment initiatives have the potential to discipline teachers to invent new forms 

of summative practice. It is my hope that this thesis will assist people at all levels 

of the education system to understand more about how policies, both at the 

national and local (school) level come together to discipline teachers into 

particular classroom assessment practices that have powerful impacts, which may 

be positive or negative, on learners. By knowing more about these effects, and 

how and why they occur, we as teachers, teacher educators, school leaders, 

academics and education officials may be in a better position to understand what 

"what we do" does and to see that within our own sphere of interest we can make a 

difference. 
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APPENDIXA 

INFORMED CONSENT FORMATS AND 
LETTERS 

The Universi~ of Waikato 

School of Education 

Department of Professional Studies 

INFORMATION SHEET 

Developing Assessment Systems and Practices in Primary Schools 

Who is the researcher? 

Mary Hill, a doctoral student at the University, is investigating how teachers in 

primary schools use assessment in their classrooms. 

Where can she be contacted? 

Mary can be contacted at the University of Waikato in the Department of 

Professional Studies. The phone number is 07-8384604, or, at home, 07-8273454. 

What is the study about? 

The study is designed to investigate how teachers within specific school 

environments develop workable assessment practices to meet the requirements of 

the National Education Goals for which the main purpose should be to improve 

students' learning and the quality of learning programmes. 

I intend to work with the teachers in the school as they address this issue 

themselves, and to support them in identifying the current situation in the school, 

deciding on the aspects requiring change or modification, planning approaches to 
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change, collecting information about the improvements, analysing the results and 

reflecting again upon possible new directions. 

What will the participants have to do? 

The participants in this study will be the principal and teachers, and, perhaps, 

members of the Board of Trustees and some parents of children at the school. The 

study will involve the researcher in documenting what happens as the school 

undertakes the process of self-review in terms of the assessment practices within 

the school and the planning and implementation of any changes thought necessary 

by the participants as a result of this process. It will involve the participants in 

discussions about assessment and, probably, some teacher development 

initiatives. For some teachers, including the principal, the professional 

development leader and the development team members, it will involve interviews 

with the researcher. Some classroom observations will also be involved at times. 

How much time will be involved? 

The majority of the time taken for the study would be during the time the teachers 

spend on the school review process itself. This would include time spent on 

activities such as staff meetings, teacher development activities and school review 

and planning strategies. Additional to these activities, for some teachers, would 

be time to take part in interviews with the researcher ( up to an hour once per 

term). 

What can the participants expect from the researcher? 

The intention is to engage in a win-win situation for both the researcher and the 

school and teachers within it For her part, the researcher would gain an insider 

view of change and development in assessment across the curriculum. For the 

teachers, the intention is to provide support to undertake an action research project 

to develop their own assessment knowledge, practices and systems. In my 

capacity as a facilitator/researcher I will be able to provide knowledge and 

experience in the action research process itself, feedback about the results of the 
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assessment changes to the teachers and staff as a whole on a regular basis, and a 

source of information about assessment and related issues. 

Participants can expect the interviews to be recorded, to receive copies of the 

transcripts of their interviews for review and correction, classroom observation by 

the researcher, and requests to use specific material from the data collected in the 

final report of the study. They can expect to have their privacy protected and 

personal details and research data to be kept confidential to the researcher and her 

supervisors. To achieve this, the researcher will use code names for both the 

school and the teachers involved in the final report. Any information about 

students at the school will likewise be confidential to the researcher and her 

supervisors and code names will be used where necessary. 

qyou take part in this study, you have the right to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Refuse to answer any particular question, and to withdraw from the study 

at any time, 

Ask any further questions about the study that occur to you during your 

participation, 

Provide information on the understanding that it is completely confidential 

to the researchers. All information is collected anonymously, and it will 

not be possible to identify you in any reports prepared from this study. 

Be given access to a summary of the findings from the study when it is 

concluded. 
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The University of Waikato 

Human Research Ethics Committee 

Developing Assessment Systems and Practices in Primary Schools 

Consent Form 

I have read the Information Sheet for this project and have had the details of the 

study explained to me. My questions about the study have been answered to my 

satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions at any time. 

I also understand I am free to withdraw from the study at any time, or to decline to 

answer any particular questions in the study. I agree to provide information to the 

researcher on the understanding that it is completely confidential. 

I wish to participate in this study under the conditions set out on the Information 

Sheet 

Signed: 

Name: 

Date: 
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The Principal 
W aimaka School 

22 May, 1996. 

Dear Katy, 
I am writing as a result of the meeting held last Friday 17 May to discuss 
W aimaka School's plans for development in the area of student assessment. As 
discussed, this letter is to describe in more detail my aims in undertaking an action 
research project in assessment at your school. I would appreciate it if you could 
share this letter with your teaching staff and the Board of Trustees as you see fit. I 
also attach an information sheet and a copy of a consent form that I will ask 
participants in the research to sign before the project commences. These measures 
are to conform to the requirements of the School of Education Research Ethics 
Committee and to ensure that there are no misunderstandings from the outset of 
this process. 

As a candidate for a doctoral degree at the University of Waikato, I am intending 
to undertake a study into assessment practices of teachers in up to four primary 
schools. I hope Waimaka School will be one of these. My preference is to 
achieve this by being invited to assist each school in an action research project 
(self-review of student assessment) designed by the schools themselves to develop 
their own assessment systems and practices. In this way I believe such a project 
would be tailored to meeting both the needs of the schools and my own research 
aims. I am particularly keen to be involved with a school such as yours which is 
planning school and teacher development in assessment over the 1996 year and 
requires an outside facilitator such as myself to share the lead in this development. 

I attach an information sheet that explains what I wish to investigate, how 
participants would be involved and a copy of a consent form that I would need the 
members of your staff to sign in order for me to proceed with this project. I 
would be very happy to discuss the details of the research further either by phone 
or in person. Please don't hesitate to contact me for this purpose. 

Thank you for your request for my help in undertaking the revision of your 
assessment policies, systems and practices and your consideration of my proposed 
research. 

Yours sincerely 

Mary Hill 
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The Principal 
Arawhata School 

19 February, 1996. 

Dear Terry, 
I am writing as a result of the meeting held last Friday 16 February to discuss 
Arawhata School's plans for development in the area of student assessment As 
discussed this letter is to describe in more detail my aims in undertaking an action 
research project in assessment at your school. I would appreciate it if you could 
share this letter with your school development lead team, your teaching staff, and 
the Board of Trustees as you see fit. I also attach an information sheet and a copy 
of a consent form that I will ask participants in the research to sign before the 
project commences. These measures are to conform to the requirements of the 
School of Education Research Ethics Committee and to ensure that there are no 
misunderstandings from the outset of this process. 

As a candidate for a doctoral degree at the University of Waikato, I am intending 
to undertake a study into assessment practices of teachers in two primary schools. 
I hope Arawhata School will be one of these. My preference is to achieve this by 
being invited to assist each school in an action research project designed by the 
schools themselves to develop their own assessment systems and practices. In 
this way I believe such a project would be tailored to meeting both the needs of 
the schools and my own research aims. I am particularly keen to be involved with 
a school such as yours which is planning school and teacher development in 
assessment over the 1996 year and requires an outside facilitator such as myself to 
share the lead in this development. 

I attach an information sheet that explains what I wish to investigate and how 
participants would be involved and a copy of a consent form that I would need the 
members of your staff to sign in order for me to proceed with this project I 
would be very happy to discuss the details of the research further either by phone 
or in person. Please don't hesitate to contact me for this purpose. 

Thank you for your request for my help in undertaking the revision of your 
assessment policies, systems and practices and your consideration of my proposed 
research. 

Yours sincerely 

Mary Hill 
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Principal 

Kotiritiri School 

3rd February, 1998. 

Dear Luke, 

Thank you for agreeing to continue to take part in my research project. As you 

know, I am a candidate for a doctoral degree at the University of Waikato and am 

undertaking a study into assessment practices of teachers in New Zealand primary 

schools. As a result of my previous interviews with yourself and other teachers I 

would now like to observe your practice in action. This will take place in the 

week 23-27 February. 

I have included an information sheet about the research and a consent form. I 

would appreciate it if you and a representative of the Board of Trustees could sign 

the consent form and return it to me before I begin the research work at your 

school. This is to conform to the requirements of the School of Education 

Research Ethics Committee and to ensure that there are no misunderstandings 

from the outset of this process. 

I'm really looking forward to spending the week in your classroom. As I said, I'll 

be there about 8.15 am on Monday 23rd February ready to begin. I would be very 

happy to discuss the details of the research further either by phone or in person. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely 

Mary Hill 
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TO: Primary and Intermediate Schools 

RE: Research for Doctor of Philosophy Degree 

Draft Title: Developing Assessment Systems and Practices 

in Primary Schools 

INFORMATION SHEET 

Who is the researcher? 

Mary Hill, a doctoral student at the University of Waikato, is investigating how 

primary schools improve their assessment systems and how teachers use 

assessment in their classrooms (including how they record and report assessment 

information). 

Where can she be contacted? 

Mary can be contacted at the University of Waikato in the Department of 

Professional Studies. The phone number is 07-8384604, or07-8273454 (home), 

07-8277906 (fax), and mhill@waikato.ac.nz (email). 

What is the study about? 

The study is designed to investigate how teachers within specific school 

environments develop workable assessment practices to meet the requirements of 

the National Education Goals for which the main purpose should be to improve 

students' learning and the quality of learning programmes. 
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She has been working with teachers in two schools as they address this issue 

themselves, and has supported them as they carried out their school review and 

development in the assessment area 

In this next phase of the research the aim is to gather information from schools 

taking part in the national trial of recording and reporting materials. The purpose 

of this phase is to gain a picture of teacher assessment practices in primary 

schools across different New Zealand primary school contexts and to compare the 

findings with those from the two case study schools. To do this, she will use 

information gathered in the trial and interview principals and teachers in the 

participating schools. 

What will the participants have to do? 

The participants in this phase of the study will be the principal and teachers at 

each participating school. The study will involve the researcher in documenting 

what assessment practices are used and how these change. It will involve the 

participants in interviews with the researcher. 

How much time will be involved? 

The majority of the time taken would be to take part in interviews ( of up to an 

hour) with the researcher. 

What can the participants expect from the researcher? 

The intention is to engage in a win-win situation for both the researcher and the 

school and teachers within it For her part, the researcher would gain an insider 

view of change and development in assessment across the curriculum. For the 

teachers, the intention is to provide support with trialing the new materials. 

Following discussion with the principal, the researcher will invite teachers to be 

interviewed about assessment and evaluation. She will provide each teacher who 
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agrees to be involved with an information sheet and ask him/her to sign a consent 

form. 

Participants can expect the interviews to be recorded, to receive copies of the 

transcripts of their interviews for review and correction, and requests to use 

specific material from the data collected in the final report of the study. They can 

expect to have their privacy protected and personal details and research data to be 

kept confidential to the researcher and her supervisors. To achieve this, the 

researcher will use code names for both the school and the teachers involved in 

the final report. Any information about students at the school will likewise be 

confidential to the researcher and her supervisors and code names will be used if 

any data about children are used. 

lfyou take part in this study, teachers have the right to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Refuse to answer any particular question, and to withdraw from the study 

at any time, 

Ask any further questions about the study that occur to them during their 

participation, 

Provide information on the understanding that it is completely confidential 

to the researcher and her supervisors. All information is collected 

anonymously, and it will not be possible to identify you in any reports 

prepared from this study. 

Be given access to a summary of the findings from the study when it is 

concluded 

If you have any further questions or concerns, please contact 

Mary for clarification. 
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The University of Waikato 

Human Research Ethics Committee 

Developing Assessment Systems and Practices in Primary Schools 

Consent Form 

We have read the Information Sheet for this project and, where requested, have 

had the details of the study explained to us. Our questions about the study have 

been answered to our satisfaction, and we understand that we may ask further 

questions at any time. 

We also understand we are free to withdraw from the study at any time, or to 

decline to answer any particular questions in the study. We agree to provide 

information to the researcher on the understanding that it is completely 

confidential. 

We wish to participate in this study under the conditions set out on the 

Information Sheet. 

Signed: 
(Principal) 

Name: 

Date: 

Signed: 
(For the Board of Trustees) 

Name: 

Date: 
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P.O.B0X409 
CAMBRIDGE 

11 FEBRUARY 1999 

Dear 

At long last I have returned to the serious business of analysing the interviews I 
carried out so long ago. I have enclosed a copy of your interview transcript and 
would be most grateful if you could read it over and check that you are still happy 
that it represents your ideas and practices at that time. 

I realise, however, that you may have changed your ideas or assessment since the 
interview took place. Please feel free to comment on any of these changes on a 
separate sheet. 

I am lucky enough to have been granted special study leave to assist me to get this 
work finished. I would appreciate it if you could return this script with any 
changes or extra comments in the enclosed return addressed envelope as soon as 
possible. I will then be able to complete my analysis and move to writing up the 
findings. If you are interested in seeing a copy of the thesis when it is complete, 
please let me know and send me a convenient address for this purpose. It could be 
the end of the year, at least, before I reach this stage, however. 

Thank you again for all your work and help with this thesis. I do appreciate your 
participation. · 

With sincere thanks, 

Mary Hill 
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APPENDIXB 

INTERVIEW 1 QUESTIONS 

1. What do you think is "good" assessment? 

2. What instructions do you get about what to assess, how much and how often? 

3. Which assessment activities do you find of most value? Why? 

4. What assessment activities do you find ofleast value? Why? 

5. Have you had any input into the assessment policy? If so, what? If not, have 

you seen the policy? 

6. What assessment that you are doing are you really pleased with? Why? 

7. Are there any aspects of assessment that you feel quite uncomfortable about? 

If so, what and why? 

8. Assuming you became a teacher in the "ideal" school, what assessment 

practices would you implement? 

9. Can you give some examples of how you use assessment to improve 

children's learning and learning programmes? 

10. What assessment activities do you use to gather evidence for reporting 

student achievement to others? 

11. Who decides what assessment is appropriate and necessary in your 

classroom? 
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APPENDIXC 

INTERVIEW 2 QUESTIONS 

1. In the first interview many of the teachers I spoke to told me that knowing 

where the children were at helped them to assist children to learn better. Would 

you agree? If so, how does this help you to improve learning? 

2. Can you explain to me how you think learning takes place, and how assessment 

is part of this process? 

3. Can you tell me how you learnt about the assessment practices you use? Where 

do you think your methods and your ideas about assessment come from? 

4. How do you think the work your school has been doing on assessment so far 

this year has added to your knowledge about assessment or your confidence about 

it? 

5. What's been the most valuable part of the staff development process so far? 

6. Some teachers I interviewed indicated to me that they believed the assessments 

they were expected to carry out filtered down from above, often originating with 

the ERO. Is this your understanding of how assessment expectations come about? 

7. What about the teacher appraisal system in this school? Do you believe there 

are links between teacher appraisal and your assessment practices and systems? 
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APPENDIXD 

INTERVIEW 3 QUESTIONS 

Case Study Teacher Interview Questions - Interview 3 - base guestions 

1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

Can you please describe for me how you carry out assessment in your classroom? 

For example, how do you do it in English? Mathematics? Science? 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 
How do you gather evidence about what children can do? 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 
How do you know what to do next once you know what a child can or cannot do? 

Can you tell me how you group children, if you do? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 
.. 

4. Ways of recording information: 
Can you telVshow me how you record the assessment information? 

How do you record 'levels' of achievement? 

Why do you record information in this way? 
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Modified questions for each teacher 

Marvin 

1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that you were trying to improve the way you 

carry out your assessment. Can you please describe for me how you go about 

assessing in your classroom now, say in written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, eg. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 
You also mentioned that you have to have 'evidence'. 

Do you collect any evidence of learning during assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

Last time you described ')ust noting things down as you go and then using that for 

your planning, even on a day-to-day basis". Can you tell me more about how you 

use assessment to make decisions about what and how to teach? 

For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information: 
Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record "levels" of achievement? 

Ifso, how? 

Why do you record information this way? 
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1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that assessment helped you find a place to start 

with teaching and make decisions about different activities you might use with 

different children. Can you please describe for me how you go about assessing in 

your classroom to get the sort of information you need, say in written language or 

reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science; and to find out more 

about these strategies, eg. do you plan to this in advance? do you do this all the 

time or just at certain times of the day set aside for it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

When we last talked you mentioned that you don't always write everything down, 

but you may have some ways that you collect evidence of learning. 

Do you collect any evidence of learning during assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

I was interested that you used assessment to plan some of your teaching. Can you 

tell me more about how you use assessment to make decisions about what and 

how to teach? (For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might 

be?) 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information 

Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record "levels" of achievement? 

Ifso, how? 

Why do you record information this way? 
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1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that the quicker you could find out where 

children are at, the more beneficial it is to both the child and yourself. Can you 

please descnbe for me how you go about assessing in your classroom now, say in 

written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, eg. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

1t. etc. . ? ) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

You also mentioned that you like to know your children well and that you take 

notice of their interests and abilities during the year. 

Do you collect any evidence of learning during assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? What do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

Last interview you said that it's important to fmd out what the children know so 

you know what to plan for in terms of teaching. Can you tell me more about how 

you use assessment to make decisions about what and how to teach? 

For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information: 

Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record "levels" of achievement? 
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Ifso, how? 

Why do you record information this way? 
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1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that you were assessing constantly and use an 

assessment book. Can you please descnbe for me exactly how you go about 

assessing in your classroom now, say in written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, eg. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

Do you collect any evidence of learning during assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

Last time you described briefly about your assessment book and the way you use 

it for planning. Can you tell me more about how you use assessment to make 

decisions about what and how to teach? 

For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information 

Can you tell me more about how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record "levels" of achievement? 

lfso, how? 

Why do you record information this way? 
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Rosemary 

1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that when you know where children are at you 

can start from that point and just go for it rather than "twaddling around". I'd like 

to know more details about how you fmd where they are at? 

Can you please describe for me how you go about assessing in your classroom 

now, say in written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, .eg. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

You stated last time that children have to be able to use knowledge as well as just 

knowing the facts. I'd like to know how you assess this, for example, 

do you collect any evidence of learning during assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

Once you've collected the evidence, can you tell me about how you make 

decisions about what and how to teach next? 

For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information: 

Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record "levels" of achievement? 

Ifso, how? 

Why do you record information this way? 
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1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that you often find out what children know while 

you're working with them and from marking their work. I'd like to know more 

about your assessment techniques. 

Can you please describe for me how you go about assessing in your classroom 

now, say in written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, eg. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

As well as marking work, do you collect any evidence of learning during 

assessment? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

Once you've collected the evidence, can you tell me about how you make 

decisions about what and how to teach next? 

For example, how do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information: 

Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record 'levels' of achievement? 

If so, how? Why do you record information this way? 
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Katy 

1. Ways of doing teacher assessment: 

The last time we talked, you said that you used pre- and post-tests in maths but I'd 

like to know a little more about how you go about your day-to-day assessment in 

the classroom. Can you please describe for me how you find out what the 

individual needs are, say, for example, in written language or reading? 

(Prompt for other areas, like maths, social studies, science.) 

(Prompt to find out more about these strategies, e.g. do you plan to this in 

advance? do you do this all the time or just at certain times of the day set aside for 

it? etc.) 

2. Ways of gathering evidence: 

In finding out about these needs, do you collect any evidence? 

(If yes) what sort of evidence? what do you do with this evidence? 

(Prompts such as: Do you keep samples? When/how often? How do you store the 

evidence? Do you write it down? How?) 

3. Ways of making decisions about children: 

You told me last time that you make teaching decisions based on your 

observations of what the children can and cannot do. For example, you suggested 

you work mainly with groups to meet teaching needs. Can you expand on this a 

little more, for instance: 

How do you know what the next teaching step might be? 

Do you use the national achievement objectives for this? 

How do you monitor progress against the national achievement objectives? 

4. Ways of recording information: 

Can you tell me about/show me how you record your assessment information? 

Do you record 'levels' of achievement? 

If so, how? Why do you record information this way? 
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APPENDIXE 

TEACHER QUOTATIONS PILOT 

The teacher I piloted this research strategy with was asked to say if the following 

quotations were not at a/I like me; quite like me; very like me. 

Ways of doing assessment 

A "I assess regularly. I've got the objectives in my book and I tick if they've 

got it, and I circle if it's not fully established. I note it down because then I know 

what I have to work on with those children." 

B. "I don't do a lot of jottings so most of it's probably in my head. Ifl've got 

to get up and go over and write it down, I lose the thread of what I'm doing." 

C. "I do a pre test using the objectives I want to teach. If they haven't 

grasped them then that's where I start. If they have then I either concentrate on a 

different objective or extend them on from the original one. I retest at the end of 

the unit." 

Ways of gathering evidence about learning 

D. "I try and collect something every week so that by the end of the year it's 

quite a full record." 

E. "I collect samples once a term, for instance, handwriting samples, 

examples of writing, proofreading, spelling and a maths checkpoint." 

F. "I keep children's work for their portfolios, usually a good copy but 

occasionally I keep a sample in my folder as well." 
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Ways of making decisions about children's learning 

G. "As I've gone along I've just taken notice of what happens in children's 

learning. For example, I've noticed that beginning sounds come first, then 

children will start listening to ending sounds, and then the middle. It's a matter of 

observing and seeing what they're doing and knowing what comes next." 

H. "I use the assessment information to group them into three groups." 

I. "I would pick up something I recognise, say in their writing, that several 

could do with reinforcement in that particular skill and we would do that." 

J. "I think by the expectation of what you think the child is capable of. I 

constantly nudge that child to do that little bit extra or the little bit more in depth." 

Ways of recording information 

K. "I have a book with all the objectives in it and I mark them off for each 

child as they've achieved a particular objective." 

L. "About once a week I record using my roll book. All the objectives are 

laid out and I can see at a glance that a child has accomplished that objective." 

M. "I guess it's incidental. Just a mental note or sometimes I scribble it on a 

scrap of paper or my workplan. When I have time; and in my individual records 

about twice a year." 
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Using the curriculum achievement objectives 

N. "I use the curriculum achievement objectives a little bit but they are rather 

broad so I break them down to be a lot more specific. Then I assess against those 

objectives." 

0. "The objectives in my roll book are from the curriculum. That's what 

we're teaching to so I copied them, cut them out and stuck them in." 

P. "In any unit planning, I usually list level 3 and level 4 achievement 

objectives. From that..1 go back and look at each one maybe twice a year and 

think, well, yes, he was working at level 3." 

Self-assessment Strategies 

Q. "I've got cards that are in the children's books and written in children's 

language. For example, "I can use full stops". Each goal that a child is working 

on is written on the card so they remember what they're trying to work on. They 

are taking responsibility for their own learning." 

R. "The portfolios go home once a term and they're supposed to cover all the 

curriculum areas to show what's been done throughout the year. Parents really 

enjoy them and the children take pride in them. It's quite neat to pick one up and 

have a look at progress from the beginning of the year to the end." 

S. "I don't use a lot of student self-assessment because the children are more 

concerned about counting and comparing their stickers and the time the 

conferencing takes is unmanageable." 
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APPENDIXF 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE RECORDING 
AND REPORTING ACTION RESEARCH 

PROJECT CARRIED OUT FOR THE MINISTRY 
OF EDUCATION IN 1997-1998 

This report outlines the findings of an action research project that trialed 

the use of two recording and reporting cards in primary and intermediate schools 

and explored recording and reporting issues in a limited way in secondary schools. 

Over 130 schools throughout New Zealand participated in the project. These 

schools represented all deciles, were located in rural, small town, suburban and 

urban situations, and included schools of every size and kind. 

The purpose of the trial was to evaluate the suitability of the recording and 

reporting materials in terms of the following criteria: 

• explicit reference to the essential learning areas of the New Zealand 

Curriculum and, where appropriate, the various strands of the national 

curriculum statements; 

• ease of interpretation; 

• focus upon summary statement; 

• usefulness for transferring information from one teacher to another, or one 

school to another, or from the school to the parent/caregiver; 

• manageability; 

• relevance for parents and students; 

• application up to the end of Year 10 (Ministry of Education, 1997). 

To investigate these issues, and more specifically, the practicability of the trial 

cards, a co-ordinator/researcher was contracted. She was responsible for: 

suggestions about the format of the trial cards; establishing the data base of 

schools involved in the project; distributing the trial materials to the participating 

schools; investigating existing practices in recording and reporting; supporting the 

implementation of the trial cards through offering a help-line, meetings and school 
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visits; evaluating the materials through questionnaires and interviews; 

investigating challenges faced by secondary schools; and reporting to the Ministry 

of Education on the findings. A research assistant was employed to assist with 

data entry and some analysis of the baseline and evaluation questionnaires. 

The action research was carried out between April 1997 and June 1998. Cards 

were distributed to all participating schools, including the secondary schools, by 

June 30. Orders for the cards, as well as feedback about their inappropriateness, 

were received and dealt with during July 1997. Support was provided to 

primary/intermediate schools implementing the cards, and discussions were held 

with secondary schools about appropriate monitoring systems between July and 

December 1997. A newsletter to keep participating schools informed about 

progress and to introduce the evaluation aspect of the project was distributed in 

February 1998. The evaluation questionnaires were distributed towards the end of 

February and returned by 27 March, 1998. Between March and June, interviews 

were conducted with teachers and principals, and secondary schools were 

canvassed for feedback about how they were tackling the issues identified during 

1997. In June 1998 the evaluation questionnaires and the interview data were 

analysed and the final report written. 

Results of this action research indicated that a cumulative record card, similar 

to the one trialed but with modifications, would be very useful for schools who 

wished to use it to monitor progress against the achievement objectives and 

communicate this in a summarised form to new schools and teachers. 

Participating schools did not use the trial report card to the same extent 

Indications were that most schools preferred to report to parents in their own way, 

although many found the trial card helpful in improving their own reports and 

suggested that a modified version of the trial report card be available on disk for 

customising by schools when appropriate. There was no support for using the 

report card as a cumulative record by retaining a photocopy of the report in the 

school. This was because schools saw the report and the cumulative record card 

as having different purposes and as being designed for different audiences. 

Feedback indicated that guidelines for keeping cumulative records and reporting 
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to parents, similar to those in Keeping School Records (Department of Education, 

1989), are important to ensure that learning and teaching progress coherently 

throughout schooling. 

During the project, the concept of computerisation of cumulative records in 

primary and intermediate schools was explored. Feedback from participating 

schools indicated that electronic systems can be very helpful in collating, 

analysing and presenting school-wide information about achievement. In contrast, 

participating primary and intermediate schools reported that individual students' 

cumulative record cards, such as those trialed, were simpler to keep and more 

manageable than using computer equipment for this purpose. 

Results from the secondary schools participating in the action research 

indicated that, due to the organisational structure of secondary schools, 

cumulative record cards such as those used in the trial to monitor achievement 

were not feasible. In schools where students have specialist teachers for every 

subject, electronic systems appear necessary to keep track of individual students' 

progress across the curriculum. Traditionally, the only way these schools have 

monitored individual students' progress across the curriculum has been through 

school reports collated once or twice a year. Secondary schools in the project 

expressed a keen desire to improve their reporting and monitoring systems but 

required significant support, both technical and professional; to achieve this goal. 

Primary, intermediate and secondary schools in this project commented upon 

the difficulty of recording achievement in levels when there is no consistency in 

the way the achievement objectives at each level are assessed. 

The recommendations from this action research were made separately for two 

main types of school: 

• recommendations about recording and reporting for primary, intermediate and 

middle schools, or, in other words, schools teaching children mainly as classes 

taught by one teacher; and, 

• recommendations about recording and reporting for secondary schools, 

including those intermediate, area and Forms 1 to 7 schools where specialised 

subject teaching underpins the school organisation. 
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Primary, Intermediate and Middle Schools 

1. Cumulative record of achievement information 

~~~~-;rM.::t:~~;~~y 
ch~se ·to. use .it (Details" aoottt .. ,Y :x,~the trial CUillbtati\iir}~Mtttfafl:·shoul'.; t'. 
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·:_;.~\:\'.:..:.: . 
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2. Reporting to parents/caregivers 
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3. Guidelines for keeping cumulative school records and reporting to parents 

4. National exemplar materials 

5. Computerisation of cumulative records in primary schools 

Secondary Schools 

1. Assistance to develop recording and reporting systems 

~->~\;" 

1® 
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2. National exemplar materials 

In conclusion, the action research reported here confinned that schools, both 

primary and secondary, would appreciate further support with recording and 

reporting. In particular, primary and intermediate schools requested the provision 

of a cumulative record card and guidelines for recording and reporting. In 

secondary schools, the results indicated guidelines as well as professional 

development to improve assessment, individual student monitoring and reporting 

up to the end of Year IO and technical assistance to support schools introduce 

electronic monitoring systems are required. In order to increase the national 

consistency of recording and reporting achievement schools and teachers require 

more national exemplar material to infonn the judgements they make about levels 

within the New Zealand Curriculum. Improving assessment practices, as well as 

the systems for recording and reporting achievement, will assist schools to ensure 
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that teaching builds on previous learning and prepares students for future learning 

experiences. 
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