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Preface

This publication contains the papers and
commentaries thereon presented at a round
table of experts on the theme, ‘The role of
measurement and evaluation in education
policy’, that was organized by the Inter-
national Association for Educational Assess-
ment (IAEA), with financial support from
UNESCO, at the headquarters of Edu-
cational Testing Service (ETS) in Princeton,
New Jersey, United States of America,
29-30 June 1998. UNESCO’s support for
the round table was provided in the con-
text of the preparation of the fifth edition
of the Organization’s World Education Report,

scheduled for publication in the year 2000.

UNESCO is grateful to both IAEA
and ETS, as well as the participants in the
round table, for their co-operation. In pub-
lishing the round table’s papers and com-
mentaries, the Organization constders that
they merit the attention of a wider audience
interested in the policy aspects of recent
developments in education measurement
and evaluation.

It should be noted that the opinions
expressed in the papers and commentaries
are the authors’ and do not necessarily rep-
resent those of UNESCO.
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Foreword

Frances M. Ottobre

Since 1976, TAEA has co-operated with
UNESCQO in the field of education measure-
ment and evaluation, a field that has drawn
increasing attention from national policy-
makers in the follow-up to the World Con-
ference on Education for All (Jomtien,
Thailand, 1990), The round table featured
in this volume sought to bring together dis-
tinguished experts in this field in order to
examine selected issues for education pol-
icy that have emerged as the result of recent
developments in the theory and practice of
education measurement and evaluation.
The financial support of UNESCO for the
round table is gratefully acknowledged.
IAEA is also grateful to ETS, and in
particular its President, Nancy Cole, for
agreeing to host the round table. The late
Samuel J. Messick, Distinguished Research
Scientist at ETS, played a key role in organ-
izing the round table and chairing its pro-
ceedings. His introductory remarks initiat-
ing the discussion at the round table are
presented in the volume’s first paper. There
follow five papers that address key aspects
of the theme of the round table, as well the
commentaries on these papers that were
prepared by selected participants. An
‘Overview and Synthesis’ of the discussion
at the round table, based in part on Dr Mes-
sick’s notes, is presented by Professor
Edmund Gordon at the end of the volume.

TAEA joins with UNESCO in
expressing its appreciation and thanks to all
the participants for their thoughtful and
insightful contributions to the round table:
Gordon Ambach (Council of Chief State
School Officers, United States); Albert E.
Beaton (Boston College, United States),
International Study Director of the Third
International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMMS); Giray Berberoglu (Middle
East Technical University, Turkey); Nancy
Cole (ETS President, United States):
Howard Everson (The College Board,
United States); Caroline Gipps (University
of London, United Kingdom); Edmund
Gordon (John M. Musser Professor of
Psychology Emeritus, Yale University,
United States); Vincent Greaney (The
World Bank); Anil Kanjee (Human Sciences
Research Council, South Africa); Robert
Linn " (University of Colorado, United
States); Anton Luijten (CITO, The Nether-
lands); Barry McGaw (Australian Council
for Educational Research, Australia); Kent
McGuire (Assistant Secretary of Education,
United States); Samuel J. Messiek— (ETS,
United States); Frances Ottobre (IAEA):
Tjeerd Plomp (IEA President); Pedro
Ravela (Proyecto de Mgjoramiento de la
Educacion de la Primaria, Uruguay); Mark
Reckase (American College Testing Pro-
gramme, United States); Alexander San-
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nikov (UNESCQ); Jahja Umar (Ministry of
Education and Culture, Indonesia); Hans
Wagemaker (Executive Director, IEA); and

Irene Walter (Caribbean Examinations
Council).
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1. Key issues

Samuel J. Messick

I will begin the round table by indicating
some key issues that I think will be impor-
tant in the course of our deliberations; I
anticipate that others will be articulated as
we have the opportunity to discuss the
papers that will be presented. It will be use-
ful, I think, to focus on the current uses of
assessment and see what key issues emerge.

n Uses of assessment
|

A major use of assessment is to make deci-
sions about instruction as it relates to indi-
vidual students. Much of that use of assess-
ment is part of teacher practice instead of
education policy. However, there are some
instances when very important education
policy uses of assessment relate to individ-
ual students. These include using tests to
decide whether students are eligible for
needed services provided by state and fed-
eral entitlement programmes, and using
tests to allocate education benefits and for
deciding what form those benefits should
take. in individual student programmes.
There are important equity
issues involved here. If you are going to
make decisions about individual students,
those decisions must be based on reliable
and valid assessment. If they are not, it is

difficult to justify using tests to make deci-
sions about students.

Another use of assessment is to
provide information about the functioning
of the education system such as the infor-
mation that is provided by the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
and the Third International Mathematics
and Science Study (TIMSS).

A third use is to hold schools
and educators accountable for student per-
formance and to provide a lever for chang-
ing classroom instruction.

The final use that I will men-
tion here is to certify specified levels of
student achievement or mastery, as in tests
for promotion, graduation and professional
licensure.

u Standards and equity
|

Current education reform strategy stresses
content standards and performance stan-
dards, standards-based assessment and score
reporting, and performance assessment for
higher order skills.

Equity issues surface once
again. One such issue is the distinction
between high standards for all students and
common standards for all students. Until

#
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recently, most of the rhetoric in the United
States was based on common standards for
all students. That is beginning to change
and there is a subtle shift from common
standards to high standards for all students.
There is a growing awareness that standards
may not need to be the same for all students
and that individual differences of students

may have some role in the education sys- ./

tem. There is also growing recognition that
content standards can be used to indicate
what students should know and be able to
do. Content standards that are defined for
achievement will be deemed more impor-
tant than those not listed and that could
lead to the subtle possibility that the stan-
dards-based movement might cause, ironi-
cally, a restriction in the range of developed
talent.

Low-stakes versus
high-stakes assessment
and the issue of equity

Low-stakes assessments provide information
about performance to educators and to
policy-makers, with no rewards or sanctions
attached to the findings. It is assumed that
information will motivate improvement, but
there are potential negative consequences
associated with low-stakes assessment,
including the fact that the test information
alone provided by low-stakes assessment may
not convey clear implications for action. In
recognition of this problem, NAEP and
TIMSS have tried to collect additional infor-
mation to add to the' test data. Another
potential negative consequence is that
students may not be motivated to perform
well on tests that have no consequences for
them, thereby jeopardizing the validity of
the scores.

High-stakes assessments provide
information about performance, along with
rewards and sanctions as spurs to action and
accountability. But high-stakes assessments
also have .potential negative consequences
associated with them. These include: teach-
ing to the test and thus corrupting the indi-
cator; narrowing the content and skills that

Samuel |. Messick

are taught in the classroom; widening the
gap in education opportunities; and cen-
tralizing education decision-making and,
consequently, deprofessionalizing teachers.
That is why we must continue to pay a great
deal of attention to these high-stakes tests
to ensure that they are doing what they
should be doing and to try to minimize the
negative consequences associated with
them.

Attribution of cause
in high stakes assessment

One of the big issues we need to consider
is how high-stakés assessments have persis-
tently focused accountability on teachers
and students. We must be concerned with
the attribution of cause. The test score pro-
vides information not only about the per-
formance of students, but also about the
process and the people involved in the edu-
cation process and the development of the
test. Cause must be determined before any-
one can be held accountable. It is unfair to
hold someone accountable for something
over which he or she has no control or
responsibility.

In testing for promotion or
graduation, where diplomas or salary
increases can be withheld on the basis of
test scores, it is essential that we be con-
cerned about attribution of cause. We must
ask ourselves whether it is the student’s
fault, the system’s fault or the teacher’s fault
if the student failed. When a complicated
system functions poorly, the finger pointing
is usually in the direction of the weakest
part. When a student is held culpable for
his or her own failure, it may not be because
he or she is really culpable; rather, it may
be that he or she is the weakest part of the
system. For this reason, we must develop
principles for the attribution of cause. This

important equity issue is frequently ignored.

If you add the fact that the tests are com-
bined with the standards-based reform
movement and that concern for those high
standards applies to the promotion or
graduation tests for all students, the high
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standards will lead to an unprecedented fail-
ure rate. So as we move forward in pro-
fessing some of these policy issues, we must
be alert to any anticipated consequences
and try to take these issues into account.

Equality and eguity

Another equity issue is how to distinguish
fair assessment from equity in education
and, in particular, how to distinguish equal-
ity from equity. There is a tension between
key outcomes in education and equality of
treatment. Many educators argue that the
focus of key outcomes is not to indicate
equal treatments. If we really want equal
outcomes, will we be able to achieve them
by maintaining equal treatments? Many in
education, such as Dr Edmund Gordon,
liken education to medicine. As in medi-
cine, where the focus should be not on giv-
ing patients equal treatment but on giving
them appropriate treatment, the focus in
education should not be on treating
students equally (that is, identically), but
rather on (treating students appropriately
and sufficiently, based on the needs of each
individual student. When can equal treat-
ments be justified in standards-based edu-
cation and assessment? These issues require
additional research.

|
u . Large-scale assessment
u as policy research

Large-scale assessment policy research can
provide more information about processes
and programmes that might convey clearer
implications and action to help schools and
teachers know what needs to be done to
improve performance. Policy research is
inherently anticipatory or predictive, but it
is also contingent on variable and uncon-
trolled conditions. Polwicy predictions are,
therefore, largely contextdependent and
should be monitored in case conditions
change. In fact, implementing a policy is an
indication that a condition is going to
change. We need to be aware of changing

conditions and we need to think about pos-

sible unanticipated consequences of initiat-

ing such changes.

Several years ago I listed the
characteristics I thought would be impor-
tant for large-scale assessments if they were
to affect policy. I still believe that the fol-
lowing are important. In order to be effec-
tive poliéy instruments, largescale assess-
ments require:

* comparability of measures across time
periods and population groups;

* interpretability of measures in terms of
integrative constructs with predictive
power;

* generalizability of measures across
diverse contexts and background factors;
or else the inverse (context depen-
dence);

* relevance of performance measures to
manipulable programme and process
variables; and

* amenability to policy influence timeli-
ness in response to pressing policy issues.

Policy analysis of such large-scale assess-

ments involves:

* a developmental orientation to time-
ordered data;

* empirically grounded construct inter-

pretations of measures and relationships;’

* inquiry into the role of diverse con-
tributing factors; and
* appraisal of alternative perspectives on
both the policy questions and the find-
ings.
These are the kinds of characteristics Dr
Albert Beaton and I tried to flesh out for
TIMSS. Although we did the best we could
considering the state of the art, it is clear
that we need to do more to make large-
scale assessments more useful to policy
research so they can be more useful to
policy-makers.

u Summary
|

As we proceed with the round table, we
need to keep the importance and conse-
quences of measurement and assessment in

Key issues
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mind, from the uses of student assessments
for decisions about students and as a lever
to change classroom instruction to their
function in providing information about
education systems, for purposes of promo-
tion, graduation and professional licensure.

We must also keep in mind
that the measurement process is the under-
pinning of standards-based education. With-
out a measurement scale there are no

performance standards. So measurement is
critical for standards and for recording
progress, but what gives power to the
standards-based movement is performance
assessment, especially that for higher order
skills.

Finally, the importance of equity
issues cannot be over emphasized. They per-
meate all the topics we will discuss during

“the next two days.
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2. Equity in education and assessment

Caroline Gipps
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Introduction

This paper addresses the implications of pat-
terns of achievement for equity in policy
and practice, specifically in relation to
assessment and pedagogy. I shall address
this issue using data from England and
Wales, while also drawing on literature from
a range of countries including the contri-
butions to an international colloquium on
issues of gender and pedagogy which Patri-
cia Murphy and 1 organized for UNESCO
in 1995. Indeed many of my views on these
issues derive from discussions and joint
work with Patricia Murphy (Gipps and Mur-
phy, 1994; Murphy and Gipps, 1996). Much
of the research on differential performance
in the United Kingdom over the last fifteen
years has focused on gender; there is much
less detailed research on ethnic and cultural
group differences in performance. There-
fore, much of what I shall say relates to gen-
der.

| .

| Equity issues

|

Prior to the recent change of government

in the United Kingdom, equity had not
been an underlying theme in education in

England and Wales. Debate and policy-mak-
ing, where it has featured at all, has referred
to equal opportunities in education, with
an occasional mention of compensatory
education for disadvantaged groups. Early
attempts to achieve equality of opportunity
for girls and boys focused in the main on
equality of resources and access to curricu-
lum offerings; important though this is, we
now see¢ it as a limited approach given the
very different out-of-school experiences of
girls and boys. The fundamental problem
is that this policy focus reflects a deficit
model approach to inequality: girls are
‘blamed’ for behaving like girls and encour-

- aged to behave more like boys. The model

implies the possibility of overcoming disad-
vantage through the acquisition of what is
lacking. This approach leaves the status quo
essentially unchanged, since girls are
unlikely to achieve parity through equality
of resources and formal equality of access
alone. As Yates puts it, ‘where the criteria
of success and the norms of teaching and
curriculum are still defined in terms of the
already dominant group, that group is
always likely to remain one step ahead’
(Yates, 1985, p. 212). Equal opportunities
is a policy area which was hotly contested
in the United Kingdom in the 1980s: seen
by the extreme right as a revolutionary

15




device which would disturb the ‘natural’
social order and as an attempt to attack
White British society; and by the extreme
left as essentially conservative because the
gross disparities in wealth, power, and sta-
tus which characterize our society remain
unchallenged. A second approach is one
which looks for equality of outcome (as evi-

dence of equal opportunities), and this

underpins analyses and discussions of group
performance at public examination level in
the United Kingdom.

The attitude to equity in the
United States is very different from that in
the United Kingdom, for reasons of history
and because of the population structure.
‘The US has a long-term commitment to
equity for its wholly immigrant population’
{Baker and O’Neil, 1994, p. 12), which is
evidenced in equal outcome terms. ‘The
term equity is used principally to describe
fair educational access for all students; more
recent judicial interpretations, however,
have begun the redefinition of equity to
move toward the attainment of reasonably
equal group outcomes’ (Baker and O’Neil,
1994, p. 11). “The educational equity prin-
ciple should result in students receiving
comparable education yielding comparable

performances’ (Baker and O’Neil, 1994,
p- 12), that is, equality of outcome.

Will Hutton, economist and edi-
tor of the Observer newspaper, points out
that New Labour in the United Kingdom
no longer aims for equality of outcome, pre-
ferring instead to work for equality of
opportunity (Observer, 16 March 97, Here’s
a primary objective for New Labour). He
argues, however, that this is a misguided
approach, particularly in relation to the per-
formance of primary schools, since we
should not be content to see a wide varia-
tion of primary school performance. He
argues that we must look for equality of out-
come as the foundation for giving equality
of opportunity for all school leavers, since
progress in the primary phase is vital to later
learning. This point of view is, however,
more to do with expectations and inter-
vention than with assessment.

Apple’s (1989) review of public
policy in the United States of America,
Britain, and Australia led him to conclude
that equality has been redefined: it is no
longer linked to group oppression and dis-
advantage but is concerned with ensuring
individual choice within a ‘free market’ per-
ception of the educational community. In
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Table 1. Curriculum and assessment questions in relation to equity

Curricular questions

Assessment questions

Whose knowledge is taught?

Why is it taught in a particular way
to this particular group?

How do we enable the histories
and cultures of people of colour,
and of women, to be taught

in responsible and responsive ways?

What knowledge is assessed and equated with
achievement?

Are the form, content and mode of assessment
appropriate for different groups and individuals?

Is this range of cultural knowledge reflected

in definitions of achievement? How does cultural
knowledge mediate individuals’ responses

to assessment in ways which alter

the construct being assessed?

Source: C. Gipps and P. Murphy, A Fair Test? Assessment, Achievement qnd Equity, Milton Keynes, Open University Press, 1994;
and after W. Apple, How Equality has been Redefined in the Conservative Restoration, In: W. Secada (ed.), Equity and Edu-

cation, New York, Falmer Press, 1989.

Caroline Gipps




Apple’s view this redefinition has reinstated
the disadvantage model and underachieve-
ment is once again the responsibility of the
individual rather than the educational insti-
tution or community. He argues that atten-
tion in the equity and education debate
must be refocused on important curricular
questions, to which we add assessment ques-
tions (Table 1).

The view that Patricia Murphy
and I take is that while one must strive to
achieve actual equality of opportunity,
equality of outcomes is not necessarily an
appropriate goal: different groups may
indeed have different qualities and abilities,
and certainly experiences. Furthermore,
manipulating test items and procedures in
order to produce equal outcomes may be
doing violence to the construct or skill
being assessed and may camouflage genuine
group differences (Gipps and Murphy,
1994}). The concept of equity in assessment,
as we use it, implies rather that assessment
practice and interpretation of results are fair
and just for all groups.

Willingham and Cole (1997), in
a recent major report on gender issues and
fairness in assessment, define test fairness
as comparable assessment for each exami-
nee. ‘Fair test design implies comparable
opportunity to demonstrate relevant knowl-
edge and skills’ (here, choice of construct
and format are involved). ‘In test develop-
ment and administration, a fair test should
provide comparable tasks, testing condi-
tions, and scaled scores for all examinees’
(here, selection of items/content, timing,
computer use and any other conditions that
might lead to anxiety are relevant). ‘Fair
test use should result in comparable treat-
ment of examinees’ (Willingham and Cole,
1997, p. 350).

| Equity and assessment
u

It is important to remember that ‘objective’
assessment has traditionally been seen as an
instrument of equity: the notion of the stan-
dardized test as a way of offering impartial

assessment is of course a powerful one,
though if equality of educational opportu-
nity does not precede the test, then the *fair-
ness’ of this approach is called into ques-
tion. Most attainment tests and examin-
ations are amenable to coaching, and pupils
who have very different school experiences
are not equally prepared to compete in the
same test situation.

As Madaus (1992) points out:

in addressing the equity of alternative assess-
ments in a high-stakes policy-driven exam system, pol-
icy must be crafted that creates first and foremost a
level playing field for students and schools, Only then
can the claim be made that a national examination
systemn is an equitable technology for making deci-
sions about individuals, schools or districts. (p. 52)

The same point is also made by Baker and
O’Neil (1994).

Bias is a term widely used in
relation to assessment and is generally taken
to mean that the assessment is unfair to one
particular group or another, This rather
simple definition, however, belies the com-
plexity of the underlying situation. Differ-
ential performance on a test (i.e. where dif-
ferent groups get different score levels) may
not be the result of bias in the assessment;
it may be due to real differences in per-
formance among groups, which may in turn
be due to differing access to learning, or to
real differences in the group’s attainment
in the topic under consideration. The ques-
tion of whether a test is biased or whether
the group in question has a different under-
lying level of attainment is actually
extremely difficult to answer. Wood (1987)
describes these different factors as the
opportunity to acquire talent (access issues)
and the opportunity to show talent to
good effect (fairness in the assessment). As
Willingham and Cole (1997, p. 359) put it:
‘Comparable opportunity to demonstrate
skills is not the same as comparable oppor-
tunity to acquire skills’.

The traditional psychometric
approach to testing operates on the assump-
tion that technical solutions can be found
1o solve problems of equity with the empha-
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sis on using ‘elaborate’ techniques to elim-
inate biased items (Goldstein, 1993; Mur-
phy, 1990). A limitation of this approach is
that it does not look at the way in which
the subject matter is defined (i.e. the over-
all domain from which test items are cho-
sen); nor at the initial choice of items from
the thus-defined pocﬁ. Neither does it ques-
tion what counts as achievement. It simply

‘tinkers’ with an established selection of °

items. Focusing on bias in tests, and statis-
tical techniques for eliminating ‘biased’
items, not only may confound the construct
being assessed, but has distracted attention
from wider equity issues such as actual
equality of access to learning, ‘biased’ cur-
riculum, and inhibiting classroom practices.

When the existence of group
differences in average performance on tests
is taken to mean that the tests are biased,
the assumption is that one group is not
inherently less able than the other. How-
ever, the two groups may well have been
subject to different environmental experi-
ences or unequal access to the curriculum.
This difference will be reflected in average
test scores, but a test that reflects such
unequal opportunity in its scores is not
strictly speaking biased, though its use could
be invalid. A considerable amount of effort
over the years has gone into exploring cog-
nitive deficits in girls in order to explain
their poor performance on science tests.
However, it was not until relatively recently
that the question was asked whether the
reliance on tasks and apparatus associated
with middle-class White males could possi-
bly have something to do with it. As Gold-
stein (1996) points out, tests are framed by
the test developers’ construct of the subject
and their expectations of differential per-
formance.

| |
] Fairness
|

Of course pupils do not come to school with
identical experiences, and they do not have
identical experiences at school. We cannot,
therefore, expect assessment to have the

Caroline Gipps

same meaning for all pupils. However, the
stakes and purpose of the assessment are
relevant here as Linn, Baker and Dunbar
(1991) argue: ‘On a non-threatening assess-
ment such as . . . NAEP, for example, it is
reasonable to include calculator-active prob-
lems even though student access to calcu-
lators may be quite inequitable. On the
other hand, equitable access would be an
important consideration in a calculator-
active assessment used to hold students
or teachers accountable’ (p. 17). As Linn
(1993) points out, the fairness of an assess-
ment is an essential aspect of an overall
judgement of validity. What is important is
to have an equitable approach where the
concerns, contexts and approaches of one
group do not dominate. This, however, is
by no means a simple task; for example, test
developers may be told that they should
avoid any context which may be more famil-
iar to males than to females or to the dom-
inant culture. But there are problems inher-
ent in trying to remove context effects by
doing away with passages that advantage
males or females, because it reduces the
amount of assessment material available.
De-contextualized assessment is anyway not
possible, and complex higher order skills
require drawing on complex domain knowl-
edge.
An alternative approach is to
use, within any assessment programme, a
range of assessment tasks involving a vari-
ety of contexts, a range of modes within the
assessment, and a range of response formats
and styles. This broadening of approach,
though not always possible, is most likely to
offer pupils alternative opportunities to
demonstrate achievement if they are disad-
vantaged by any one particular assessment
in the programme.
Indeed, this is included in the

Criteria for Evaluation of Student Assessment Sys-
fems recommended by the National Forum
on Assessment (NFA) (NFA, 1992, p. 32):
* To ensure. fairness, students should have

multiple opportunities to meet standards

and should be able to meet them in dif-

ferent ways.




* Assessment information should be
accompanied by information about
access to the curriculum and about
opportunities to meet the Standards.

* Assessment results should be one part of
a system of multiple indicators of the
quality of education.

n Patterns of achievement
B

In England and Wales there are some clear
differences in the performance of boys and
girls, and in the performance of test-takers
belonging to different ethnic groups.

Gender differences

In the National Curriculum Assessment,
girls are outperforming boys in English and
maths at ages 7, 11, and 14 (EOC/OFSTED,
1996). In the General Certificate of Sec-
ondary Education (GCSE), the exam taken
at 16, girls gain more higher-grade (A, B,
C) passes than do boys, a trend which has
been growing since 1988. Since this trend
coincided with the introduction of the
GCSE, girls’ superior performance was felt
to be partly due to the style and approach
of the new examination, which includes
written examination papers and a perfor-
mance assessment task carried out in school
‘coursework’. Research shows, however, that
course work contributes little to the final
grade (Stobart et al.,, 1992), and that the
exam papers and coursework have differ-
ential validity (Elwood, 1998). The GCSE
exam did broaden the definition of achieve-
ment and the means of assessing it, while
the introduction of the national curriculum
meant that both genders had to study all
subjects from ages 14 to 16, and it is likely
that these two factors together have con-
tributed to girls’ growing success (Elwood,
1995). A similar overall pattern of improv-
ing female performance has also been
found in the United States (Willingham and
Cole, 1997), as well as links between gen-
dered interests and performance.

Things have come a long way

since the days when young women were first
admitted to examinations carried out by the
London University Board. At first, the board
insisted that young women were chaper-
oned and, in case the length of the exam-
ination proved too much for them, drinks
were served and buckets of cold water were
available in case any of them fainted (King-
‘don quoted in Stobart et al., 1992).

" Atage 18+, in the pre-university
Advanced or A-level exam, boys earn more
higher (A, B, C) grades than girls earn, even
in subjects in which girls did particularly
well at age 16. For example, in English
GGSE, girls have 13 per cent more higher-
grades than do boys, while at 18 boys have
3 per cent more highergrades than girls
have in English Literature A level, despite
making up only 30 per cent of the entry
(Elwood and Comber, 1996). Longitudinal
analysis of pupil performance from age 16
to age 18, using a new multi-level model-
ling technique, shows that for boys and girls
with the same GCSE score, girls make less
progress to A level, gaining around two
points fewer than equivalent boys (Gold-
stein et al., 1997).

This pattern of performance
prior to age 18 has contributed to anxiety
about the performance of boys in the
United Kingdom. A key factor is felt to be
boys’ lower motivation and more negative

. attitudes to school, particularly for working-

class boys who can see reduced work oppor-
tunities for themselves in the changing
labour market. Changing trends include
growing part-time work, which women tra-
ditionally tend to take, and a growing ser-
vice sector which requires high levels of
communication skills at which women tend
to be better. However, two points need to
be made here: first, that the boys who go
on to the General Certificate of Education
(GCE) A-level do better than girls; and sec-
ond, that gender, ethnic group, and social
class interact to affect performance.

The research carried out by
Patricia Murphy (1995) shows that girls and
boys attend to different things in a task, and
in this case neither response is wrong; both
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responses are valid, just different. But there
is evidence that one reason for boys’ poorer
performance is that tests and exams con-
tain a greater verbal element than in the
past, even in maths and science, and this is
an area in which boys have always under-
performed compared with girls. There is
also evidence that boys tend not to use the
sort of approaches to learning which cur-

rent theories of learning advocate: relating

knowledge to context in order to be able
to apply it more widely; engaging in dia-
logue with other learners and the teacher
in order to question and validate under-
standing; and using collaborative ap-
proaches to learning. These are some of
the effective learning strategies which are
more favoured by girls, and this tendency
for girls to favour such strategies may go
some way to explaining recent patterns of
lower achievement by boys. Therefore, boys’
approaches to learning may need to be
reconsidered and reconstructed (Murphy
and Gipps, 1996).

Ethnic group differences

A review of recent research on the achieve-
ment of ethnic minority pupils, commis-
sioned by the Office for Standards in Edu-
cation (OFSTED) (Gillborn and Gipps,
1996), shows that since the previous major
review of ethnic minority performance
more than 10 years previously (Swann,
1985), there were:

* generally higher levels of achievement,
increasing year on year;

* improving levels of attainment among
ethnic minority groups in many areas of
the country; and

* dramatic increases in the examination
performance of certain minority groups,
even in school districts and local edu-
cation authorities (LLEAs) where there is
significant poverty.

However, the gap is growing between the

highest and lowest achieving ethnic groups

in many LEAs. For example, African

Caribbean young people, especially boys,

have the lowest levels of performance; in
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some areas their performance has actually
worsened. The sharp rise in the number of
exclusions from school also affects a dis-
proportionately large number of Black
pupils.

Research on the performance
of infant and junior school (i.e. ages 6-11)
pupils does not paint a clear picture: on
average, African Caribbean pupils appear to
achieve less well than Whites, although the
situation is reversed in recent data from
Birmingham. A more consistent pattern
concerns the lower average attainments of
Bangladeshi and Pakistani pupils in the
early key stages: this may reflect the signif-
icance of levels of fluency in English, which
are strongly associated with performance at
this stage.

There are no up-to-date nation-
ally representative figures on performance
for 16-year-olds by different ethnic groups.
However, the review of research and new
LEA data identified some common patterns.
Indian pupils also appear consistently to
achieve more highly, on average, than pupils
from other South Asian backgrounds.
Indian pupils achieve higher average rates
of success than their White counterparts in
some (but not all) urban areas. There is no
single pattern of achievement for Pakistani
pupils, although they achieve less well than
Whites in many areas. Bangladeshi pupils
are known on average to have less fluency
in English, and to experience greater levels
of poverty, than other South Asian groups,
and their relative achievements are often
less than those of other ethnic groups. In
one London borough, however, where
resources and programmes have been
focused on them, dramatic improvements
in performance have been made and
Bangladeshis are now the highest achieving
of all major ethnic groups. African
Caribbean pupils have not shared equally
in the increasing rates of educational
achievement: in many LEAs their average
achievements are significantly lower than
other groups. The achievements of African
Caribbean young men are a particular cause
for concern.




Figure 1: 15-16 year olds gaining 5 or more
higher- grade GCSE passes by ethnic origin
{England and Wales, 1994)
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Source: ‘Youth Cohort Study of England and Wales’. In:
Office for National Statistics, Secial Focus on Ethnic Minorities,
London, HMSO, 1996.

Figures 1 and 2 show how com-
plex the patterns of performance are. Both
are taken from the Youth Cohort Study,
(HMSO, 1996) which is the only nationally

representative dataset to include infor-

mation about class, gender and ethnic ori-
gin in England and Wales.

Figure 1 shows the proportion
of different ethnic groups gaining 5 or more
top grades (A, B, C) at GCSE at age 16, in
1994.

Figure 2 shows average exam
scores by ethnic group, gender and social
class in 1985 (more recent data containing
all three factors are not available). This
figure shows the complex interaction of
social class, gender and ethnic origin: for
example, only in the White group do girls
consistently outscore boys, while among the
Asian group that situation is reversed
(although that pattern may have altered
since 1985). Overall, the highest perform-
ing group is White girls from professional
backgrounds and the lowest is African
Caribbean males from a manual back-
ground.

The message of the review was
that, where differences in performance are
ignored and not monitored, patterns of
inequality will increase. Looking on the con-
structive side, work carried out at LEA level
indicates that where low performing ethnic
minority groups are targeted sensitively with
additional educational resources, those
groups do perform at significantly higher
levels (Gillborn and Gipps, 1996).

~H An agenda for assessment

So to return to our definition of equity, how
do we ensure that assessment practice and
interpretation of results are as fair as pos-
sible for all groups? It is likely that a wide-
ranging review of curriculum and syllabus
content, teacher attitudes to boys and girls
and minority ethnic groups, assessment

Figure 2: Average exam scores by ethnic origin,
gender and social class (England and Wales, 1985)
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ments of Ethnic Minerity Pupils, London, OFSTED, 1996,
adapted from D. Drew and J. Gray, The Fifth Year Exami-
nation Achievements of Black Young People in England
and Wales, Educational Research, Vol. 32, No. 3, 1990,
pp. 107-17, p. 114.
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mode, and item format is required, as
Table 1 shows, if we wish to make assess-
ment as fair as possible. Although this is a
major task, it is one which needs to be
addressed given the growing importance of
educational standards in many countries.

As Gipps and Murphy (1994)
and Willingham and Cole (1997) argue, the
construct tested is crucial. We need to

encourage clearer articulation of the test/

exam developers’ constructs on which the
assessment is based, so that the construct
validity may be examined by test-takers and
users. Test developers need to give a justi-
fication for inclusion of context and types
of response mode in relation to the evi-
dence we have about how this interacts with
group differences and curriculum experi-
ence. The requirement is to select assess-
ment content that accurately reflects the
construct, even if it produces gender/eth-
nic group differences, and to avoid content
that is not relevant to the construct and
could affect such differences. The ethics of
assessment demand that the constructs and
the assessment criteria are made available
to pupils and teachers, and that a range
of tasks and assessments is included in an
assessment programme. These require-
ments are consonant with enhancing con-
struct validity in any case. Given the detailed
and, as yet, poorly understood effect of
context on performance, the evidence that
girls more than boys attend to context in
an assessment task, and the ability of
changes in the context of the task to alter
the construct being assessed, the arca of
construct validity demands detailed study.
We certainly need to define the context of
an assessment task and the underlying con-
structs, and make sure that they reflect what
is taught.

We also need to encourage the
continued use of a range of assessment
modes and task styles. We also need to
expand the range of indicators used: mul-
tiple indicators are essential so that those
who are disadvantaged on one assessment
have an opportunity to offer alternative evi-
dence of their expertise (Linn, 1992, p. 44).
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If we wish pupils to do well in
tests/exams we need to think about assess-
ment which elicits an individual’s best per-
formance (Nuttall, 1987). Such assessments
involve tasks that are concrete and within
the experience of the pupil (an equal access
issue), presented clearly (the pupil must
understand what is required in order to
perform well), relevant to the current con-
cerns of the pupil (to engender motivation
and engagement) and administered in con-
ditions that are not threatening (to reduce
stress and enhance performance) (Gipps,
1994).

|
| Pedagogy
|

I now want to look at some of the issues
around teaching and learning in school. Sci-
ence and technology in Western cultures
are seen as masculine subjects and they
emerge as some of the most strongly sex-
stereotyped areas of the curriculum. The
overwhelming number of scientists who are
male; the illustrations and examples used
in teaching, through the world views, expe-
riences, and ways of working that are
assumed; and the way in which students and
teachers in the laboratory context reconsti-
tute gender in their interactions constitute

a pedagogy for boys (Harding, 1996).

Classroom studies in England,
the United States, and Australia indicate
that in the area of computing:

* Boys are more confident than girls in
their approach to work.

* The participation level in computer-use
by girls (and female teachers) is lower
than that of boys.

* Boys are also more likely than girls to
use computers out of school, which con-
tributes to their greater ease with them
in school.

The difference in boys’ and girls’ confi-

dence in the use of computers is also found

in science: in both science and computer
lessons boys are found to dominate the
equipment and its use. In these subjects
there is international evidence that boys

—
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continue to have more positive attitudes
than girls, although there are national
exceptions. These differences can be linked
to boys’ greater experience with computers
outside of school and with sciencerelated
activities (Littleton, 1996).

Research on mathematics per-
formance among girls indicates that the pic-
ture mirrors that of the sciences, technol-
ogy, and computing: where mathematics is
seen as a preserve of males, girls choose not
to participate in or engage with it, either
physically when the subject is optional, or
emotionally when it is not (Burton, 1996).
Girls’ own low expectations of success in
mathematics, which are the product of
cultural, family and societal pressures, can
be selt-fulfilling. Furthermore, the type of
approach required to do advanced-level
mathematical problem-solving requires girls
to behave outside their typically socialized
ways of behaviour: being independent,
active, questioning and rule-breaking.
Rather than blaming girls for not breaking
the rules, we need to recognize that it is
particularly difficult to break rules when
one is socialized to be compliant (Walden
and Walkerdine, 1985). But it is not only
girls who may find school mathematics inac-
cessible:

the mathematics currictlum has tended to empha-
size values and concerns which are more middle class
than working class, and to draw on experiences which
are more relevant to children of Anglo-Celtic descent
{Australian Education Council, 1991).

There is a weight of research evidence to
indicate that girls do extremely well in read-
ing and writing in their language of instruc-
tion. This simple statement, however, masks
a complex of issues. First, boys’ under-
achievement in the subject is excused by
downgrading that subject (Cohen, 1996).
Extraordinary though it may seem, the argu-
ment in England has been that boys” poor
performance in English language studies at
school does not matter, since English is a
girls’ subject anyway, and boys get on well
without it. The latter point is, of course,
true, and we must ask why this lack of suc-

cess seems to be of so little hindrance. Boys’
competence in oral language has been
thought to be one factor, although more
recent evidence from public exam data
in England suggests that girls are out
performing boys on the assessment of oracy.
The nature of their out-ofsschool reading
is another: comics and fact-based books
which hoys prefer prepare them for engag-
ing with text books and support their devel-
opment of a scientific style of writing
(White, 1996)

Teachers’ understandings, be-
liefs and expectations, together with those
of students, are crucial in schooling. These
define and normalize what is considered to
be appropriate, reasonable and effective for
different groups and categories of pupils.
The role of language is a major theme in
the construction of knowledge and mean-
ing; the many pupils who do not speak the
language of instruction, or indeed do not
share the dialect and social and cultural
mores of the dominant educator group, are
therefore at a disadvantage.

Interventions

I now outline some of the findings of inter-
vention studies that have focused on girls’
performance (and we are now using simi-
lar strategies to enhance boys’ " perfor-
mance). Some interventions focus on sepa-
rating gender groups for longer or shorter
periods in order to offer ‘space’ to the girls,
tutoring on their own terms for both
groups, an opportunity to reflect on the val-
ues and attitudes of the other sex, and on
working together in mixed classrooms. It is
the alternating between single-sex and co-
ed settings, and reflecting on differences,
which seem to be the powerful factors. In
this way boys, as well as girls, are brought
into discussion about knowledge and gen-
dered-appropriate or inappropriate behav-
iour.

But we cannot separate the
‘how’ of learning from the ‘what’. In West-
ern cultures, a successful pedagogy for girls
in science and technology, different from
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the traditional approach appropriate mainly
for males, has been identified. This places
teaching/learning in a social context, relat-
ing to human needs and ‘real’ problems;
and allows for collaborative ways of learn-
ing, including discussion-based exploration
of understanding, as well as providing assess-
ment procedures that allow for the recog-
nition of complexity and the identification ¢
of a range of problems (Harding, 1996). A
network of science educators in Victoria,
Auwustralia has challenged both the definition
of the physics curriculum and its teaching
and assessment practices. A programme in
which physics is learnt in context and
assessed innovatively has enhanced the
performance of both boys and girls, but
has in particular elicited excellence from
girls (although not those from lower socio-
economic status (SES) families, see Hilde-
brand (1996).

At tertiary level, too, successful
interventions need to focus on a range of
issues together. These include addressing
the knowledge content of the curriculum
and the way in which knowledge is contex-
tualized and presented: a content-driven
curriculum with a teaching-as-telling peda-
gogy is the norm in physical and engineer-
ing sciences. Presenting the curriculum in
a ‘gender-inclusive’ way, that is in a more
connected style with social and environ-
mental contexts integrated, can attract a
more diverse range of students to study sci-
ence at tertiary level and will diversify the
culture of science (Lewis, 1996).

The research reviews and inter-
vention studies suggest that to enhance the
performance and engagement of lower per-
forming groups — be it girls in science and
mathematics, boys in language, or low-per-
forming ethnic minorities - we need to
examine the knowledge base of the cur-
riculum being offered, as well as how that
knowledge is taught.

We know from intervention
studies that in order to enhance the per-
formance of girls, teachers need to be made
aware of and encouraged to use variations
in teaching strategies by:
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* using more co-operative and interactive
modes of learning;

* emphasizing discussion and collabora-
tion;

* having class discussion and quiet reflec-
tHon;

* using ‘private’ as well as public ques-

tioning and probing of the pupil by the

teacher;

slowing the pace of a lesson and encour-

aging pupils to use the time to compose

responses; and

* giving feedback which challenges and
gives precise guidance (in a supportive
manner} as well as praise, rather than
the bland praise (for dutiful hard work}),
which girls currently tend to receive. (All
learners need to be given encourage-
ment to go beyond that which is known
and to undertake the exploration of new
ideas.)

Interventions in curriculum and pedagogy

will not, however, alter the pattern of suc-

cess unless the assessment system is also

changed to be consistent with the hetero-

geneity of the learning population. Using a

range of assessment processes, together with

clarity and openness about what is being

assessed and how, is not only more equi-

table, but also supports learning (Gipps and

Murphy, 1994).

In good assessment practice we

should:

* use assessment that supports learning
and reflection, including formative
assessment;

* design - assessment that is open and
linked to clear criteria rather than rely-
ing upon competition with others; and

* include a range of assessment strategies
so that all learners have a chance to per-
form well.

We need to think of pedagogy as being

composed of a range of strategies (which

includes a variety of materials and content,
teaching styles, and classroom arrange-
ments/rules) for different groups of pupils
and for different subject areas. In the
famous words of Ausubel (1968)‘the most
important single factor influencing learn-




ing is what the learner already knows. As-
certain this and teach him accordingly’.
This instructs the teacher to focus on the
learner’s understanding, but we now know
that it is not sufficiently encompassing.
What the learner knows is itself a function
of context, learning style, materials and
classroom interaction, all of which are
deeply affected by gender, ethnic group and
social class. ¢

Pupils too need to understand
that there is a range of learning strategics
which are appropriate for different tasks,
subjects and purposes. They also must learn
to choose the appropriate learning strategy
for a particular setting/occasion. This res-
onates with what we know about meta-
cognition: that pupils need to be aware of
and to monitor, ‘to regulate’, their own
process of learning. The emphasis here, just
as with the teacher, is on the pupil as a con-
scious decision-maker.

Most of this section on peda-
gogy is related to gender, with an occasional
reference to social class/disadvantage.
Litde work has been done, at least in the
United Kingdom, on differences in learn-
ing and reactions to curriculum texts
among various ethnic groups. The low
performance of African Caribbean boys in
England, in particular, suggests that such
work is now overdue. It has been suggested
that in the United Kingdom many teachers
have negative attitudes towards African
Caribbean pupils and low expectations of
their academic performance; that as a
result, they treat them less favourably in the
classroom and in wider school processes,
denying them the educational oppor-
tunities enjoyed by their White peers; and
that many, therefore, experience alienation,
low academic achievement and, conse-
quently, restricted life chances (Gillborn,
1995). This is less likely to be the case for
Asian pupils, whose families are perceived
as valuing education, whose approach to
schooling is more similar to that of the
White middie class, and for whom any early
problems may be seen to be related to lack
proficiency in English.

|
] Conclusions
| |

Early work on the education of girls con-
centrated on ‘changing girls’ (to persuade
them to engage with science, etc.). The
approach then switched to ‘changing sub-
jects’ (challenging the traditional curricu-
lum ang views of knowledge). We are now
moving into a phase of changing and diver-
sifying our pedagogic and assessment strate-
gies to suit a range of learners, in order to
cater for a range of ways of learning and
knowing.

This third approach results
from a range of shifts in thinking:

* from a post-modernist critique of one
overarching feminist approach which
denies differences among girls;

* from a poststructuralist challenging of
the ‘objective’ reality of science and
maths;

* from understandings that clever/strong
girls who achieve in maths/science make
a positive choice not to pursue these
beyond school (or university);

* from understandings that the curriculum
subject matter, material and teaching
approaches have not engaged boys or
girls who are not White and middle class;
and

* from developments in cognition and
learning theory that tell us to respect
and engage with the learner.

Pupils do not all learn in the same way and
a class of pupils will need different strate-
gies. This is similar to the argument we
make in relation to assessment: if genuine
equality of access is a prime requirement
for equity, then in any assessment pro-
gramme we need to include a range of
content, context and types of task and
response modes so as to offer all groups an
opportunity to perform well.

Changing teachers’ approaches
so that they consider a range of pedagogic
strategies appropriately for various pupils,
subjects and tasks places a tremendous
demand on teachers and on how they are
educated. But the task is not just about
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gender; it is a much broader agenda of
engaging with the learner, while being
conscious of the ‘White, male, middle-
class’ nature of knowledge as it is defined,
so as to offer appropriate and effective
teaching for all groups of pupils. In West-
ern countries ethnic minority and disad-
vantaged boys and girls are underachieving.
While there is evidence that strategies to
make the curriculum and teaching more
‘girl friendly’ have worked with girls from
majority, middle-class backgrounds, they
have not worked with other girls; further-
more, they have often generated a ‘male
backlash.” As Kenway, Blackmore, Willis and
Rennie (1996) argue, we are in an age of
complex, shifting social and cultural cir-
cumstances with many males (and not just
those for whom manual jobs were/would
be the normal expectation) feeling threat-
ened. Alternative ways of expressing their
masculinity/power include violence and
scapegoating, hence the growing harass-
ment of girls and women.

Although we do not necessarily
expect equality of outcome, we must con-
tinue to seek genuine equality of access.
This means that all courses, subjects stud-
ied, examinations and so forth, should be
equally available to all groups and should
be presented in such a way that all groups
feel able to participate fully. One suggestion
from the United States is that, since oppor-
tunity to learn is a key factor in perfor-
mance, schools may have to ‘certify deliv-
ery standards’ as part of a system for
monitoring instructional experiences
(Linn, 1993). How realistic it is to do this
remains to be seen, but it does put the onus
on schools to address the issue of equal
access, at an actual rather than formal level.

However, no discussion of
assessment, equity and pedagogy can be
framed outside the political context: we
must look at teaching and learning in rela-
tion to the education-gender-ethnic system.
The micro-politics of the class and the
school are also very powerful in the edu-
cation experiences of different groups of
pupils. We have to accept that research is

Caroline Gipps

limited in the impact it can make, without
the political will to support changes to the
system, and in particular, to the status quo.
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Comments on ‘Equity in education and assessment’

Edmund Gordon

- Introduction:

I agree with many of the values reflected in
Gipps’ paper, but I wish that she had elab-
orated more extensively on the complexities
of the pedagogical and psychometric issues
relevant to this topic. Her use of data from
studies of differential performance related
to gender focuses us in the right direction,
that is, on the grounding of the problems
of equity in education and assessment in
issues related to status and human social
divisions. One immediately recognizes that

Edmund Gordon

class, ethnicity, dominant language profi-
ciency and so on could be substituted for
gender without greatly changing the basic
thesis of the paper. Gipps reminds us that
the issues are complicated, but the nature
of this complexity is insufficiently elab-
orated. My remarks address some of the
complexities of the relationship between
membership in one or more of these social
divisions and academic achievement.

We recognize the well-estab-
lished association between low status and
academic achievement. Whether the indi-
cator is caste, class, gender, national origin




or race, when the status assigned to the
group is low, there is a strong tendency for
members of the group to perform lower on
tests of academic achievement, compared
to how their more privileged peers perform
on the same tests. Debate continues relative
to whether this difference is a result of the
status of such group members and the way
they are treated by the social order, or if
the culpable factors are to be found in the
behaviours of the persons themselves. It is
likely that both of these sources of influ-
ence are involved.

L Causal relationships
|

Some clarity concerning possible causal
relationships between membership in one
of the social divisions and academic achieve-
ment may come from the distinctions that
can be made between the status and the
functional characteristics of group mem-
bers. With respect to education, there
appear to be few characteristics that are
intrinsic to one’s caste, class, gender or race
status that can explain the persistent dif-
ferences observed in school and academic
test performance. One’s status may be more
associated with how one is treated, the
nature of one’s access to education and what
is expected of the person or group than
with what is possible. Thus the growing con-
cern with the provision of equitable oppor-
tunities to learn. On the other hand, the
functional characteristics — what one does
or is enabled to do, the way in which one
behaves or is expected to behave — are
thought to have powerful effects on learn-
ing and ultimately on academic achieve-
ment. This conception of possible cause is
reflected in current emphases on academic
socialization and effort. Hypotheses implicit
in these conceptions have not been sub-
jected to rigorous tests.

These and other issues related
to differentials in the academic achievement
of different social groups suggest that prob-
lems of education assessment may be sec-
ondary to the problems of access to the

essential prior conditions of academic
achievement (i.e. capital resources neces-
sary for human development) and mean-
ingful engagement in effective teaching and
learning transactions. Coleman, Hoffer,
Lockheed, Miller, Gordon and Meroe have
concluded that it may well be that pedagogy
is enabled to work, in part, because of the
availability of such capital invested in the
develdpment of the learner and her or his
education. Among the categories of human
development capital that have been
described are the following:

Health capital: physical developmental
integrity, health and nutritional con-
dition, etc.

Financial capital: income and wealth, family,
community and societal economic
resources available for education.

Human capital: social competence, tacit
knowledge and other family related edu-
cation advantages.

Social capital: social network relationships,
social norms, cultural styles and values.

Polity capital: societal membership, social
concern, public commitment, political/
economic power.

Personal capital: disposition, attitudes, aspir-
ations, efficacy, sense of power and the
deployment of effort.

Institutional capital: quality of and access to
educating and socializing institutions.
Pedagogical capital: supports for appropriate
educational treatment in family, school

and community.

Almost four decades ago John Carrol sug-

gested that aptitude might best be con-

sidered a function of devoting sufficient
time to learning tasks that are appropriate
to what must be learned. I have long
believed that if we are to take Carrol seri-
ously, we will need to give more attention
in teaching and learning to ‘time spent on
appropriate learning tasks’, learner engage-
ment and persistence with those tasks,
learner resource utilization and the learn-
ers’ sense of the efficacy of the learning
effort. It can be argued that when these
prior conditions are adequate the equity
issues in teaching, learning and assessment
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become manageable. It is then that we can
productively attend to the fine tuning of
education practice, assessment and policy
that may be necessary to more effectively
address the problems of equity in education
and assessment. I assert that the problems
of education assessment may be secondary
to the problems of learner access to the

resources necessary for optimal human |

development, and access to effective teach-
ing and learning experiences. Issues of
equity in assessment are less critical in the
presence of universally effective education.
However, this does not absolve the measure-
ment community of responsibility for being
responsive to issues of equity.

Four categories
of equity issues

S N I

I have categorized equity issues in education
assessment into four broad categories:
(1) the political economy of education
assessment; (2) limitations in the technical
capacities of pedagogy and its assessment;
(3) the epistemological and theoretical con-
texts of education measurement; and
(4) the technological demands of equitable
systems of education assessment.

With respect to the political
economy of education assessment, access to
a wide variety of human resource capital,
including the opportunity to learn, is a con-
dition that is essential to any consideration
of equity and fairness in education assess-
ment. It is foolhardy to assume that ad-
vances in the technology of measurement
can make up for deprivation of resource
capital and adequate opportunities to learn.
Traditionally these contextual factors would
be of no concern to education measure-
ment; but education measurement should
be concerned with the assessment of learner
status and function, since it is the under-
standing of both learner status and func-
tional processes that informs pedagogical
decisions and intervention. Thus the equity
issue that flows from the capital resource
factors associated with the political econ-
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omy of assessment has to do with the com-
plementarity of topographical and topologi-
cal analysis of learners’ status and function.

Political and professional limi-
tations in the capacity of the education and
education assessment enterprises are iden-
tified as impediments to equitable assess-
ment. These may be reflected in the mis-
match between the diverse conditions and
characteristics of learners, the pluralistic
demands of modern societies and the pro-
fessional competencies of educators and
assessors, as well as in the absence of politi-
cal and professional will to make available
and apply the best of what we know to seg-
ments of the population where it is es-
pecially needed.

I could use all of our time
together to discuss the ‘match/mismatch
problem,” but instead I will refer to one line
of investigation. Thirty years ago, Irwin Katz,
called attention to differences in responses
to our tests; these differences were associ-
ated with ethnic differences in examiners
and examinees, and among test-takers. Fif-
teen or twenty years ago Sam Messick and
his colleagues were studying the negative
impact of hostile environments on test
takers. Now, in the mid and late 1990s,
Claude Steele is making headlines with his
research indicating that minority students
perform differently under different
ethnicity-related conditions of performance
demand. We have not learned how to deal
with these conditional correlates of human
performance. Rather, we continue to
measure developed abilities as rarified and
autonomous components, as if they were
simply intrinsic to the persons being
assessed. The equity issues have to do with
how we factor in and accommodate con-
ditional and situational correlates of human
performance and how we generate the pro-
fessional and public will to apply such
knowledge to our work.

The epistemological and theor-
etical contexts of education assessment are
identified as sources of concern reflecting
the need for a greater confluence of knowl-
edge and technique flowing from the sci-
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ences of mental development and learning
and the sciences of education measure-
ment. If mental development and learning
are best understood as involving affective,
cognitive and situative processes, measure-
ment can not be limited to on-demand
recall of iconic representations of knowl-
edge, techniques and values drawn from a
truncated and hegemonic canon. If the
development of intellective competence is
the primary function of pedagogy, and such
competence is thought to be reflected in
the capacity to adapt available resource
information to solving routine and novel
problems, then the assessment of education
outcomes must provide learners with chal-
lenges and opportunities to demonstrate
such competence. The equity issue here cor-
responds to one of the central issues in
assessment: how do we achieve greater sym-
metry between changing conceptions of
knowledge, changing conceptions of peda-
gogy, changing conceptions of assessment,
and changing conceptions of intellective
competence? Our traditional technology of
assessment is increasingly challenged by
these shifting conceptions.

The fourth equity issue con-
cerns the generation of a strategic plan for
the development of equitable systems of
education assessment in which equity and
excellence are privileged. In an earlier
work, I suggested several initiatives that
could move the field toward a more equi-
table system of education assessment:

* diversity in teaching, learning and assess-

ment experiences, including tasks, con-
tents, contexts, demands and referents;

* flexibility in the timing of teaching,
learning and assessment entry points,
and in the time spans allowed for learn-
ing and performance;

* multiplicity in the perspectives to which
students are exposed, as well as in the
perspectives which students are encour-
aged to express, and that are accepted,
with the requirement that the students
engage in comparison and justification;

* critical sampling from canonical and
non-canonical views, knowledge and
techniques;

* the use of hypertext (i.e. imbedded sub-
stantive and/or procedural knowledge),
with the requirement that the absent ele-
ment be provided;

* choice involving self-selected and

teacher/examinerselected options for

the demonstration of what is known;

* opportunity to identify in the indigenous
experience examples of canonical knowl-
edge and technique, and in the canoni-
cal find examples of the indigenous
experience;

* individual and co-operative learning and
performance opportunities; and

* self-designated tasks from learner/exam-
inee-generated inventories of knowl-
edge, skill and understanding: what do
I know or want to know, and how do I
choose to learn and demonstrate that I
have learned it?

-
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Pedro Ravela

Ifound Gipps’ paper interesting and enlight-
ening. In my discussion, ITwill begin by focus-

in education and assessment’

ing on three main aspects of the paper.
Then, I will share some different points of
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vie w about equity in assessment and edu-
cation that are related to South America
and, particularly, to Uruguay.

|

| Culture, assessment
| and pedagogy

{7

First, Gipps makes the point that if we do
take the cultural background of different
groups into account, the differences
measured by our tests may be the conse-
quence of the type of tasks included in our
instruments, rather than the consequence
of different levels of mastery and attainment
of students. I agree with the statement that

activities proposed in tests should reflect dif- .

ferent approaches to knowledge and should
allow students with different cultural back-
grounds to demonstrate their abilities. Test
activities should not be more appropriate
for some cultural backgrounds than for
others.

But developing tests that meet
these conditions is not an easy task. While
it is possible to avoid significant bias in test
tasks, it is quite difficult to build a test that
is completely appropriate for everyone. If
we were to take this goal to its extreme, we
would have to design a different test for
each student.

Second, I entirely agree with the
paper when it emphasizes the need to clar-
ify what is assessed. The construct and cri-
teria for designing tasks must be explicit. I
am convinced that there must be consider-
able discussion around. the issue of what
skills and knowledge should be assessed,
and that the construct must reflect con-
sensus about the fundamental goals of the
education system. Further, assessment
results must be examined with the under-
standing that their meaning depends on the
social relevance of the abilities and knowl-
edge that are evaluated.

Third, I appreciate the concern
expressed for the necessity of different
pedagogical approaches appropriate to dif-
ferent groups. The statements about differ-
ences between boys and girls in learning sci-
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ences and language were enlightening. The
paper illustrates the kind of education
research we need to carry out regarding
how different people learn and how they
should be taught.

|
|| Equity
] in developing countries

i

J

Now, I would like to make some comments
about equity, from a different point of
view, regarding the reality of developing
countries, especially in South America.

Developing countries have only
recently begun to implement education
assessment systems. Most of the assessment
is on the education system. This means that
test results have no consequences on, or will
not affect students’ careers and lives. This
fact makes a difference in how educators in
these developing countries think about
equity. In this context, equity assumes a dif-
ferent meaning. The focus is not on fair-
ness in examinations. Rather, our main con-
cern about equity is how the assessment
system can contribute to guaranteeing that
the entire population achieves mastery of
fundamental skills and knowledge. We
define as fundamental those abilities that
people need to continue to learn, to under-
stand society, to participate as citizens and
to have the opportunity to work in a satis-
fying job. Our first challenge is not about
how to respect cultural differences among
groups, but about how we ensure that every-
one achieves mastery of these fundamental
abilities. For this reason, I cannot agree with
Gipps when she states:

While one must strive to achieve actual equality of
opportunity, equality of outcomes is not necessarily
an appropriate goal: different groups may indeed
have different qualities and abilities, and certainly,

experiences.

I think it is a bit risky to state that all dif-
ferences are genuine differences, that we
must respect them, that we must not attempt
equality of outcomes and that we should
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align the assessment system with the differ-
ences in the learning population.

In developing countries (and
particularly in Uruguay, which doesn’t have
an indigenous population), cultural differ-
ences in society are mainly a result of
poverty. Some 38 per cent of mothers in
Uruguay have not had the opportunity to
study beyond elementary school. The
children of these women have great dif-
ficulty developing fundamental abilities
like reading and writing. For example, in
Uruguay’s primary schools, the average-
repetition rate for firstgraders is 22 per
cent. In Uruguay’s poor neighbourhoods,
this rate is more than 30 per cent. This
means that one of out every three children
fails. In this context, I cannot say that these
children are just different because they
don’t use written language and, conse-
quently, change my tests to an oral mode.
I cannot accept that children from those
families cannot learn to read and write.
These differences are a result of lack of
opportunity, Education assessment systems
must highlight these types of differences, so
that we can work to reduce the gap between
social groups. There may never be total
equality of outcomes. People develop dif-
ferent abilities. This is not a problem as long
as we assure that everyone has first achieved
fundamental skills.

Assessment’s main concern
must be the skills and knowledge that are
truly fundamental for understanding and

_participating in society. An excessive con-

cern about respect for differences may leave
certain groups without the skills needed to
participate in a complex world. Assessments
must not only be fair to different cultures
and groups, but also contribute to the aim
that social groups with different back-
grounds attain similar levels of achievement
in the most relevant skills and knowledge.
Consequently, I agree again with the paper
when it states ‘the requirement is to select
assessment content that accurately reflects
the construct, even if it produces gen-
der/ethnic {I add social-group] differences,
and to avoid content that is not relevant to

the construct and could affect such differ-
ences. The ethics of assessment demand
that the construct and assessment criteria
are made available to pupils and teachers.’

However, what follows is, ‘We
certainly need to define the context of an
assessment task and the underlying con-
structs, and make sure they reflect what is
taught.’, Some of us have a different point
of view. In Uruguay we use assessment to
orient teachers about what to teach.
Through the discussion about the construct
to be assessed, and through the dissemi-
nation of assessment results, we give
teachers some guidance regarding the fun-
damental skills and knowledge our students
need to attain. In other words, we use the
assessment to ‘teach the teacher what to
teach’.

It is important to reiterate that
in Uruguay the assessment will not affect
the student’s career. Therefore, equity for
us is not only a matter of guaranteed fair-
ness among individuals, but also the main
way to guarantee that everyone achieves the
basic skills.

Finally, another sense of equity
in assessment that I am convinced is very
important is related to the reporting of
results. Most South American countries
reportresults in one dimension: average test
scores of public and private schools, aver-
age test scores of different provinces or
states, average test scores of single schools.
The same is true with international studies,
according to some of the reports I have
seen. The social differences between pub-
lic and private schools’ populations, or the
social composition of populations in dif-
ferent provinces or countries, does not
enter into the reports.

A study in Uruguay in 1996 car-
ried out a national assessment in language
and math at the last grade of primary edu-
cation, age ll. In private schools, 61 per
cent of students achieved mastery in math,
while in public schools only 35 per cent of
students achieved mastery. The first, and
wrong, conclusion is that private schools are
better than public schools. The conclusion
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is wrong, based on the information
obtained from a social questionnaire sent
to every student’s home. In that question-
naire we asked questions regarding parent’s
education and occupation, number of
people living at home, home equipment,
number of books at home, and so on. Par-
ents received the questionnaire the first day,
and sent it back to school the next day, in
a closed envelope. Some 98 per cent of the
families responded.

On the basis of these data, we
classified schools into five social context
categories: ‘very favourable context’,

‘favourable context’, ‘medium context’, ‘un--

favourable context’ and ‘very unfavourable
context’. When we compared private and
public schools within each of the categories
of social context, academic differences dis-
appeared. For example, in ‘very favourable

context’ schools, 71 per cent of students
attended private schools and 66 per cent of
students attend public schools. The gap was
reduced to 5 points. In ‘favourable’ and
‘unfavourable’ contexts, students attending

“public schools achieved better than those

attending private schools — 46 per cent to
41 per cent in favourable contexts and
23 per cent to 15 per cent in unfavourable

‘contexts. It is very likely that something

similar happens with international studies.
But, what kind of population is behind
results? What is the composition of popu-
lation in terms of economic status, formal
education exposure and other relevant vari-
ables? I am convinced that assessment
reports must be presented in terms of social
context. This is another meaning for equity
in assessment.

Comments on ‘Equity in education and assessment’
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The issues/topics discussed here are criti-
cal issues currently being debated in South
Africa, since, as you are probably aware, we
are currently in a process of implementing
a new education system. My comments on
the paper on ‘Equity in Education and
Assessment’ are thus based on our experi-
ences in South Africa.

| Understanding of equity
||

By definition, equity issues in assessment
have to do with groups of people who have
been disadvantaged or marginalized for
reasons such as gender, language and/or
race. The focus is on ensuring that no one

Anil Kanjee

group of people is disadvantaged in the
assessment process. In Gipps’ paper there
is recognition that, in practice, groups
do differ and thus the preferred defi-
nition/understanding of equity is based on
the equity of access rather than on the
equity of outcomes approach. However, if
not put in context, there is a real danger
that these differences in performance
between groups will be accepted as normal
and identified as characteristics of that
group. This is especially true with respect
to minorities and/or disadvantaged groups.

Having said that, I think the
emphasis on equity of access makes sense,
as it is practical and can be achieved. How-
ever, the social, economic and political con-




texts also ne=d to be considered, since even
if equality of opportunity/access exists,
social, economic, political and/or cultural
conditions may sometimes hinder the use
of these opportunities. Thus, we can find
situations where ample opportunity exists,
but very few can make use of them. For
example, an obvious situation to which the
paper alludes is the area of mathematical
sciences, which tends to have a very low rep-
resentation of females. This indicates that
the availability of access to opportunity is in
itself not adequate to address equity prob-
lems.

In South Africa, disadvantaged
groups, by definition, usually require more
than the opportunity for equal access, and
if additional resources are not provided
access will not be utilized. A case in point
is that of language. Providing equality of
access to the curriculum, or funding oppor-
tunities for those who speak English as a
second or third language (where English is
the medium of instruction) did not achieve
a higher representation of graduates from
different minority groups in higher edu-
cation, since the prerequisite skills or sup-
port required for success in higher edu-
cation were not provided, thus leading to
poor performance and higher failures.
Another example: At one university,
language and social support to help Black
and female students adjust to the tertiary
environment was a key component in a suc-
cessful science programme when combined

-with the opportunity for greater access:

Another aspect is the issue of
perception. Again, by definition, disadvan-
taged groups are those that have been dis-
criminated against by the system. They tend
to be suspicious of the system, including the
education assessment system. In South
Africa, assessment is a mechanism for social
control to maintain and promote the status
quo. It has done so, if one looks at the his-
tory and use of testing. For any equity ini-
tiative to succeed, this negative perception
amongst the people for whom the initiatives
are developed must be addressed. This is
especially true for high-stakes assessment.

A point on definition and
understanding of equity: I agree that equity
issues must be put in context of the social,
economic and political conditions. I would
have liked the paper to have elaborated fur-
ther on those aspects. With respect to assess-
ment, Table 1, ‘Curriculum and Assessment
Questions in Relation to Equity’, is critical,
and I would add the following:

* Oné curricular question: What knowl-

edge is taught?
* One assessment question: Who is respon-
sible for assessment?

An interesting point that can be included
here is the purpose of the assessment. That
is, the use of the outcomes of assessment
needs to be considered, especially in cases
where these have some social value. For
example, selection of medical doctors
should not only focus on performance of
students but also on the needs of com-
munities and the intention of students to
meet these needs. While difficult to assess,
this nonetheless adds a social/community
dimension to the whole assessment process
and does address the issue of equity. This
infers that access to education, generally
subsidized by the state, is based not only on
performance or ability, but also on -com-
munity (state) needs, as well as the indi-
vidual’s community involvement. In South
Africa in the late 1980s, historically dis-
advantaged institutions used a similar
approach, that is, emphasis on community
needs, student community involvement and
so forth. It is clear that these facts should
be included in addressing equity. The issue
is not only equity for who, but equity for
what.

[ |
n Possible solutions
|

Having noted some of the difficulties, how
can we, and should we, as assessment prac-
titioners, address these issues? Certainly,
changing social, economic, cultural and
political conditions, as well perceptions of
groups are very difficult and complex issues.
These can only be changed over a long
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period of time and are great responsibili-
ties of society in general. However, 1 do
believe that we, as assessment practitioners,
can ensure or promote some basic steps in
that direction.

First, we need the commitment,
will and support of the government/state.
In South Africa our constitution highlights
the issue of equity and notes the problems
of delivery of resources. Also, legislation
regarding the implementation of the new
education system specifically notes issues of
redress and equity. If the support of the
state is not forthcoming, assessment practi-
tioners/experts need (o become greater
activists or advocates in ensuring that this
support is provided by the state. If it is avail-
able, we should make full use of this in the
promotion of social change to highlight
equity issues as it affects assessment. To this
end, assessment practitioners should be
involved in all aspects of education: cur-
riculum, teacher training and so forth, and
should also be involved at the’conceptual-
ization stages of any policy changes.

In addition, all our work, tech-
nical or theoretical, must have a stronger
and greater societal focus. While I agree
that this is not easy to do, I think it is nec-
essary if we as assessment practitioners want
to ensure that our work has the maximum
intended impact.

Let me give an example from
South Africa that is quite relevant for this
discussion. Issues in South Africa are
clearer, that is, black and white, literally and
figuratively. In the field of psychology we
did manage to function as professionals and
as activists, and changed the whole field,
that is, definitions of psychology, training
programmes, curriculum and the profes-
sional organizations. In education, the inter-
vention and participation of trade unions
had a major impact on the introduction of
outcomes-based education and on the intro-
duction and development of the National
Qualifications Framework that currently
underpins the drive for a new education sys-
tem. In the case of South Africa, it was
important that assessment practitioners be
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involved in all aspects of the education sys-
tem: policy issues, curriculum development,
teacher training and so on.

u Definitions of groups
|

A major issue to revisit is how groups are
defined. Besides the male/female group-
ings, I am not sure whether the use of eth-
nic and/or racial concepts are adequate in
multicultural societies. 1 believe that socio-
economic status or class-based classifications
are more relevant. Another possible cat-
egory/grouping to look at, especially with
respect to minorities in western societies, is
the effect of western influence or western-
ization of minority/disadvantaged groups.
There certainly is a strong case to be made
for this. For example, in Gipps’ paper it
would be interesting to know whether
the Indian, Bangladeshi, Asian and African-
Caribbean students were first-, second- or
even third-generation citizens. I would like
to think that this would certainly have some
impact and cross-tabbing this information
with socio-economic status also would pro-
vide interesting findings.

n
u Conclusion
[ |

I conclude with four points, the first of
which is that the issues of knowledge con-
struction, knowledge use and assessment are
critical aspects of equity. This arca definitely

- needs more research. Further work on epis-

temology and assessment should prove
extremely interesting.

Second, some of the ideas noted
regarding practical issues of assessment in
the Gipps paper are excellent and need to
be followed up. For example, the idea of
greater student or even parental involve-
ment in the assessment process and the
resulting impact on equity is certainly wor-
thy of future research. :

Third, the paper argues that dif-
ferences among groups do exist and have
to be considered. However, if these differ-

e



ences are not placed in context, I think that
there is a real danger of accepting these dif-
ferences as normal. I think the concept used
in differential item functioning (DIF) re-
search — that is, when comparisons between
groups are made, the issue of ability levels
of individuals within groups is critical.

Last, the idea of consequential
validity, which I think should include equity
requirements, is something that should be
discussed as we attempt to bring equity
issues into the realm of the technical
requirements. [ think it is an idea worth
considering.

Ny
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3. Education standards: current directions

L

and implications for assessment

Howard T. Everson

u Introduction
") 7

Education standards must play a defining
role in education policy. Before we estab-
lish education standards, we must give care-
ful thought to what it is we want our students
to know and be able to do. What should
students entering high schocl know in
mathematics and literature? What should
they be able to do with the skills acquired
in history, language arts, and computer
classes? Will they be prepared for the chal-
lenges of high school, college, the world of
work? These are important questions for
parents and others to ask. These questions
are at the heart of the education standards
movement in the United States. And, as we
end the traditional school year in the
United States, the themes running through

this roundtable discussion — education stan- .

dards, international comparisons, perfor-
mance assessments and equity in education
assessment — are especially timely.

. It is also important to note at
the outset that education standards are cen-
tral to the work of the College Board.
Although we are widely known as the spon-

sor of the Scholastic Assessment Tests
(SATs) and the Advanced Placement tests,
two assessment programmes considered by
many as standards of academic excellence,
the College Board has long been recognized
as the organization that launched the
debate over education standards in the
United States by undertaking the Edu-
cational Equity Project in 1986. This effort
resulted in the publication of the ‘rainbow
series” which detailed for the first time what
students needed to know and be able to do
to be prepared for college. More recently,
Donald M. Stewart, the president of the Col-
lege Board, underscored the importance of
standards in an address to the 1993 College
Board National Forum, noting that ‘the
most important role the Board continues to
play is as a voluntary standard-setting organ-
ization for the world of education, typified
by its leadership in facilitating the transi-
tion from high school to college (Stewart,
1993, p. 2). .

As our notions of education
standards change and mature, the connec-
tions (or disconnections, as some argue)
between standards-led education reform
and higher education admission require-
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ments in the United States become more
important. Questions about the nature and
role of college admissions tests, such as SAT,
become more central. Before focusing on
the implications of education standards for
college admissions testing, I wish first to set
a larger context by providing a brief sketch
of how education standards have been
defined, and detail the process that edu-
cators have used to set standards and gauge
stu