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           Introduction 

 The last few years have seen the growth of interest in formative assessments by 
teachers. At the same time, summative assessments have continued to arouse debate, 
both about their use as instruments of accountability and about the variety of ways, 
within different national systems, that affect teaching and learning. These two main 
purposes are intertwined in the everyday practices of teachers and schools, a rela-
tionship which varies, from one system to another, over a spectrum ranging from the 
harmonious to the destructive. The aim of this chapter is to explore this relationship, 
and in doing so to argue for its importance, and to map out some of the ways to 
promote its positive potentialities. 

 The starting point, in section ‘ A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of 
Pedagogy ’, is to explore the relationship between these two purposes by framing both 
within an overarching model of pedagogy. The next two sections then examine, in the 
light of this model, some of the principles and the practices in the two arenas of for-
mative (section ‘ Formative Assessment: Principles, Practices and Quality ’) and sum-
mative (section ‘ High-Stakes Summative Assessments ’) assessments. For the account 
of formative assessment, the focus is on the conditions needed for teachers’ formative 
work to realise to the full its potential to improve pupils’ learning. For the discussion 
of summative systems, the starting point is the argument that high-stakes assessments 
can only be fully valid and therefore supportive of effective learning, if they give 
signifi cant weight to teachers’ assessment judgements. The discussion surveys the 
wide variety of national and state systems, with particular attention to the various 
ways in which they support and make use of teachers’ own summative assessments. 
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 Section ‘ Developing Teachers’ Assessment Practices ’ develops the theme further 
in two ways. It starts with an argument that the quality of the day-to-day work of 
teachers depends on the quality of their summative assessments and on their posi-
tive link with the formative aspects of their teaching. To explore the micro- level, 
that is, the types of innovation needed to improve the daily work in classrooms and 
schools, the section then gives an account of the strategy and the main fi ndings of a 
project which aimed to explore such innovation. This leads to further discussion of 
how a state’s assessment policies might support, or at least avoid undermining, such 
work at a macro, that is, system, level. The closing section ‘ Conclusions ’ sum-
marises the ideas developed in this chapter in the light of its initial aim.  

         A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of Pedagogy 

 While assessment is a central component of teaching and learning, it is arguable that 
the neglect of assessment in studies of instruction has led to its being regarded as a 
marginal element. It follows that to reinstate it, it is necessary to propose a model of 
instruction in which the specifi c roles of assessment are made clear. To explain this 
argument, this section will fi rst discuss the minor role that assessment has played in 
theories of pedagogy. It will then discuss some of the effects of this neglect of the 
central role of assessment in teaching and learning. Finally, it will propose a model 
which will serve as a basis for the arguments developed in the rest of this chapter. 

    Pedagogy and/or Instruction 

 Studies of teaching and learning in schools use the terms  Pedagogy  and  Instruction . 
Many do not give, or adhere to, precise defi nitions: in particular, pedagogy is used 
by most authors as an inclusive term to cover all aspects of teaching and learning. 
Writing in the late 1990s, Watkins and Mortimore ( 1999 ) pointed out that a focus on 
pedagogy had been missing hitherto from most of the literature in England; they 
summarised the ways in which it was then beginning to emerge, each approach 
refl ecting a different emphasis among the many aspects of teaching and learning. 

 A notable example has been the work of Alexander ( 2008 ), who states that:

  Pedagogy is the act of teaching together with its attendant discourse of educational theories, 
values, evidence and justifi cations. It is what one needs to know, and the skills one needs to 
command, in order to make and justify the many different kinds of decision of which teach-
ing is constituted. Curriculum is just one of its domains, albeit a central one. (p. 47) 

   In Alexander’s treatment, the defi nition above includes considerations of the 
exercise of power on, and thereby through, curriculum and teaching. Examples 
would be the study by Paolo Freire ( 1992 ) and similar works which add such adjec-
tives as critical, confl ict, liberatory and gender, all of which highlight the political 
function of pedagogy. 
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 Where such a broad defi nition is adopted, it follows that the term  instruction  
must represent some realm which is one component of  pedagogy . Shulman 
( 1999 ) adopted a similar scheme, as did Hallam and Ireson ( 1999 ) in describing 
pedagogy as ‘those factors affecting the processes of teaching and learning and 
the inter- relationships between them’ (p. 78). By contrast, Bruner ( 1966 ) 
inverted the terminology, arguing that a theory of  instruction  should serve as a 
guide to  pedagogy , the latter being a collection of maxims. In what follows, the 
term  instruction  will be used to represent a subset of the broader realm of 
 pedagogy . 

 What is notable in most of this literature is that assessment receives scant atten-
tion. Alexander ( 2008 ), for example, lists the core acts of teaching as task, activity, 
interaction and assessment (p. 49), but in the subsequent discussion, the last of these 
is given scant attention. The focus here is to consider assessment in the context of 
classroom teaching and learning. It does not follow that the literature on pedagogy 
and instruction is irrelevant to this task.  

    Neglect and Confusion 

 It is hard to imagine that classroom teachers would think that assessment plays only 
a marginal role in instruction, particularly those working in systems in which 
accountability is dominant. There are several ways in which such dominance has 
negative effects. These include constraining the quality of learning and teaching, 
lowering the professional status of teachers, undermining the quality of in-school 
assessments and the confounding of the formative and summative functions of 
assessment. These features interact in several ways and it is important to try to iden-
tify the underlying determinants which lead to these effects. I suggest that the most 
important of these are (a) confusion about the relationship between the formative 
and the summative, (b) misunderstanding of the criteria for the quality of any assess-
ment and (c) mistrust of teachers—justifi ed in part by the profession’s poor grasp of 
assessment principles. I shall discuss issue (a) in this section; the other two will be 
considered in later sections. 

 In relation to point (a), it is helpful to emphasise that to speak of formative and 
summative assessments as separate entities may be one source of confusion. There 
are only assessments—instruments and practices for evoking information about the 
knowledge, understanding and attitudes of learners. The information so produced 
can be interpreted and used for formative purposes, or for summative purposes, or 
for both. An instrument can be so designed and used that it is more useful for one 
purpose than for the other—it is this feature that can lead to confusion. In many 
state systems, the formative feedback to learners to tell them why they failed the 
state’s summative high-stakes test would be seen as extraordinary, but as a good 
employer the same state might be telling employees why they had failed in (say) an 
appraisal for promotion.  
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    Assessment with a Comprehensive Model of Instruction 

 The model which is proposed here (from Black et al.  2011b ) describes the design 
and implementation of instruction as a sequence of fi ve main steps as follows:

    A.     Clear aims  The task here is to consider different priorities and to decide how to 
achieve balance between them. For example, priority may be given  either  to 
promoting the understanding of the concepts and methods of a particular school 
subject  or  to developing students’ skills in reasoning, listening and collaborat-
ing with others, and overall in becoming independent and confi dent learners. 
While neither of these two is disposable, they are in competition for priority and 
the teacher has to strike a balance between them.   

   B.     Planning activities  This involves work at several levels, from the overall plan of 
a school’s subject department for several years’ work down to one teacher’s 
preparation for the next lesson. In composing the activities for a particular les-
son, one important criterion is the potential of any activity to elicit responses 
which clarify or challenge and then extend students’ understanding. Also rele-
vant are the level of cognitive demand in a task, the relation of the task to previ-
ous learning experiences, and its potential to promote interest and engagement.   

   C.     Implementation  The implementation of a plan is crucial. If all students are 
engaged, then the teacher can elicit responses and work with these to help 
advance students’ learning. This may be described as ‘interactive regulation’, 
which, as will be argued below, is a necessary condition for promoting success-
ful learning. Such implementation can be hard to achieve because a class may 
respond in unexpected ways.   

   D.     Review  At the end of any learning episode, there should be review to check 
understanding before moving on. It is here that tests, with formative use of their 
outcomes, can play a useful part. The results may be used to revisit some issues 
with the class as a whole, so that this step may lead to revisiting Step C, or even 
Step B. Yet it also looks forward to Step E. 1    

   E.     Summing up  This is a more formal version of the  review . Here, the results may be 
used to make decisions about a pupil’s future work or career; to report progress to 
other teachers, school managements and parents; and to report the overall achieve-
ments more widely to satisfy the need for accountability. This may be done by 
assessments by teachers, by external testing or by a combination of the two. The 
synergy and the overlap between this step and the four previous steps is the central 
feature in the design of assessment strategies, at classroom, school and state levels.    

  This scheme will be used as a framework of reference for the discussions in the 
subsequent sections. While it is presented here as a linear sequence, it will become 
clear as this account is developed that interactions, in both directions, between these 
steps must be a feature of any analysis of the practical business of instruction. 

1    Effectiveness of the learning is assessed in both Steps C and D; in this respect, the model differs 
from Steps C and D in the model of effectiveness described by Abrahams and Millar ( 2008 ).  
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It should also be noted that it is a model which serves to locate assessment within 
instruction: thus Step A is about the aims of the instruction and B about the teacher’s 
skills in translating planning to help students achieve these. Assessment as such 
arises only in Steps C, D and E. Step E raises larger issues because state politics are 
driven by international league tables and demands for accountability, so that whether 
national and state systems support or undermine the achievements hoped for in Step 
A becomes questionable (see Ma, this volume).   

          Formative Assessment: Principles, Practices and Quality 

 As its title indicates, this section discusses this issue in three parts, assuming from 
the outset that the quality of a pupil’s learning can be enhanced by improvements 
in the formative assessment aspect of the teacher’s work. The fi rst part examines 
how the aims of formative assessment can be understood in the light of principles of 
learning. The second then gives a short summary of the various practices in class-
room learning through which these aims are realised, while the third considers the 
overall criteria for quality of formative work. This will serve to link to the model of 
section ‘ A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of Pedagogy ’ and to the 
exploration in sections ‘ High-Stakes Summative Assessments  and  Developing 
Teachers’ Assessment Practices ’ of the quality of summative assessments. 

    Formative Assessment and Principles of Learning 

 The defi nition of formative assessment which I shall use here is as follows:

  An assessment activity can help learning if it provides information to be used as feedback, 
by teachers, and by their students, in assessing themselves and each other, to modify the 
teaching and learning activities in which they are engaged. 

   This is the defi nition proposed in the Black and Wiliam’s ( 1998 ) review of evidence. 
In a commentary on that review, Perrenoud ( 1998 ) said:

  This [feedback] no longer seems to me, however, to be central to the issue. It would seem 
more important to concentrate on the theoretical models of learning and its regulation and 
their implementation. These constitute the real systems of thought and action, in which 
feedback is only one element. (p. 86) 

   The model proposed in the previous section is a response to that challenge. 
To develop this, it is necessary to see interactive feedback as a way of describing the 
art of promoting dialogue, the central importance of which has been emphasised by 
Alexander ( 2006 ) as follows:

  Children, we now know, need to talk, and to experience a rich diet of spoken language, in 
order to think and to learn. Reading, writing and number may be acknowledged curriculum 
‘basics’, but talk is arguably the true foundation of learning. (p. 9) 
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   Two issues follow. The fi rst is the need to ensure that such dialogue is encouraged. 
As explained above, Step B is precondition—it is in the planning of activities that 
the conditions favourable to dialogue are created. As Perrenoud ( 1998 ) expressed it:

  I would like to suggest several ways forward, based on distinguishing two levels of the 
management of situations which favour the interactive regulation of learning processes:

•    the fi rst relates to the setting up of such situations through much larger mechanisms and 
classroom management;  

•   the second relates to interactive regulation which takes place through didactic situations. 
(p. 92)    

   Step B is about his fi rst level; his second level becomes important in Step C. 
Alexander’s emphasis on the importance of dialogue is refl ected in this focus on 
interactive dialogue, an emphasis which is lent additional weight by Wood ( 1998 ) 
in the following quotation:

  Vygotsky, as we have already seen, argues that such external and social activities are gradu-
ally internalized by the child as he comes to regulate his own internal activity. Such encoun-
ters are the source of experiences which eventually create the ‘inner dialogues’ that form 
the process of mental self-regulation. Viewed in this way, learning is taking place on at least 
two levels: the child is learning about the task, developing ‘local expertise’; and he is also 
learning how to structure his own learning and reasoning. (p. 98) 

   Perrenoud ( 1998 ) adds a further perspective pointing out two related diffi culties. 
One is to interpret any contribution from a student, the accuracy of which is a pre-
condition for meeting the second, which is to frame a response in the light of such 
interpretation. He highlights this problem in an intriguing analogy:

  In other words, part of the feedback given to pupils in class is like so many bottles thrown 
out to sea. No one can be sure that the message they contain will one day fi nd a receiver. 
(p. 87) 

       The Practice of Formative Assessment 

 In their accounts of the outcomes of work with six schools and about 40 teachers of 
science, mathematics and English (Black et al.  2003 ; Wiliam et al.  2004 ), the King’s 
team reported in detail the developments of formative practices and their evaluation. 
Four main types of activity were developed: oral feedback, written feedback—
mainly in relation to homework, peer and self-assessment and the formative use of 
tests. Each of these will now be considered in turn. 

 Teachers found the fi rst, which required the development of interactive  oral 
dialogue  in their classrooms, the most diffi cult of the four. The potential of the question 
or task was a fi rst requirement. A good example at primary level is as follows:

  Which is the “odd-one-out”—bird, cat, fi sh, elephant? Why? (Harrison and Howard  2009 , p. 10) 

   However, this formative potential can only be realised by involving the pupils, as 
one science teacher explained:
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  When a question is asked or a problem posed who is thinking of the answer? Is anybody 
thinking about the problem apart from the teacher? How many pupils are actively engaged 
in thinking about the problem? Is it just a few well motivated pupils or worse is it just the 
one the teacher picks out to answer the question? The pupil whose initial reaction is like that 
of a startled rabbit ‘Who me sir?’ 

 Tom, Riverside School. (Black and Harrison  2001a , p. 56) 

   A frequent comment from teachers was ‘It’s pretty scary’, refl ecting the fear of 
losing control as they encouraged more involvement of their students. 

 Alexander ( 2006 ) describes the evidence of the predominance of limited forms 
of dialogue, such as ‘recitation’ (see also Applebee et al.  2003 ). The task of facilitat-
ing dialogue is a delicate one in that, given effective preparation in Step B, the 
teacher must, in Step C, carefully ‘steer’ the discussion, avoiding that close control 
which will inhibit participation, trying to respect, draw relevance from and make 
use of any pupil contribution even when it might seem unintelligent or bizarre, yet 
keeping the dialogue ‘on track’ in relation to the broader aim of the lesson. Study of 
the fi ne-grained detail of such dialogue can be revealing, particularly if results 
can be shared with the teacher(s) involved (see Nilsson and Loughran, this volume). 
A detailed account of this aspect is given in Black and Wiliam ( 2009 ). In particular, 
that paper emphasises the contingent nature of the implementation task of Step C 
and draws on the literature on self-regulated learning to explore Wood’s point, as 
quoted above, that the pupil will be ‘learning how to structure his own learning and 
reasoning’. 

 A different aspect of diffi culty here is that in the close interaction needed to 
engage pupils in learning dialogue, the teachers’ planning (Step B) must aim to 
draw on the diversity of cultural resources and expectations that pupils will bring, or 
can be encouraged to bring, to the classroom (see Cowie, this volume). This aspect 
is particularly important where cultural norms are such that pupils will not partici-
pate interactively in oral dialogue (see Lee Hang and Bell, this volume). Confucian 
cultures are a notable example (Song, this volume): in these cultures, dialogic inter-
action will have to depend on its development in writing. 

 The  feedback  which teachers give  on written work  may also be seen as a form of 
dialogue which can promote formative interaction and self-regulation, albeit within 
a different mode and a longer time scale. Dialogue in writing can become particu-
larly productive when teachers compose feedback comments individually tailored 
to suggest to each student how his/her work could be improved, and expect the 
student to do further work in response to the feedback, as in the following example 
from Black and Harrison ( 2004 ):

  You are mixing up the terms power, energy and force. First check your glossary for explana-
tions of these terms, then read pages 27–30 to see how your textbook uses power and energy 
correctly. Finally see if you can rewrite this using the terms correctly. (p. 13) 

   An additional lesson emerges from the fi ndings of Kluger and De Nisi ( 1996 ), 
whose analysis of 131 research studies of feedback showed that the average effect 
size of feedback intervention was +0.4 but also that these effect sizes ranged from 
−0.6 to +1.4. Negative effects arise where learners are given the result but no help, 
while the most effective feedback gives specifi c comments on errors plus suggestions 
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for strategies to improve. However, an extra feature was their conclusion that learners 
must believe that success is due to internal factors that they can change, and not due 
to factors such as ability or being liked by the teacher. This reinforces the fi ndings 
of Butler ( 1988 ) and Dweck ( 2000 ) that the choice between feedback given as 
marks, and feedback given only as comments, can make a profound difference to 
the way in which pupils view themselves as learners: confi dence and independence 
in learning is best developed by the second choice, that is, by feedback which gives 
advice for improvement and avoids judgement. 

 An alternative to having the teacher compose feedback on written work is for 
students to evaluate one another’s work by  peer assessment . This has several advan-
tages in that all students can be involved, all can start to talk the language of the 
subject, and each can see his/her own work through the eyes of peers, which can 
help develop objective self-assessment (Black and Harrison  2001b ). However, such 
advantages do not follow automatically. The review of studies of group work by 
Johnson et al. ( 2000 ) showed that group work only secures signifi cant learning 
advantages if the groups are genuinely collaborative and that similar advantages are 
seen when collaborative group work is compared with individual study. However, 
such advantages do not accrue if the group interactions are competitive. Similar 
fi ndings were reported in the study by Blatchford et al. ( 2006 ), while Mercer et al. 
( 2004 ) reported the positive outcomes of an intervention study designed to train 
pupil groups in effective collaboration. A particular feature of Mercer’s work was 
that one pupil in each group had to ensure that every suggestion, assertion or con-
tradiction was justifi ed by arguments that included reasons; in consequence, after 
the training, such reasoning words as ‘think’, ‘because’, ‘would’ and ‘should’ were 
used three times more frequently than before. 

 The fourth area of practice is the use of—so-called— summative tests for forma-
tive purposes . This is the area described as Step D in section ‘ Formative Assessment: 
Principles, Practices and Quality ’, where it was pointed out that a test at the end of 
any learning episode could be designed not only to summarise, perhaps in the form 
of individual student marks, before moving on, but also to serve as an opportunity 
for a review in which test results could be interpreted in the light of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the learning achieved. The Black et al. study ( 2003 ) showed how 
teachers had used this opportunity. In their work preparing for such a test, students 
could be helped to engage in their own refl ective review of the work they had done 
in order to enable them to plan their revision effectively. It was also found useful for 
students to attempt in groups to set questions of the type that they judged would be 
fair tests of their learning, and to mark answers in groups as a form of peer assess-
ment. The main point of such work was to encourage them, through their peer and 
self-assessments, to apply criteria to help them understand how their work might be 
improved and to help deepen their understanding of the criteria by relating them to 
their own specifi c examples. In general, the formative uses involved using the 
opportunity of review to consolidate students’ overviews of their learning and where 
necessary to go back over topics for which the test had revealed there were unre-
solved diffi culties. Thus they could see many tests as a useful part of their learning, 
and not as a terminal judgement of their achievement. It followed, of course, that to 
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make such formative uses possible, a test should take place a short time before the 
end of the time planned for a topic in order to allow for the results to be best used.  

    The Quality of Formative Assessment 

 The work described in the previous paragraph was clearly part of Step D, although, 
if particular diffi culties were exposed, it might lead back to further work in Step C 
and even, if the need for a fresh approach were indicated, to Step B. Likewise, the 
work in Step D, because it serves both formative and summative purposes, antici-
pates and could overlap with the work in Step E. Looking ahead to discussion of 
Step E in section ‘ Developing Teachers’ Assessment Practices ’, I consider here the 
relevance of the criteria of  reliability ,  validity  and  comparability  to the practices of 
formative assessment. 

 The reliability of assessments used for formative purposes is a less problematic 
issue than it is for the summative use. Any misinterpretation of information can usu-
ally be detected very quickly by follow-up discussions. In the close interactions 
involved in oral and written dialogue, the focus is on the specifi c issue in question 
as it arises in a defi ned context—so there is no problem due to aggregation based on 
limited sampling over many topics and over many possible occasions or contexts. 
However, such limitations do begin to obtrude in end-of-topic tests, but here again 
are not serious given the interaction that might follow in the use of the results and 
the lower level of any ‘high-stakes’ pressures. 

 For validity, insofar as the formative interpretations bear upon identifying the opti-
mum choice of the next steps to take in supporting the learning, predictive validity is 
important but errors therein can be identifi ed and corrected within a limited context and 
short time scales. For construct validity, the question is whether or not the work in Step 
B, as developed in Steps C and D, expresses and develops the aims and values of the 
teacher, given that these aims and values are those that justify the priority given in the 
curriculum to the topics to be learnt. The consequential validity in formative feedback 
encompasses the effects both on the learners’ immediate learning tasks and on their 
motivation and self-esteem. As discussed above, positive effects in both aspects can be 
secured. Work on all of these aspects is made easier in that the constraints of classroom 
and associated work are far less severe than those required for formal public tests. 

 It is not clear that the issue of the comparability of assessment outcomes is relevant 
for the formative uses. Given that a teacher’s formative work with any class ought to 
be attuned to the particular needs of that group of students and will have to explored 
and used with reference to that teacher’s plans, it seems neither possible nor indeed 
desirable that there should be comparability between the evidence, and the interpreta-
tions thereof, of different teachers in their different classrooms. This is not to argue 
that teachers cannot learn from collaboration with one another in auditing and enhanc-
ing the quality of the formative aspects of their work but that comparability between 
their practices and their judgements may not have to be given high priority. Indeed, 
fl exibility in adapting to each context may be a criterion of quality practices. 
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 As presented here, these criteria apply directly in the contexts of the development 
of classroom dialogue, dialogue with written work, and the fostering of collabora-
tion and of peer and self-assessment. Their application may change in emphasis as 
attention moves to Steps D and E, that is, to schools’ uses, both informal and formal, 
of their assessment results, and similarities and differences will emerge as this area 
of practice is discussed in the next two sections.   

           High-Stakes Summative Assessments 

 This section starts by arguing for the central importance of the contribution that 
teachers’ own judgements should make to high-stakes summative assessments. 
It then supports and develops this argument by a discussion of the criteria against 
which the quality of all summative assessments should be judged. A third section 
uses an account of a variety of national systems to illustrate how they support the 
quality of their high-stakes summative assessments, particularly the contribution to 
these by teachers. 

    The Importance of Teachers’ Summative Assessments 

 A recent report (Mansell et al.  2009 ) has argued strongly for the advantages of 
teachers’ own assessments:

  [T]eachers can sample the range of a pupil’s work more fully than can any assessment 
instruments devised by an agency external to the school. This enhances both reliability 
(because it provides more evidence than is available through externally devised assessment 
instruments) and validity (it provides a wider range of evidence). (p. 12) 

   A more fundamental argument is proposed by recent documentations and debates 
in the EU Council of Education Ministers ( 2010 ), who have identifi ed the impor-
tance of developing ‘key competences’ and are exploring the problems of refl ecting 
these in national assessment systems:

  Key competences are a complex construct to assess: they combine knowledge, skill and 
attitudes and are underpinned by creativity, problem solving, risk assessment and decision- 
taking. These dimensions are diffi cult to capture and yet it is crucial that they are all learned 
equally. Moreover, in order to respond effectively to the challenges of the modern world, 
people almost need to deploy key competences in combination. (p. 35) 

   This same argument was made more incisively by Stanley et al. ( 2009 ):

  [T]he teacher is increasingly being seen as the primary assessor in the most important 
aspects of assessment. The broadening of assessment is based on a view that there are 
aspects of learning that are important but cannot be adequately assessed by formal 
external tests. These aspects require human judgment to integrate the many elements of 
performance behaviours that are required in dealing with authentic assessment tasks. 
(p. 31) 
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   Such general arguments apply to many different aspects of learning aims. 
The obvious example in science is the engagement of pupils in practical investiga-
tions. Another is the case made by Askew (this volume) that both the development 
and the assessment of pupils’ creative reasoning must be entrusted to their teachers.  

    Reliability, Comparability and Validity 

 These issues were discussed, in the context of formative assessments, in section 
‘ Formative Assessment: Principles, Practices and Quality ’. In the literature about 
the reliability of teachers’ summative assessments, some have claimed that high 
reliability can be achieved, quoting evidence from research studies to spell out the 
conditions required for such assessments to achieve their potential quality (ARG 
 2006 ; Harlen  2005 ). A more recent survey (Johnson  2011 ) of the literature is more 
cautious, emphasising the complexity of the task and concluding that the evidence 
about current procedures is inadequate. To take, for example, one issue, the process 
of moderation, the fi nding is as follows:

  There is no systematic form of moderator training in the GCE/GCSE world, as there is for 
written test markers, and little is known about inter-moderator consistency at the present 
time. It would be costly and logistically complex to organise inter-moderator reliability 
studies on a regular basis for every subject that has a coursework element, but some further 
research does surely need to be carried out. (p. 42) 2  

   Comparison with the reliability of high-stakes public examinations is inevitable, 
with some policy makers convinced that teachers’ assessments cannot be trusted. 
However, the reliability of formal tests is both misunderstood and often overesti-
mated. In England, public concern focuses on the few cases of marker and adminis-
trative errors which are bound to arise regularly in large-scale systems, even where 
these are carefully controlled. This focus on a minor source goes with ignorance of 
the main source, which is the error that is bound to arise when any assessment is 
based on a limited sample of the totality of a candidate’s achievements. In the UK 
there has been strong focus in the past 3 years on this source: the various analyses 
which have been conducted (Baird et al.  2011 ) seem to show that between 10 % and 
20 % of candidates in public examinations will have the ‘wrong’ grade. There is 
disagreement on whether and how the public should be made aware of this; the term 
‘error’ can mislead many users insofar as it carries implications of incompetence. 

 For large-scale high-stakes assessment,  comparability  is secured by ensuring 
that all candidates are assessed in the same way, such as by common test papers, and 
by procedures and checks which ensure comparability in the interpretations of their 

2    GCSE: General Certifi cate of Secondary Education—the assessment taken at age 16 by most 
secondary students. GCE: General Certifi cate of Education—the assessment taken at age 18 by 
pupils following specialised studies and aiming for university entrance. Both operate in England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland, but not in Scotland.  
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work. If the instruments and practices were more diverse, and if the assessment 
were in part in the hands of candidates’ own teachers, then it would be harder to 
assure all users that comparability had been secured. 

  Validity  is a more complex concept in which the other two are subsumed (Crooks 
et al.  1996 ). The interpretations in terms of predictive, consequential and concept 
validity are the signifi cant features here. For the predictive, formal tests may serve 
well if it is success in similar summative tests in future that is at issue, but if a 
broader set of futures is relevant, they might be weak because they assess only a 
narrow range of achievements. For consequential validity, the issue relates to the 
inferences that will be drawn by the users: in school uses, predictive and consequen-
tial obviously overlap, for the summative can both affect teachers in orienting their 
future practices (e.g. teaching to the test) and learners in taking decisions (e.g. about 
future choices of subjects). Construct validity is central, for if a result indicates that 
a pupil is good at (say) English or mathematics, the question that arises is about the 
meaning of ‘being good at’ the subject assessed. This is usually the main focus of 
criticisms of the limitations of formal testing: the criticisms imply that at least some 
part of high-stakes assessments should refl ect broader measures, which will require 
assessment by teachers.  

    International Comparisons 

 The relationship between teachers’ formative and their summative assessment prac-
tices is inevitably dependent on the state systems in which their schools operate. 
The nature of such dependence varies widely between different countries and states. 
This section discusses only a few examples to illustrate this diversity (see Berry and 
Adamson  2011 ; Black and Wiliam  2005 ,  2007  for more comprehensive accounts). 

 The system in France represents one end of this spectrum. The national test, the 
 baccalauréat , is set and marked externally: it is the sole source of school-leavers’ 
qualifi cations and the main criterion for selection for further education. The test is 
composed entirely of written tasks, except in the case of foreign languages. Each 
examination lasts for 3–3.5 h. Science papers, for example, include structured open 
response questions, with most requiring extended rather than short responses, and 
(in biology) an essay question. Multiple-choice questions are not used and all ques-
tions have to be answered. The strategy is to test students at some depth in a limited 
number of topics. 

 The case of the USA is more complex. External tests, often commercially gener-
ated, are dominant at state levels, with attempts being made at federal level to 
enhance national testing by linking it to funding of the states. Various stakeholders 
also make use of grades awarded by schools and assembled in pupil records, while 
higher education institutions supplement this last source with results of tests produced 
by private agencies. Multiple-choice items are the only, or main, instruments. Attempts 
to broaden the scope of assessments by promoting the use of pupil portfolios assessed 
by teachers have been unsuccessful: in three states, the use of non- standardised 
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tasks, weak guidelines for the inclusion of evidence in portfolios and inadequate 
training in marking were all identifi ed as causes of diffi culty (Koretz  1998 ). Similar 
fi ndings were reported in a smaller-scale study in another state by Shapley and Bush 
( 1999 ), while a broader review by Brookhart ( 2011 ) also concluded that in the USA, 
teacher judgement for summative assessment had often been ‘found wanting’. 

 The state of Queensland in Australia is at the other end of the spectrum. It bases 
students’ school leaving certifi cates wholly on school-based assessments. New 
South Wales places 50 % of the weight of fi nal assessments in the hands of school, 
the other 50 % being based on the state’s formal tests. However, the latter play a 
dual role, being used as calibrators to audit the school-based results 3 —leading in a 
few cases to scaling overall—and to detect or correct anomalies in the results of 
particular schools. There is pressure from the federal government’s desire to impose 
a national test. 

 What is signifi cant in these last two states is that there is a coherent state system of 
training teachers as assessors and as participants in interschool alignment procedures 
to ensure that the assessment instruments and the procedures used to interpret them 
are comparable across schools. The aim is seen to require interschool collaborations 
in local groups in order to secure interschool consistency in judging the fi nal portfo-
lios produced by individual students; the systems of moderation which have been 
developed serve to ensure this comparability in the fi nal results, but also support this 
outcome through collaborative professional development at earlier stages in the 
school year (Fensham and Rennie, this volume). Another signifi cant difference 
between these systems and that in (say) England is that the state has responsibility for 
all aspects of the assessments—the external test administration and the cross-school 
moderations—and also for the curriculum and for all aspects of teacher education, 
including the funding of professional development work. In consequence, the state 
assessment system is planned as one aspect of an overall system to provide training 
and support to teachers in their summative assessment work so that they contribute 
effectively to the overall framework. Such a framework would seem to provide a way 
to establish positive and coherent relationships between Steps D and E of the model 
in section ‘ A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of Pedagogy ’. 

 Stanley et al. ( 2009 ) describe how the state systems in Queensland and New 
South Wales provide this training and support. A detailed account of the Queensland 
system is given in Colbert et al. ( 2011 ). A comparison (Corrigan and Cooper, this 
volume) of the Queensland system with that in Victoria, where the external exami-
nation at the end of compulsory schooling dominates teachers’ work in the years 
leading up to it, shows how, in the latter system, teachers feel that their own values 
in science education must be overridden by the need to help their pupils achieve 
their best possible test scores. 

 The examples of Scotland and Wales differ from the two Australian examples—
Queensland and New South Wales—in that the system in both is in a process of 
change. For Scotland, the issue of interest concerns the use of testing to satisfy 

3    External tests are also used calibrate the overall results of a school’s assessment in Sweden.  
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demands for school accountability at all levels of schooling. A study by Boyd and 
Hayward ( 2010 ) of this changing scene provides evidence of the problems that arise 
when national changes do not take account of the contrasting needs of, and limited 
perceptions of, the different purposes of assessment. For over 10 years, the imple-
mentation of formative assessment had been effectively developed by the Scottish 
government and is widely regarded as a very successful and positive initiative 
(Hutchinson and Hayward  2005 ). For their summative assessments, schools were 
provided with tests on a national database, the expectation being that they should 
use the fi ndings from such tests to inform, not to replace, their own assessments. 
However, this had not happened: teachers and schools, relying on results of these 
national tests as evidence of their school’s success, were training pupils to do well 
in them rather than using the test results to inform their own judgement of a pupil’s 
competence at a particular level. One reason for this focus on national assessment 
information rather than on teachers’ professional judgement was the need to 
provide information to the local education authorities, whose strong culture of 
performance management was a response to a national requirement to demonstrate 
continuous improvement in their schools. When the Minister for Education announced 
that national assessment data would no longer be collected nationally, it was hoped 
that this negative infl uence on classroom practice would disappear. It did not: local 
authorities continued to collect the data from schools and these schools continued to 
depend on the external test instruments. 

 At a later stage, the government introduced its new Curriculum for Excellence, 
the aims of which expanded the range of the curriculum’s intended achievements. 
It followed that schools should have been exploring changes to achieve validity of 
their assessments in relation to these aims. However, the need for support for teach-
ers had not been considered—yet they were now expected to develop the quality of 
their assessments and to earn local and national trust in their assessments. This 
meant that their summative work ought to have changed to focus on improving 
learning, which could lead to and benefi t from the establishment of positive and 
fruitful links between formative and summative assessment practices. No coherent 
system to provide guidelines, training and support was set up to help secure these 
changes. The collection of purely quantitative data on limited areas of activity con-
tinued as before. Boyd and Hayward ( 2010 ) concluded:

  there is an urgent need to tackle issues of assessment literacy in Scotland. Until individuals 
and groups have a better understanding of the uses and abuses of assessment data, the ten-
sions emerging in this study are likely to persist. (p. 21) 

   A study of similar transition problems (Gardner et al.  2011 ) in the changes in 
Wales from reliance on external testing to use of teachers’ assessments to serve 
accountability tells a story with several similar features. It pointed to a lack of any 
infrastructure to support the development, implementation and ongoing operation 
of a new assessment system, and highlighted the following two weaknesses:

  The fi rst related to the lack of comprehensive planning (‘under-designing’) of many of the 
initiatives, whilst the second related to perceptions of what constituted quality assessment 
practice. (p. 112) 
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   Overall, the examples of this section show different ways in which the problem 
of the formative-summative relationship, linked to the balance between external and 
teachers’ assessment, has been resolved. These include ignoring teachers’ assess-
ments, complete reliance on teachers’ assessments or combinations of the two 
sources of evidence in a variety of ways. What emerges is that, if a solution to the 
problem is to be effective, a coherent system is needed, built with close attention to 
the problems of providing national support and enhancing teachers’ professional 
development, backed by a clear programme for enhancing teachers’ assessment 
literacy.   

         Developing Teachers’ Assessment Practices 

    The Importance of Summative Assessments with Schools 

 The focus in this section is on the ways in which the links between formative and 
summative assessment are implemented at the level of the everyday practices of 
teachers and their schools. These are important in their own right because in between 
the rapid and informal feedback envisaged above as Step C, and the slow and (often) 
uninformative feedback of high-stakes external tests, lies the whole range of assess-
ments which teachers and their schools conduct for themselves, and which have to 
serve both formative and summative purposes. Of course, the extent to which, and 
the ways in which, teachers have responsibility for the high-stakes assessments of 
their students in Step E varies widely between different state systems. However, 
discussion in this section will focus on those summative assessments over which 
schools have full control and which are produced mainly or wholly for internal 
purposes. These purposes comprise guiding individual pupils, reporting to parents, 
making decisions about teaching sets, providing information for the next teacher of 
the class and reporting to the school’s senior management. 

 All of these can have signifi cant effects on the careers of teachers and of their 
pupils. So while they might not be classifi ed as ‘high stakes’, it is still important that 
these assessments be as valid and reliable as possible. The ‘high-stakes’ implica-
tions can also vary. With very young children, teachers may build up the summative 
assessment that good guidance requires by observation of their involvement over a 
period of time in such a way that the children themselves are not aware of the process 
(Fleer and Quinones, this volume). However, many such assessments are imple-
mented in a way that makes them stressful to students, but, as argued below, this 
need not be the case. The question which then arises is whether these summative 
purposes are well served by the data and the practices which are used by teachers 
and schools for this type of assessment. Writing in the context of the UK, Gardner 
( 2007 ) has argued that teaching about assessment skills and values is the weakest 
aspect of the professional development of teachers, one consequence of which is 
that many teachers lack test construction skills (Fensham, this volume). 
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 Thus, there are strong arguments that the quality of teachers’ summative 
assessments is of prime importance, not only, as argued in section ‘ High-Stakes 
Summative Assessments ’, because the validity of high-stakes tests, whether exter-
nal or internal or both, is going to be more rigorously challenged in future but also 
because of their effects within schools. The account of the formative use of summa-
tive tests in section ‘ Formative Assessment: Principles, Practices and Quality ’ illus-
trated how, for summative work within the control of the school, positive links can 
be built between the dual-purpose use of some assessments, both in respect of infor-
mal reviews (Step D) and the more formal assessments such as those used at the end 
of a school year (Step E). 

 To take this further, teachers’ summative assessments must be developed so that 
both their validity and their comparability within and across schools can be trusted. 
To illustrate what such development may involve, this section presents the follow-
ing account of a recent exploratory study.  

    Exploring the Prospects for Positive Development 

 This study, the King’s-Oxfordshire Summative Assessment Project (KOSAP: 
Black et al.  2010 ,  2011a ) was designed both to explore the issues with secondary 
phase teachers of English and of mathematics and to attempt, through a small-
scale collaborative intervention, to improve the quality of the summative judge-
ments of these teachers. In what follows, I shall give a brief account of the 
fi ndings. 

 A  fi rst  fi nding emerged from an initial audit of the internal assessment practices 
in the three schools involved. Although these three had been chosen because of their 
good reputation, in particular in their development of formative assessment prac-
tices, it was clear that their summative work left much to be desired. While teachers 
were regularly assessing their students and using the results both for reporting and 
for decisions about setting, 4  they had not considered whether the means they were 
using served these purposes in a dependable way. The accountability pressures 
exerted by England’s national assessment systems made it hard for them to do oth-
erwise. This auditing phase of the work evolved into a validity-oriented intervention 
which explored teachers’ development of their own critique of ‘off-the-shelf’ test 
questions which they used. As one of the teachers put it:

  The maths department of [School C] has in place a series of end of unit tests which, at the 
time, generated a series of numbers without any relation to areas of the national curriculum. 
The fi rst thing that [colleague] and I did was to rewrite the tests in order that they generate 
useful information about how well students are doing in each area against NC levels. 

 Mathematics teacher. (Black et al.  2010 , p. 221) 

   This critical auditing served as a stimulus for teachers to produce for themselves 
better student tasks more attuned to their own teaching aims and values. 

4    Otherwise known as streaming or tracking.  
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 The  second  fi nding arose because it was a condition of the project’s work that it 
help the schools produce results for which it could be claimed were comparable 
both within and across the three schools. This aim called for a system which could 
produce evidence of work done by pupils in several tasks, including a portfolio, 
with some degree of uniformity so that cross-moderation of the products, both 
within and between schools, would be feasible. This meant that it would be neces-
sary to attend to fi ve main features, in each of which threats to both validity and 
reliability can arise. These were as follows:

    (a)      Validity of each component of a portfolio: each task or test had to be justifi ed 
in relation to the aims that it was said to assess   

   (b)      Agreed conditions for the presentation and guidance under which students 
would work in producing the various components of a portfolio   

   (c)      Guidelines about the ways in which each domain was sampled within a portfolio, 
both by the separate components and by the collection as a whole   

   (d)     Clear specifi cation of the criteria to which all assessors have to work   
   (e)      A requirement for comparability of results within and between schools, which 

would require moderation procedures at both intra- and interschool levels    

  It was expected that formal, timed tests might play a part but that to have them as 
the only component would limit the validity of any portfolio. I shall expand here on 
the work involved in features (a) and (e) above; the outcomes for the other three are 
not presented here. 

 As the audit triggered teachers’ concerns about the quality of their own summa-
tive procedures, it led to debate about validity, notably starting from the question, 
‘What does it mean to be good at (English or maths)?’ Through their engagement in 
this debate, the teachers began to see that they had hitherto neglected to critique their 
assessment practices in the light of their beliefs and values concerning the purpose 
of learning in their subject/s. The uncertain understanding of validity was more 
marked among the mathematics teachers than among the English teachers, probably 
refl ecting the differences between the pedagogic cultures of the two (Hodgen and 
Marshall  2005 ). Teachers came to realise the importance of the validity issue. As one 
teacher put it:

  The project made me think more critically about what exactly I was assessing. The fi rst 
question I remember being asked (‘what does it mean to be good at English?’) gave me a 
different perspective on assessment. I fi nd myself continually returning to this question. 

 English teacher. (Black et al.  2010 , p. 222) 

   The initial audit also showed that to ensure comparability both within and 
between schools would be a formidable task and that it might create an unwelcome 
extra workload for teachers. However, this concern was not borne out by the fi nal 
refl ections of the project teachers. One positive feature was that the moderation 
processes were seen to have valuable effects on many aspects to their work:

  …that the moderation and standardisation process was incredibly valuable in ensuring 
rigour, consistency and confi dence with our approach to assessment; that teachers in school 
were highly motivated by being involved in the process that would impact on the achieve-
ment of students in their classes (like the moderation and standardisation at GCSE). 

 English teacher. (Black et al.  2010 , p. 225) 
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   Teachers in one school, having experienced the benefi t of the end-of-year 
moderation meetings, planned to have such meetings three times a year; they wished 
to explore the value of meetings to ‘moderate formatively’, that is, to explore ongo-
ing progress in developing shared judgements and criteria in advance of the occa-
sions where decisions would have to be taken. Another positive feature was 
illustrated by the following statement from a teacher, refl ecting on pupils’ involve-
ment in an investigation of the standard paper sizes:

  I think one of the reasons is that it’s a good task is that it’s a real task. It’s all based on A4, 
A5 and A6 you know, which is in real life, kids know that. …. they can physically hold up 
an A5 sheet against an A4 … a lot of kids are engaged straight away … it’s a piece of work 
that every kid could achieve from. 

 Mathematics teacher. (Black et al.  2011a , p. 455) 

   These statements illustrate the general fi nding that pupils could be positively 
involved in tasks even when they knew that the outcomes would form part of their 
individual summative assessment. They also show that the results revealed to their 
teachers new possibilities for improving such engagement and motivation, mainly 
because the broader focus of their assessment work gave more opportunity for 
pupils to perform.  

    The Links Between Formative and Summative Assessments 

 The evidence and arguments of this section serve two of the aims of this chapter. One 
is to show that teachers are able to take responsibility for summative assessments or 
at least to play an active part in meeting this responsibility, in such a way that the 
practices used would still be supportive of learning. The other is to replace the 
assumption that a sharp discontinuity between the formative and the summative is the 
norm, by a realisation that there can and ought to be synergy between them. This last 
issue, already discussed in sections ‘ Formative Assessment: Principles, Practices and 
Quality  and  High-Stakes Summative Assessments ’ above, can now be taken further. 
In that discussion, it was emphasised that informal summative assessments could be 
used for formative purposes, perhaps in a last phase of the learning of a topic, designed 
to come after the ‘terminal’ summary assessment in order to enable use of that assess-
ment to improve learning. Here, links between Steps C and D were the focus 

 Positive links between the formal summative assessments of Step E and the for-
mative and informal summative functions of Step D could develop because teachers, 
being involved in the formulation of the tasks and the operational procedures for 
their use, had confi dence in implementing them, so breaking down the gaps, in 
ownership and agency, between the formative and summative aspects of their work. 
Commenting on the use of school’s summative results as guidance to parents, one 
teacher commented:

  But I think if all the teachers had more, possibly more ownership of what we are actually 
doing in terms of summative assessment then you would have more confi dence in saying to 
parents, which I think is one of the biggest things I fi nd with lower school. 

 Mathematics teacher. (Black et al.  2011a , p. 460) 
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   This was in sharp contrast to the initial opinions of many teachers, to the effect 
that parents would be satisfi ed if they merely reported to them results of formal tests 
which closely resembled the external national tests, preferably being composed by 
using versions of these from previous years. 

 There were also benefi ts in the engagement of pupils in the summative assess-
ments. They began to see this summative assessment work as a shared enterprise. 
As one teacher put it:

  They feel that the pressure to succeed in tests is being replaced by the need to understand 
the work that has been covered and the test is just an assessment along the way of what 
needs more work and what seems to be fi ne. 

 Mathematics teacher. (Black et al.  2003 , pp. 56–7) 

   For evidence to take home, the pupils’ ‘working-at-grade’ reports were replaced 
by their portfolios which they regarded as theirs and which they could describe to 
their parents. A comparable example, where pupils summed up their learning by 
preparation and presentation of posters, is reported in the paper by Fitzgerald and 
Gunstone (this volume). 

 These arguments tell against any assumption that there has to be a sharp discon-
tinuity between the formative and the summative. In fact there can be and ought to 
be synergy between them, and such synergy should be seen as the natural healthy 
state.  

    Accountability Pressures: Must They Be Malign? 

 Where teachers experience the accountability pressures of externally imposed tests, 
achieving helpful links between formative and summative practices may well seem 
impossible: my assessment diagnosis for England is that it has a disease that has devel-
oped from a fl awed concept of accountability, as Black and Wiliam ( 2007 ) explain:

  Where summative becomes the hand-maiden of accountability matters can get even worse, 
for accountability is always in danger of ignoring its effects on learning and thereby of 
undermining the very aim of improving schooling that it claims to serve. Accountability can 
only avoid shooting itself in the foot if, in the priorities of assessment design, it comes after 
learning. (p. 10) 

   This phenomenon can be demonstrated in two ways. It was recognised in the 
national curriculum in England that to meet the requirements for validity in the 
assessment of science learning, extended practical investigations should play 
some part in the assessment programme. Such work has to be assessed by teachers 
in the classroom. However, limited to external inspection of samples and by examiner 
visits, moderation operated in the shadow of accountability pressures, leading to the 
following statement by a science teacher, which was characteristic of the views of 
groups of teachers consulted in the study of Black et al. ( 2004 ):

  My department and myself have very strong views about the coursework component of 
GCSE. Unfortunately, because these investigations are mainly not assessing what they are 
supposed to, we were unable to fi nd anything positive to say about them apart from ‘in 
theory’. (p. 16) 
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   A similar pathology is described in the New Zealand context by Jones and 
Bunting (this volume). Such examples reinforce the need to focus on moderation 
procedures, as set out above. 

 A second example is Fairbrother’s ( 2008 ) analysis of the questions and marking 
schemes of the national assessment test papers for age 14 pupils used in England in 
the years 2003–2006, which showed that these paid very little attention either to the 
skills of scientifi c enquiry or to the use in science of the mathematics tested at those 
ages, and almost no attention to the higher order objectives of analysis, synthesis 
and evaluation. A telling feature was that in the marking schemes, 80 % of the 
marks were allotted to components for each of which the marking alternatives were 
just one or zero. One source of this syndrome is that if test agencies have to work to 
curriculum aims described in only very general terms, they have to interpret these in 
the concrete terms of explicit questions, and if they have to frame these within con-
straints, of cost, and of testing to ‘cover’ several years of work within a few hours, 
concern for validity and for effects on learning are set aside. The process produces 
tests with the qualities described in Fairbrother’s analysis. Similar consequences 
were reported in the more general 2004 survey by Black et al. 

 These failures of a system of state education arise because of lack of alignment 
between the design and implementation of the three components of curriculum, instruc-
tion and assessment. Division of responsibility between state agencies responsible for 
these different components can lead to interagency tensions (Kuiper et al., this volume). 
Fensham (this volume) shows how lack of such alignment, between some of the stated 
aims and the actual tests, is evident in both the TIMSS and the PISA tests, while Ma 
(this volume) describes a similar lack of alignment in the state system in China. Again, 
the account of the history of the national assessment surveys in the USA (Champagne, 
this volume) shows how the disparity between declared aims and the validity actually 
achieved in the test has been an enduring feature over the last 40 years. 

 Ways of overcoming this problem of tension between formative and summative 
functions of assessment requires attention to three components. The fi rst is that 
those who formulate curriculum specifi cations should be required to produce, at the 
same time, assessment instruments which implement a valid interpretation of the 
stated, or implied, learning aims, so designed that teaching guided by those instru-
ments will be supportive of those aims (Millar, this volume). The second is that 
teachers’ should take responsibility for serving the summative purposes or at least 
play an active part in meeting this responsibility. The third is that teachers and 
schools should be accountable only for those determinants of their work over which 
they have control—which requires that some form of (contextual) value-added sys-
tem be used. This issue will not be discussed here (see Leckie and Goldstein  2011 ) .    

     Conclusions 

 The model of section ‘ A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of 
Pedagogy ’ has been used here to emphasise the view that assessment plays several 
central roles in any comprehensive discussion of teaching and learning, a view 
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which has not been understood by the public, by politicians or by many academics. 
It is also argued that an understanding of the roles of the formative and summative 
assessments can only be achieved by identifying these roles and their interdepen-
dence on other determinants of learning quality. It is hoped that this model has at 
least helped to open up the appropriate debates, as attempted in sections ‘ Formative 
Assessment: Principles, Practices and Quality ,  High-Stakes Summative Assessments  
and  Developing Teachers’ Assessment Practices ’, on these roles. In particular, it 
serves to show that the tensions between the formative and the summative can be 
reduced, if not resolved, where teachers have ownership and agency in respect of 
summative assessments. 

 The accounts in sections ‘ High-Stakes Summative Assessments  and  Developing 
Teachers’ Assessment Practices ’ serve to underline two aspects of the responsibili-
ties of teachers and schools for the summative assessments of their students. One is 
that the status of teachers’ judgements in the accountability debate ought to be 
enhanced. The other is that the quality of judgements will not earn such status unless 
there is sustained investment to improve that quality. Such investment must promote 
the professional development of teachers through programmes designed in the light 
of the evidence about the conditions required to make such work effective (Harrison, 
this volume). 

 The accounts in these sections serve to emphasise the various aspects which such 
sustained support should consider, notably assessment literacy, understanding of 
criteria of validity in each school subject and the disciplines and benefi ts of rigorous 
procedures for intra- and interschool moderation. 

 The international spectrum surveyed in section ‘ High-Stakes Summative 
Assessments ’ describes the wide range of state systems. Some pay little or no atten-
tion to teachers’ summative work, others alternately recognise and then belittle it, 
some give it very constrained status, some are giving it strong support in principle 
but leave it adrift in practice, and a few have both accepted the needs and have pro-
vided for them. The direction of change that is needed is fairly clear. The challenge 
is to discern how arguments can be framed and targeted to infl uence those who 
might be able to make such change. This brings the argument full circle, back to 
section ‘ A Model of Assessment in the Context of Models of Pedagogy ’ and so to 
the cultural, social and political dimensions of pedagogy within which instruction 
by schools has to function.     
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