- the ongoing debate

Damaging and divisive? An exciting oppartunity? Or something in between? Natienal Standards have turned the media
into a battleground and become the education headline of the year. We present a series of articles by staff in the Faculty of
Education showing there is no one opinion held by the University, but rather a diverse range of views based on the right to
ocademic freedom of opinion.

The profession
needs to lead

GRAEME AITKEN

Associate Professor and Dean of Education
A concerning feature of the national
standards debate is the extent to which
possibilities are being claimed as proof,

It is claimed, for example, that standards
will solve the long tail of underachievement;
and that they will uncover ineffective teachers and ineffective
schoals. National standards have the potential to assist the
identification of underachievement. But only effective teaching
will address the long tail. Because so much achievement depends
on prior knowledge and experience, and because that is unevenly
distributed, student achievement on notional stondards is o crude
ond limited measure of teaching {and school) effectiveness. ltis
persistent, wellinformed, goal-oriented, individuclised inquiry
combined with the knowledge and flexibility to adapt teaching
to individual needs that marks effective teaching. National
standards can help establish the goals but that is about all,

On the other side of the debate overseas evidence is
cited as preof that national stondards are damaging to the
implementation of a broad curriculum and that they provoke
narrow measures of achievement. The trouble with this line of
argument is that the New Zealand national standards are so
different from the overseas examples cited that such axamples
offer no proof of their harm or benefit. In most other jurisdictions
national stondards are accompanied by notionol tests. in England,
all children sit stondard achievement tests (SATs) ot the end of
Year 2, Year 6 and Year 9% and in New York City elementary ond
middle school students sit annual State exams?. These are single
point, high stokes measures of achievement.

But this is not what has been developed in New Zealand.
The standards are presenied as annototed examples of student
work, They are embedded in content from @ range of learning
oreas and are not greatly different from the exemplars that
teachers are already using. Decisions cbout progress towards,
ond achievement of, the standards are 1o be made through o
process of overall teacher judgment bosed on multiple sources
of evidence, using existing assessment tacls and arrived at in
consultation with colleagues. This bears little resemblance to
single point summative national testing.
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There is no proof that it will work. The standards are complex,
and relichle moderation of judgments between schaols using
rnultiple sources of evidence is chellenging. But establishing
naticnal benchmarks of literacy and numeracy ochievement
embedded in a range of learning areas, increasing conversations
between teachers within and beyond schoals about levels of
achievement, and using the feedback about achievement and
progress to develop next steps for teaching and learning is not
inconsistent with what we know about effective teaching.

In search for proof that the national standards will be either
a panacea or a disaster, and consequently to either oversell them
or to reject them, we lose an opportunity to use them in ways
that improve goal-setting, evidence collection, judgment, and
feedback. More importantly, the profession loses the opportunity
to promote teacher insight and expertise, io toke charge of the
stondards and influence their refinement, ond to inform a richer
and more eguitable view of school reporting.

None of this is to deny that the standards pose significant
risk, especially the impending, invidious, illinformed comparative
reporting that might arise from media-driven analysis of boards’
annual reports. They are, however, already in regulation and
as written offer the potential to be used in ways that improve
teaching ond learning. But realising this potential requires the
profession 1o engage, shape and lead, not resist; and from this
position of strength inside the process to work to mitigate the
potentially domaging effects of league table reporting.

' See hitp//www.satsguide.co.uk/whot_are_sots htm
2 See hitp://schools.nye.gov/Accountability/YearlyTesting/defeulthtrn

It's not a silver bullet

HELEN DIXON

Associate Dean [Academic Programmes)
and Principal Lecturer in the

Schaol of Teaching, Learning and
Development

Does essessment have the potential to raise
student achievemnent? Yes. Can ossessment
reduce disparities between high and low achievers? Yes. Should
schools and teachers be accountable to their communities? Yes.
Do teachers, students and their parents need to understand what
learning is expected and what constitutes successtul ottainment
of thot learning? Yes. Should students and parents have o more
significant rale to play in student learning ond the assessment of



that learning? Yes. Will national standards be able to deliver in
regard to each of the oforementioned questians? No.

The government’s flugship policy, national standerds, has coused
one of the biggest educational furores of the twenty-first century.
Press coverage is testoment to the fact thot battle lines re drawn
ond the fight has begun in earnest. In ong corner, we have g
number of senior New Zealand academics past and present,
each of whom have extensive knowledge of assessment systems
and their effects on individual students and cn schools and their
communities, In the main, those at the chatk face subscribe to
the academics’ arguments that as a policy national standards

is fatally flawed, and when implemented will cause mare herm
than good. In the opposing corner we have the government

and its officials, keen to raise achievement and reduce the tail

of underachievement by making the teaching profession mare
aceountable. Essentially national standards are being promoted
as the silver bullet that will rid the profession of incompetent
teachers who themselves are the cause of low achievement.

like many of my academic peers, my stance about national
standards has been borne out through the interplay of personal
experience and theoretical knowledge. Together these two
resources have highlighted for me the complexities involved in
raising achievement. The argument mounted by those favouring
national standards is simplistic and naive. Proponents of national
standards ignore a body of research that exernplifies the best way
in which we can support and enhance learning and achievement.
They also underploy the experiences of schools, teachers and
students in countries such as the USA and England, where the
unintended consequences of policies implemented to raise
achievernent and reduce disparities have led to g narrawing
of the curriculum, the marginalisation of specific groups of
students and the unfair labeling of some schools and teachers as
ineffectual and incompetent.

I raising achievement were as simple as clearly specifying
and reporting achievement then the USA and England would be
at the top of the game. Significantly ond sadly they are not! In
New Zealand, national standards will anly serve to draw attention
away from what reaily motters. If we want to raise achievement,
we have to concentrate on what happens in classrooms as
teachers and students ipteract during teaching and learning.
School leaders’ and teachers’ attention needs to be focusad on
the specification of quality learning goals and the use of feedback
and dialogue to close the gap between where students are at
and where they need to be. To enhance self-regulatory behaviour
in students, a vitat component in successful achievement and
the improvement of learning, then greater attention nseds to be
paid to the development of outhentic self and peer assessment
activities, which are an embedded part of the daily classroom
programme. As the research has shown, it is the improvement
of these strategies, along with the development of teacher
expertise in the use of assessment information to inform teaching
and learning that raises student achievement and reduces the
disparities between high and low achieving students.

S6 much now depends
on the implementation!

JOHN HATTIE
Professor in the School of Teaching
Learning and Development

Since writing this article John Hottie

has become a member of the Notional
Standaids Independent Advisory Group.
This wos formed to provide independent
advice to the Minister of Education on the standards in the first
year of implementation.

The development and implementation of national standards

is @ key plank in the National Party policies for Education.

The success of national standards is less a function of the
quality of the standards but mere related to the successful
understanding of these stendards and the quality and validity
of their implementation across all schools in NZ. To successtully
implement in a system where local school management governs
imglementation, there needs to be widespread quality of and
resources for implementatian, a confidence toisucceed, and a
spread of ownership. So far this does not seem to have been
realised.

Successful implementation will probably require a clear
appreciation of the criteria for success; independent evaluation to
ascertain intended and any unintended consequences; menitoring
that national standards do not lead to perverse actions {such as
over testing, creating debates about between instead of within
scheol variahility, inereasing retention); and orientation more to
standards of progression as much if not mare than to the levels
of performance of students. The measurement of progress is not
straightforward and any pleas to "keep it simple” are doomed
from the outset; the within and betwsen school moderation of
progress and the levels (eg, year based standards) is criticat
and seems barely debated; and the time to implement is almost
certain to be measured more in years than manths. Meny schools
already have excellent systems for raporting to parents about
levels and progress and we need to be careful to avaid a tendency
far each school to discover “the answer” (while down the road
anather schoot hos just abendoned that answer). We need to get
better systems for sharing of excellent ideas based on evidence,

| have outlined elsewhere some criteria of success {Hattie,
2009), and there is much to learn from other systems that
have started with similar {ofty motives, claims that “we will be
different”, and we need to resist blaming those who do not
implement optimally when the implementation is too exparimental
ond net given full suppart to accomplish. We gannot afford to
expend our energies and goodwill solving the wrong problems,
fixing any perverse problems that may arisé from poarly
conceived policy and implementation, and not knowing whether
policies we are implementing are truly making the difference to
the quolity of teaching and learning across the curriculum for alf
students.

There are opportunities in this policy to get some schools up to
the quality of many of our current successfut schools who are
tuned into formative ossessment, use assessment to inform
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teaching and learning, and are developing students with high
capabilities in assessing their own learning. But proclamation
is much easier thon implementation, and the latter depends
on generating the goodwill and commitment from the many
thousands of school leaders and teachers in our system.

One issue is clear - the NZ national standards policy is not good
or bad and pleas from those who ask that | take a stance either
way miss the claims [ have made above. We just do not know

at this stage as the implementation seems toa unknown, too
experimental, too rushed, and missing some critical components.
These issues may be remedied soon, although the verdict is

out! The only truism is that the policy is unfikely to successfully
implemented in all schools in cne year; by necessity there is a trial
in the air.

Hottie, L A.C.{2009). Horizons and whirlpools: The well travelled pathway of
National Standards. Working Paper from Visible Leorning Lab, The University of
Auckland. Locoted of www.cognitioninstitute.org

Professional
development thaot is
worthy of investment

CAMILLA HIGHFIELD
Director, School Support Services

Designing effective professional
development and learning projects that will
make a difference to student outcomes, is
an ongoing challenge. We are fortunate

that the series of Best Evidence Synthesis
reports has contributed to our understanding of how public
investment in professional fearning and development (PLD) for
teachers can become increasingly effective and strongly aligned
to 'valued” student outcomes. The most important elements

of improvement involve strengthening teaching and learning
practices and adult-student relationships across all classrooms
and teachers in @ school system’.

The current challenge we face as an education sector, is to ensure
that we implement national standards in o way that places
'students at the centre of teaching and learning’2. By sffectively
using the standards ond the school self review tools that have
been published, leaders and teachers have an opportunity to
reflect on their current practice.

The ERO reports on the effectiveness of teacher prafessional
learning and development in primary® and secondary schools
published in 2009 are a timely reminder of the importance

of a strongly coordinated planned approach, where there is

a school cutture of learning and development. Thirty eight
percent of primary schools in the ERO study demanstrated the
characteristics of high quality PLD management. These schools
aligned their PLD with wellinformed school priorities and had

a school cufture in which professional learning was fostered
and supported by school leaders. The selfreview systems in the
school were used to monitor and evaluate the impact of thaic
PLD investrment on improving the quality of teaching and student
outcomes, '
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Many of the schaol leaders Team Solutions staff are working

with in the Auckland and Noerthland region are taking the
opportunity to reflect on the current assessment and reporting
practices in their schoals, When teachers take the opportunity

to read the stondards, they are also finding them a useful tool
for reflecting on their teaching, for identifying the standard and
achievernent levels of their students and as a ‘marker’ for setting
their expeciations of student achievement, Timperley (2008}
comments that when teachers are given the professional support
they need, take responsibility, are engaged and do not dismiss
learning difficulties as an inevitable consequence of the home ar
community environment, they discover that their new professional
knowledge and practice have a positive impact on their students,
and they begin to feel more effective as teachers®.

There is potential for the standards to be a transformational
initiative. Teachers will be required to discuss the progress of
students in their class with each other, sharing end analysing
student data and evidence in order to establish their next steps
for teaching. If evidence based, reflective conversations are a
consistent feature of our schaal staffrooms, where teachers
engage in dialogue about haw to support children who
particularly need their help, then that would be o professional
development outcorne worth investing in.

' Levin, Ben {2008). How to Change 5000 Schoals: A Practical and Positive
Approach for Leading Change ot Every Level. Harvard Fducation Prass. p91.

? Ministry of Education {2007). The New Zeglond Curriculum. p9.

*Education Review Office (May 2009). Managing Frofessionol Learning and
Development in Primaory Schaals. p1.

“Timperlay, Helen (2008). Teacher Professional Learning and Development.
EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES SERIES-18 The International Academy of Fducation. p9.

Whose standards? The
politics of testing

STEPHEN MAY

Professor in the School of Critical Studies
in Education

Let me state at the beginning that { am not
epposed, in principle, to national standards.
However, | do have grave reservations about
the system currently being implemented in
New Zealand, for three reasons.

The first concern is the lack of any tricling. Assessment is an
inexact science ot best and to have no trial period is simply
irresponsible. Imagine if a maojor health intervention was similarly
implemented on the heqlih sector and key medical professionals
were either opposed to, or ot least concerned about, its impact.
Even if the intervention was couched s urgent or necessary, you
can just imagine the public uproar that would result. Why then is
this reckless disregard apgorently acceptable in education? Why
are professional educators ignored and the legitimate concerns
they raise trivialised? And all this from a government who, when
in opposition, criticised the implementation of NCEA on the basis
that it was rushed,

The second concern relates to whether notional standards will
end up being used as league tables for schaol selection purposes.
Whether this actually happens or not, it paints to a wider problem



with standardised forms of assessment; they are inevitably

used as sorting mechanisms in order to maindain existing social
and educational hierarchies. We have already seen this with
NCEA, where many high-decile and/or so-called elite schools
have opted instead for the Combridge system (ironically, given
that Cambridge examinations are primarily used in developing
countries). Though couched ostensibly on the basis of concerns
with NCEA, this move is simply about these schools maintaining
their current privileged status via a differentiated assessment
process. | can see the same happening with national standerds.
High decile schools that are already socic-econornically
advantaged will inevitably start (and stay) aheod when measured
against these benchmark standards. Low decile schools, which
include a wider range of student backgrounds and abilities, will be
further disadvantaged by comparison. Meanwhile, a key question
that notional standards could usefully answer in relation to
individual schools is ignored: where were your students when they
started and where are they now? This cohort analysis approach to
assessrment would give a far more accurate and informed picture
of how far individual schools take their students.

And this brings me to my final concern. There has been a fong
history of standardised assessments specificelly disadvantaging
students from minority social, cultural and linguistic groups. We
only have to go back to the spurious histary of intelligence testing
to see this. Intelligence tests, a supposed objective measure, were
always culturally located {answering particular questions required
appropriate cultural knowledge, not just abstract intellectual
knowledge) and language specific. If you were a secand language
speaker of English, for example, you would be dealing not anly
with new (cultural) content, but the language demands of the
test as well. And yet, these tests were regularly used to deny
people (usually those just mentioned) citizenship on the basis

of their supposed intellectual inferiority. My paint here is that
national assessment standards face these issues as well. Given
that the supposed reason for their implementation is o increase
the educational achievement of poorly performing students,
many of whom are from other ethnic, cultural or language
groups, it is highly likely, given this history of assessment, that
national standards are actually going to make their educational
experiences worse, rather thon better.

Standards and
Self-Review

HELEN TIMPERLEY
Professor in the School of Teaching,
Learning and Development

The brief I have been given for this piece -
500 words on the standards - is @ challenge
for someone more used to writing mony

times more than that on a given topic. |
will, therefore, Jeave aside the political debates end focus on
some potential uses of the standards. This focus is consistent with
previous statements in the Education Review that standards as
an idea are neither good nor bad, it is their quality and use that
makes them so.

Lote last year, | agreed to lead a team to develop a self-
review tool to accornpany the release of the standards. The
reason | agreed ta be part of this development was to add my
contribution to keeping the focus on the formative use of the
standards. In this 500 words | wish ta bring to the faregreund
some beliefs | hold about the standards embedded in this review
tool.

The teol was designed to be consistent with effective prcce.;sses

of self-review that already exist in many schools. Its intent is to
highlight how the standards can fit into those processes in ways
likely to enhance, rather than detract from, teaching and learning.
| was grateful to our advisory group for insisting that the tool

was constructed in o way that emphasised that the standards
must not become the default curriculum, We have a warld-class
curriculum. Let’s ensure it continues as the overarching document.

The tool has underpinning it a theory of professionalism bosed
on the idea of adaptive expertise developed in the work of
John Bransford and colleagues. Both adaptive and rautine
experts develop deep knowledge on which they draw in their
area of expertise, Routine experts become mare fluent in what
they already know. Adaptive experts do more than this. They
have sophisticated systems to monitor what is working well

so it'stays part of school and classreom routines and what is
not working well so associated practices can be revisited and
changed to ensure they become more effective. If we are to solve
our persistent teaching and learning problems, we need to do
something different.

The final idea in the tool | wish to highlight is the impartance

of invalving students, parents and whanrau as partners in our
students’ education. Schools alone cannot solve the teaching and
learning problemns many of cur students face. To be effective,

the tool emphasises that partnership must be bosed on accurate
information about shared expectations of what students should be
learning and their fevel of achievement, how they are achieving

in relation to these expectations and the respansibilities and
contributions of each partner in achieving what is expected. These
ideas have been around for some time, and seme schools have
this kind of partnership with their communities. As our education
mantra has extended to include ail students, so must our concept
of partnership extend to all communities.

To my mind, determining whether the intreduction of standards
can be considered “successful” or "unsuccessful” depends on
the uses to which they are put by the government, Ministry of
Education, schoal leaders and teachers. All have responsibility
to keep the focus on what hoppens for students in classrooms
everyday and ensure that the standards are enlisted to enhance
this central purpose of New Zealond education.
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