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Abstract

The use of assessments globally are changing fromert accountability or outcomes
models like those used by OECD in PISA, the Em#rateheir “external outcome measures”
EMSA programme and in the United States under N@.Bnore formative, interim and

mixed mode assessments or systems that supparinigarThis move is presumably due to
the need to enhance learning and instruction inocaensystematic manner, focusing on
aspects of teacher improvement and support, canigprogress monitoring or individual
student growth modeling in order to prepare stugléot success in university or prepare
them for careers internationally.

This paper focuses on the policy and practice icagibns in designing a learning system that
incorporates the best practices of instructionessm®ent and professional development while
fulfilling the needs of so many different and diserstakeholders. Specifically the paper will
focus on the use of technology in providing readi“authentic” and highlights how to fulfill
these goals quickly and economically.

Paper presented at the 36" Annual Conference of the I nternational Association of
Educational Assessment (IAEA), Bangkok, Thailand, 22-27 August, 2010.



I ntegr ated Assessments

Introduction

This paper has been organized into three partse fifst part sets the stage for what is
described and defined as an “integrated assessyst@im”. This system, if effective, will
marry classroom instruction (and hopefully improvearning) by exploiting data collection,
analysis and management from a variety of measares fully integrated into the
instructional stream. This system integrates assest for learning (A4L/AfL) with
instruction and summary programme evaluation ocamue measures (typically used for
accountability purposes). It is the belief of thethors that only by explicitly linking
measures with instruction and thereby empoweringchers to improve instructional
delivery, can real education reform and real leaynmprovement take place. The second
section is a paper authored by Professor Boyleednidational researcher Marie Charles. In
this section, the authors review survey statigloswing the value and impact of integrated
A4L/AfL and outline how current instructional prasgs, despite the perceived value of
integrated assessments for learning, need radieages to become fully integrated and fully
formative. Finally, this paper concludes with siegv and outline how aspects of evolving
assessment design may indeed drive instructionattipes toward integrated learning
systems. These changes would exploit technologymiplemented within a learning system
that encompasses both formative and summative saseaes and would drive the
measurement of important aspects of'2Tentury skills like problem solving and
collaboration.

The Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Dmpraent (OECD) provides evidence
that education is key to economic growth and tqopes ability to earn a living and that
education is important for societies as they redgorincreasing cultural and ethnic
diversity, equality, and the needs of disadvantaggple. The reality is that education is not
just a local or regional concern, or even justtgonal concern. In an increasingly
interdependent global economy, it makes sensartk df education as an interdependent
concern as well. Arguably then, a significant siveent in education should yield sizeable
returns. It is odd, therefore, that most educatédarm efforts recently have focused almost
solely on assessment with most fiscal investmeimgb&pplied to assessments. In the United
States for example, the No Child Left Behind acs\emticized for over emphasis and
overuse of multiple-choice achievement testingnifarly, in the United Kingdom there is
seldom an assessment season where the rigor cdiitemt marking schemes are not called
into question and accusations of slipping standabadsind. In 1989, the focus in Australia
was on reaching common learning goals (literacynenacy, problem solving to name a few)
which were to be reported annually via the Annuafidbhal Report. National reporting
scales were established such that each state cowmlpare their progress on meeting the
learning goals across the nation. This processowis successful for a certain period.
However, the various states and territories stadexbmpare their performance on the basis
of the results (even making comparisons to therskdecimal point)! This then led to the
Federal Government becoming more involved (thraighificant funding initiatives) in
pushing a national assessment agenda and to sktagla National Assessment Program
Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) which is now a commmassessment in literacy and
numeracy. It seems that even “down under” therdésiimprove learning defaulted to
increased assessment. Finally, the Abu Dhabi Eriunc&ouncil recently implemented an
external assessment to evaluate school servicédersvn the Emirates. The External
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Measure of Student Achievement is essentially b bigkes outcome measure and represents
the cornerstone of education reform in the region.

While the need and use of assessment to make ezhadatecisions is not the cause of the
problem, it seems odd that when the goal is imptdearning—that teachers, students and
instruction are only tangentially linked to the goBlence, it is likely these educational
reform efforts will not help improve learning untiiiey can become integrated with
instruction and learning. A system that integratgsessment with instruction for the purpose
of learning is more likely to succeed in improvstgdent performance than either
assessments of learning which are independentygbiagramme and policy decisions or
summary high-stakes outcome measures used inicsolat

The next section of this paper reviews one invasibg into assessments for learning,
teacher perceptions of such assessments and ttiéanese such formative interactions
between teachers and students at the forefroieaietach and learn cycle.

L eading L ear ning through Assessment for Learning?*

Although the context of this paper is the educasipstem in England, the paper highlights
issues of accountability, measurement of standamdforms of assessment which have
major relevance to international teaching and iearnSince a National Curriculum was first
introduced into England in 1988 the teaching of tuariculum has been assessed by a series
of external (i.e. government produced) statutommiative tests at the end of key stages of a
child’s schooling. Because of the English governtsansistence on measuring school
performance through test outcomes, assessmenthasib equated with ‘testing’ and is
seen by teachers as a means of producing ‘scareseasure standards rather than as a
means to supply continuous information for teaclaind to support learning (Hall et al,
2004). The paper begins by looking at the origihassessment for learning (AfL) within the
National Curriculum Assessment context in Englartte authors detail AfL’s inclusion

within national policy (DfES, 2003) and then deberthe survey data and school visit
reports which provide their evidence base for examgi qualitatively how AfL policy has

been understood and implemented in the six yeace sis national introduction.

Assessment for Learning (AfL) was formalised in 2@@rough its inclusion within The
Primary Strategy published in the government’'s B&nee and Enjoyment primary policy
(DfES, 2003). AfL had initially entered into Britisclassroom practice in the late 1980s
under its synonym of ‘formative assessment’ throtighstudy and interpretation of the work
of theoreticians such as Scriven (1967), Crook8&),.9adler (1989), Perrenoud (1991),
Ramprasad (1983) by UK researchers such as @naistl Boyle (1990) at the University of
Manchester’s Centre for Formative Assessment SUAIEAS), Harlen (1997) and Russell
at the University of Liverpool, Black and Wiliam948)at King’'s College, London. AfL has

! Professor Bill Boyle, Director, Centre for FornvatiAssessment Studies (CFAS),
University of Manchester & Marie Charles, Assesshitgsearcher, Pearson Learning
Solutions, London.
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been defined as ‘the process of seeking and irgtngrevidence for use by learners and
their teachers to decide where the learners afresinlearning, where they need to go and
how best to get there.” (Assessment Reform GroQf2R Its core principles are to promote
the use of assessment to support learning (rdtaardimply measure it) through an active
involvement of the pupil in the learning procesd ancouraging pupils through self-
evaluation to take responsibility for their ownreiag (Klenowski, 1995). Research in the
UK by Black & Wiliam (1998) demonstrated that ‘stdo#tial learning gains are possible
when teachers introduce formative assessment (Afb)their classroom practice’ (Wiliam
et al, 2004, p.49).

Formative assessment was legitimised and becamefghe education policymakers’ and
teaching fraternity’s lexicon through the seminakK Group on Assessment and Testing
report (DES,1988) which developed the assessmatersyfor the National Curriculum
encompassed by the 1988 Education Reform Act (DES&3). However, with the
commencement of paper and pencil testing of theoNailt Curriculum (the ‘sats’) in 1991,
soon the only form of ‘assessment’ which mattered summative and this was embodied in
the end of key stage tests. These quickly becaimglastakes’ priority for schools who felt
pressured by both Ofsted (Office for Standardsdodation) and the government who used
the test results as the principal (often, it appedo teachers, the sole) measure of national
standards and each school’s success or failure.\ids a very one dimensional ‘standards
agenda’ as its sole focus was on a school’s tesesdased on sub-domains of English and
mathematics measured against arbitrarily set naltjpercentage targets.

Officially summative Teacher Assessment (TA) hawity’ (Dearing, 1994) with the test
outcomes — but the school performance ‘leagueétabse only the test data . The (non-
formative) purpose of TA was designed to be théstiolaward of a teacher judgment ‘level’
for each child at the end of the school year. Btiginment judgment was based on the
child’s progression through an eight level scdie,judgments to be made as a ‘best fit’ of
the child’s ‘performance’ against a prose paragm@gscribing performance at each level
(Boyle, 2008; Hall & Harding, 2002). This task ré®ual standardisation of definitions of
quality (at school, regional and national levets)dny judgments to be transferable as
reliable and valid. ‘Unless teachers come to thideustanding and learn how to abstract the
gualities that run across cases with differentaa@ffeatures but which are judged equivalent
they can hardly be said to appreciate the condeguality,” (Sadler,1989, p.128). This
necessitated dialogue, communication and collalooréty teachers with their colleagues
within and essentially across schools and as ttagegy was financially unsupported by
central government it was soon ‘dismissed’ by teeshTheir reasons included ‘workload’,
difficulties of communication, administration araylstics of meetings to share
understandings and meanings of pupil work. Sigaifity, the ‘sats’ scores were
conveniently received by schools before the data&tional returns of TA enabling schools
to avoid disagreement between test and TA and eeduckload by returning as near a
match as possible across the two scores (Reevgle BdChristie, 2001). The test and TA
reported levels were in accord so there appearbd tm need to further investigate a
school’s performance. The TA process has become feviher obfuscated with the
introduction of (currently piloting) Assessing Ruperformance (APP), a government
strategy which stresses the making of judgmergsiaisub-levels e.g. high 2c,secure 2c, low
2c (assessment@qca.org.uk).
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Assessment for Learning was then publicised byAgsessment Reform Group (ARG)
around the millennium with the production of ask10 principles (ARG 2002) and this
work was formalised within the government’s Prim8tyategy: Excellence and Enjoyment
(DfES 2003). The message contained within the gowent’s juxtaposition of excellence

and enjoyment was that there was a ‘second wagtbieving measurable excellence in
teaching and learning outcomes. The current fiest ixe. tests and summative TA consisted
of overt assessment OF learning measures withttdedant issues of teaching to the test and
time spent on test preparation rather than on tegdbr learning (Boyle & Bragg, 2006).

The introduction into primary education policy asassment FOR learning (i.e. assessment
information being used in support of learning rathen for providing summative
measurement of pupils’ performance) was similaslyused on achieving the government’s
desired result of ‘raising standards; hence excedleand enjoyment. The Primary Strategy
emphasised the principles of AfL and encouragechia to import these principles, in brief
these were: Assessment for Learning is part ot#ife planning, focuses on how pupils
learn, is central to classroom practice, is a keygssional skill, is sensitive and

constructive, fosters motivation, promotes undediteg of goals and criteria, helps learners
know how to improve, develops the capacity for-satid peer assessment and recognises all
educational achievement (ARG, 2002). These priesiphfortunately were reduced by
government ‘strategy consultants’ to a ‘shoppisg bf things to do which teachers could be
trained to operationalise, i.e.: sharing learnibgeotives with the pupil; using written
comments to ‘feedback’ to pupils rather than suimglynarks or grades; using ‘open’
guestioning rather than ‘closed’; involving pupi®re in their own learning process and
introducing peer and self-assessment strategies.

The main focus of this paper is to report, from sunvey evidence, what has happened six
years after the Primary Strategy. Have any chatag@s place in teaching and learning
practices? Despite the national Standards agenti&tofg’ targets, raising percentage
success rates at national benchmarked levels anigiag Ofsted inspections, has AfL
changed teaching and learning habits in primargscaoms?

Methodology

Firstly we designed a questionnaire for a repredimet (based on a random 25% of the total
of primary schools) national sample of 4,000 priyrezhools to collect evidence of those
schools’ level of prioritisation of formative assesent as a philosophy for teaching and
learning and whether that reported level of prisaiion extended into school practice. We
asked schools to state which key aspects of fommassessment they utilised in their
planning for teaching and learning; how formatigeessment supported learning outcomes
in the school; what links the teachers saw betvesanative assessment and learning and,
specifically to address one of the AfL strategyykssues’, how teachers actively involved
children in their own learning.

Our second methodological decision was to havegeraf qualitative investigations: these
included sampling Local Authorities and talkingheir school support staff, observing
teaching and having conversations with as manysésaders and classroom teachers as
possible in the schools visited. We acknowledge¢taively low sample although the
response rate is more than the anticipated nomalof 10% for mailed surveys (Fresch,
2007, Alreck & Settle 1995). We did not use a tbtage survey to follow-up responses
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because years of longitudinal research (monitatiegnational curriculum 1997-2007, QCA)
has proved to me that the hours invested in cantatte required person do not produce an
equitable return rate.

We visited 43 of the schools to observe teachirgl@arning. We selected those visits from
the responses which after content analysis neachedtour own construct for formative
teaching (based on Perrenoud 1991, 1998; Allal 28@8Ier 1989). Analysis of the
observations and transcripts (systematic observatbedule based on Galton et al, 1980
used by Alexander in his 1997 survey of 60 schaaldirated that the observations
evidenced a profile of rigid, non-formative teaahitthe formalism of highly structured
lessons, whole class plenaries’ (Alexander 2008l )pln nearly every case we were handed
a formalised lesson plan which was rigidly struetufrom introduction to plenary and from
which the teacher did not deviate to accommodatergimg learning needs. The focus was
on the production of summative outcomes for measant purposes ‘just one kind of
teaching, traditional direct instruction’ (Alexand2004, p 10). The majority of the teaching
time was focused on English and mathematics (B&yBragg 2006), specifically on the
types of questions and product which were requmedational test success.

Findings from the questionnaire survey

394 (9.8%) schools responded to our survey instnintiee normal rate for mailed surveys
(Fresch, 2007). On being asked what importance gagg to formative assessment in their
planning, 67% (223 of the responding schools), twerthirds, responded that they gave it a
very high priority (90% responded that they gave ‘ttigh’ or ‘very high’ priority). However
on being asked to elaborate on ‘why’ they had assiguch a high level of priority, the
schools supplied a range of responses. Some & thésot have a strong relationship
between assigning a priority and the supplemermaegtion ‘why’ (see Figure 1).

The main classifications of response on this qaestimerged as follows: approximately

40% of the sample reported that they had giverrahigh importance to formative
assessment because it ‘informs next steps’ anforms the next teaching plan’, both of
these responses were considered and counted sairtie category. The next categories most
reported were: 12% of schools reported that forveadssessment ‘informs all our planning’,
8% stated that they gave a very high priority torfative assessment because it ‘helped them
assess where children are’. We felt this was végiiéen the context of an open-ended
guestionnaire without telephone interview follow-itpvas as good a category description as
possible for this aspect of formative assessmEfgven percent of the sample reported that
formative assessment enabled ‘personalised learanabthis justified the high priority they
gave to formative assessment.

Six percent of respondents stated that formatigesssnent supplied ‘an accurate way to set
targets’. The only other significantly reportedgea for the high priority given to formative
assessment in planning was that ‘it supports teetification of pupil needs enabling the
setting of differentiated targets for lessons’stliom 6% of the sample — a clear indicator
that the notion of differentiated planning for teag is not seen as a pre-requisite for
formative assessment by the majority of teachers

There was then a wide range of low frequency resg®across the schools, which we have
tabulated in the figure as ‘other’. In summary thexluded: ‘child’s personal next steps’;
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‘informs pace and value added’; ‘targeted actigitieeffective comments for the child’;
‘generates flexible teaching groups’; ‘change piagro cater for pupils’ needs’; ‘match

work to pupils’ needs’; ‘enjoyment’; ‘accurate pice¢ of what children are learning’;
‘recommended by Ofsted’ and ‘a requirement sagsSiP’. Equally low frequency but
possibly more valid representations of what foremetissessment means for the authors were
supplied by ‘teachers to be highly responsive ildshneeds/adapt and adjust daily’; ‘update
plans on a daily basis for each child’ and ‘instfaeidback to children’ and more of the same.

As can be seen from the above despite the verygegtentage reporting prioritisation of
formative assessment, schools clearly have vefgrdiit definitions of what it is and what is
its purpose. The correlations between Qla: whabrtapce do you give to formative
assessment and Q1b: what is the reason for tlattization, showed no significant
relationship.

Figure 1: Why do you rate for mative assessment so highly?

Figure 1 - Why do you rate Formative Assessment so highly?

50
40
30
Percentage of
responses
20
10
0 I I I I I I [

o)
/})/5 /})f‘ /%/ Y )éﬁ < /;)(‘
” O eN 5 0. N G/L
N S o s S S, S,
% S R Ay N %, %
o 0, S % % ?
Sx N 4 e (% Z
% $ /5@ %
” 2.
& Q 2
/’PG ©°
%

In question 2 schools were asked which key aspédtsmative assessment they used. As
there was no ‘supplied’ list this gave an oppottyto note and analyse what schools would
determine as key aspects of formative assessnent(gure 2). The most highly reported
aspect, by almost one in four schools (24%), wagilself-evaluation/self-assessment’. The
definitions of this category varied e.g. ‘self asswaent — checking off against given success
criteria’; ‘self-evaluation (traffic light system)’self assessment against targets’; ‘self and
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peer assessment is used to assess understandifgletify individual pupil targets which
are used by the pupils to assess their own perfmwenalhe second highest reported key
aspect of formative assessment was ‘providing faekibo the learner’ (20%) with the
definitions of that feedback including ‘regular rkiaig and feedback’; ‘feedback on
completed work’; ‘feedback during lessons’; ‘forivatfeedback when marking books’ and
‘feedback on targets set.” Sixteen percent of #sponses reported ‘gimmicks’ related to
their key practice of formative assessment e. ‘$tars and a wish’; ‘WALT, WILF and
TIB’ and ‘traffic lights/thumbs up’. Twelve perceat schools reported ‘targeted
guestioning’, 12% ‘sharing success criteria’ and on9 schools (11%) reported ‘analysis of
product’ as key aspects of formative assessmerdhathey used.

Figure 2: Which key aspects of for mative assessment do you use?

Figure 2 - What key aspects of Formative Assessment do you
use?
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One in twenty schools reported their key aspetdlering learning objectives/success
criteria with children’. These were the significamtmber responses identifying key aspects
of formative assessment; there was also a scatefiwide interpretation but individual
reports e.g. ‘working alongside children’, ‘levadimoderation of work’, ‘teacher and pupil
setting targets together’, ‘checking children agatargets’, ‘promoting children’s learning’,
‘key questions: what do we know? what do we watriin out?’ and ‘APP/single level
tests’. These responses led the authors to behevdéormative assessment has no common
understanding across teachers either in definitomponents or aspects of practice.
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Question 3 asked teachers to report how formaggessment supported learning outcomes
in their schools. The responses (as with Questicarsd 2) indicated a range of
understandings not only of what formative assessméut of what learning outcomes are
now classified as (‘achieving targets’) and th& lretween assessment and learning
(‘enables additional support when not achievingé#s’). The most supported response to
the question how does formative assessment sulgaoning in your school was ‘next steps
identified by both teacher and pupils’ (21%) anat tivas regarded as both positive (teacher
and pupil described as working together to identéyt steps in learning) and formative (see
Figure 3).

Figure 3: How does for mative assessment support lear ning outcomesin your school?

Figure 3 - How does Formative Assessment support learning
outcomes in your school?
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The other significantly (in numeric terms) reportedponses were ‘informs next day’s
planning’ (18%), which was at least formative, ipt@d to match differentiated objectives
and targets’, which hinted that it might or miglot bbe formative and then ‘identifies targets
and ability groups’ (18%), ‘standards raising/aegimg targets’ (9%) and ‘enables additional
support/not achieving targets’ (8%), all of whiclkre not, in the authors’ view, either
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formative or supporting learning. There was a rasfdew frequency responses covering the
possibly formative e.g., ‘individualise assessnfeneach pupil’ and ‘small steps which are
reviewed and adjusted’ through the unspecific ‘egntral to learning process’, ‘pupils
empowered’ ‘helps pace of lessons’ to the summatige‘enables teachers to make
predictions’, ‘children’s individual half term taets’, ‘grouping of children relative to
academic progress’ and ‘analysis of data allows@pjate targets to be set'.

Survey question 4 probed the schools’ views ofitlies between formative assessment and
learning. The responses ranged in specificity fthengeneralisation of ‘they are inextricably
linked’ to ‘children need to know how to continweiinprove’ (16%). The most reported
response was ‘involves children in measuring thein learning/increases confidence’ (26%)
which the authors felt summed up two positive aspetformative assessment and supplied
a link between the assessment and learning. Geésponses which had some numerical
support were ‘children cannot move in learning aslAfL is in place’ (10%), ‘teaching must
be driven by what children already know’ (11%) dedrning has to have formative
assessment to move it forward’ (9%), all of which thought were too general to detail any
specific link between formative assessment anchiegr

There was the usual range of low frequency resgonwbké&ch we have encapsulated in the
‘other’ classification column (19%). These rangeaht the esoteric and unspecific e.g. ‘it's a
continued cycle, teacher challenges children aegp&éhem motivated’, ‘'so we all have the
same philosophy’ and ‘the greater the quality effirmative assessment the deeper the
learning process’. Then we received the vaguelyn&tive but at least linked to learning e.g.
‘if pupils do not understand a concept this mustdtarned to’, ‘assessment is seen as an
integral part of teaching and learning’, ‘qualigefiback to signpost areas of work they need
to concentrate on’ and ‘involves children in actyweonitoring what they have to do next'.
The latter signaled both the active involvemenrthefchild in the process (a crucial
component of formative assessment) and gave themsubtope that the ‘next’ referred to was
actually a specific micro-learning step rather thageneralised statement of intent. The hope
was soon dampened by a school response which ‘fmeha stated the link between
formative assessment and learning as ‘only as asnafaesting’.
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Figure 4: What links do you see between for mative assessment and lear ning?

Figure 4 - What limits do you see between Formative
Assessment and learning?
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Survey question 5 specifically focused on the Afingiple of actively involving children in
their own learning and asked how this was beingdorpractice. The highest supported
response (29%) stated that children were involwetieir own learning through ‘self-
reflection/self-evaluation’ which seemed ambigutiuthe authors as it was not clear (until
we observed the teaching sessions) when, howtlisiself-reflection took place or the
results of the self-reflection transferred intohaeinvolvement in learning. One in five
schools (20%) identified ‘setting own targets/réaglown targets’ as an active involvement
while 10% of schools reported ‘learning styles/wihaty like to learn and how’. Twelve
percent of respondents reported ‘gimmicks’ as theerto actively involving children in
their own learning e.g. ‘thumbs up/down/sideway&/ALT, WILF’, ‘star checkers’, 'two
stars and a wish’, and of course the ubiquitowsfitr lights’. The range of individual
responses covered the bold but unspecific ‘ HOW CDWYIOU NOTY (sic) through
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‘enthusiasm’, ‘circle time’ and good plenary sessido the summatively oriented ‘revision
topics’. None of the responses matched the authodgrstanding of the involvement of
children as co-constructors, self-regulated learaed negotiators of their own learning.

Figure5: How do you actively involve children in their own lear ning?

Figure 5 - How do you actively involve children in their own
learning?
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Discussion and Implications

Following those varied definitions and understagdiwe have still to see a formative
classroom or a teacher whose pedagogy is baseatroative principles on any of our forty
three observation visits to schools, despite thests being based on the most 'formative’
responses to our survey. We are however seeingcassion of teachers following a formula

of planned predictability, controlling the contefitthe

‘three part menu’ which is being

delivered to passive children. This rigidity haspedagogical roots firmly in the National
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Numeracy and Literacy Strategies with ‘the fornralisf highly structured lessons, whole
class plenaries’ (Alexander, 2005). Among the cesioams to AfL, from our observations,
are the ‘solitary’ learning objective on the intetrae whiteboard (how can one learning
objective be adequate for the range of learninglsi@eesent in every class?). Our interviews
provided some informative responses on that theoeh as ‘But | have the top set (for
literacy)’ indicating that Teacher C believed tehé did not need to differentiate within a
class which had been streamed as a top set fraditeWe observed and were treated to
rhetoric about ‘doing’ self and peer assessmentlaadree scattering of terms such as ‘open
guestions’, ‘feedback’ etc.

Our anticipation was that after six years of aoral AfL strategy we would not just see the
isolated individual formatively teaching but theveuld be in a majority of schools a shared
learning community of formative teachers workingjadaoratively with children at the centre
of the whole school’s teaching and learning ethmzsaulture (Allal, 2005). From our survey
responses and our observations in the classroemollbwing five issues have emerged.
Teachers for whatever legacy or conceptual readeasly have problems with
differentiation; ‘differentiation implies the impiti®n of different curricula for different
groups of pupils - or it means nothing,” (Simor829p.6); the following of a formulaic
‘lesson plan’ seems to be the sole pedagogical hsodinere is no ‘divergence’;
understanding of formative assessment (or its symoAfL) in practical operation is poor so
no clarity of definition; ‘coverage’ has precedemser depth and security in learning and the
associated ‘jargon’ around the simple truth of fative teaching needs demythologising.
These issues are itemised below with an intrododbaeach supplied by a theorist in the
field.

Differentiation

‘If formative assessment is carried out on a faidgular basis, the result is
pressure to differentiate’ (Perrenoud 1991, p.89).

The evidence from our sample indicates the notfatifterentiated planning for teaching is
not seen as a pre-requisite for formative asseddnyahe majority of teachers (only 7% of
our sample states that formative assessment enthigesgitting of differentiated targets for
lessons. This is a still-strong legacy from theidial Numeracy Strategy with its
discouragement of differentiated teaching ‘we anecerned that children should not
continue to work at many levels, with the teacHacipg them in a wide range of
differentiated groups (DfEE. 1998, p.54) and 'tsmhat as a fixed curriculum to be taught to
all pupils regardless of attainment indicates teay little curricular differentiation is
recommended’ (Brown et al, 1998). So strong that fiears after Excellence and
Enjoyment: The Primary Strategy we are observingpgority of lessons in which
differentiation is totally absent. Why are we olveag lessons with one static learning
objective which embraces the whole extent of astddearning? This signals two things. The
pedagogical messages of the National Literacy amdddacy Strategies in which
differentiation was frowned upon and the absendeaxher understanding of the need for a
differentiated menu to match the range of learmegds and the presence of a ‘one size fits
all' mentality are proving difficult to shift.

In conversation with teachers during our 43 scivisits we raise the word ‘differentiation’
and the vagueness of the responses begins. Waldredet one task and then | differentiate
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by what they produce’ or ‘I have an extension ta&sdy for those who finish’. Our
observations indicate that this is what AfL in gree has been reduced to. The responses
demonstrate misconceptions of the basic principld®w children learn and the sacrifice of
developmental learning on the altar of ‘coverag®gce’, ‘moving the cohort on’ and

‘getting through the pre-planned package’. Cleatyinitial teacher training programmes
need to return to the conceptualisers and theaidtymative assessment to change
technicians back to pedagogists.. Principal amathgse theorists is Philippe Perrenoud
whose philosophy is based on ‘to the extent thptlpao not have the same abilities nor the
same needs nor the same way of working, an opsinadtion for one pupil will not be
optimal for another...one can write a simple equattiwversity in people + appropriate
treatment for each = diversity in approach’ (Peoret) 1998, p.93-4). In even simpler terms,
‘good teaching forces differentiation’ (Perrenoi@98) is called for. Linda Allal reinforces
the point, ‘differentiation of instruction is plaad rather than just being added on after
observing difficulties’ (Allal 2005, p.246).

Divergence

‘So in the face of pace, objectives, targets amhdetathat have become part of the
dominant linguistic and conceptual discourse ofcadion reform in England, we
might wonder how confident good divergent teachelide to stray from pre-set
paths for better pastures. We might wonder whatattsence of divergent
thinking will mean, in the longer term, for childre motivation and interest in
their learning experiences’ (Dadds 2001, p.53)

Dadds in 2001 described a scenario which has fudiieriorated by 2009. In our classroom
observations we keep looking for the first teackio ‘diverges’ from the norm of the pre-
packaged lesson. This is delivered (usually sgrptect) around a sole common learning
objective (or alternatively in some cases a ‘whabdess task’) to the class who are then
invited either (i) to talk to their partner, or)(io complete a common task, or (iii) indulge in
an ‘AfL professional development day’ gimmick (‘smoall’, ‘traffic lights’, etc) or (iv) to
wake from their lethargy induced by this formatrigerepeated day after day, to recall some
of the detail from the teacher’s (lengthy) contekiting or introductory remarks. We see
teachers ‘covering’ work at pace, we see teachersirolling’ and imposing the narrowness
of the learning agenda and forgetting that theniegris not in the tidiness of the schema but
in the response, the involvement, the energy,rtezest of the child as participant learner;
learning is a ‘messy’ and complex process not & ae@ tidy one. Therefore their
misinterpretation of divergence as inevitably réaglin chaos and reduction in quality must
be challenged. We need to see but are not, teacheirsy the confidence to relax that
control, to allow children to be involved in thehw?’ am | doing this, ‘what if?” and in the
‘how?’ can it best be done, and encouraging cotlaian and conversation and children
setting personal progressive targets.

In the classroom example below children were causty or sub-consciously connecting
prior learning to a present theme and they weraéiing openly and orally their developing
conceptualisation of counting in tens in a noneligicontrolled classroom environment. This
is an example, rare in our observations, of co4tangon between the teacher and the child
enabling the children’s dialogue to expand by nae+ivention from the teacher at the point
of the first child’s question thus enabling theldien to ‘drive’ the learning direction.
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Mathematics lesson Year 1 children
Learning focus: counting in tens (10 more/10 less)

Context: The previous week the children had explohe concept of odd and
even numbers. In this lesson the whole class wakeoarpet exploring

counting. The teacher recorded the following dia®ghich took place as the
children worked on grouping as part of the proad¢smderstanding the concept.

Teacher (T)Let’'s count to 100 in tens.

Burhan three sets of ten make 30 but it is an odd number
Mohammedis it an odd number?

Burhan Yes, it is odd.

T: Well is it an odd number?

Burhan If you had three people, one would get 10, onald/get 10 and
one would get 10.

T: What about two people?

Reem One person would get 5, 5 and 5.

T: How many is that?

Reem 15.

T: What is that doubled?

Reem 30.

T: Burhan, you can share 30 as 15 and 15.

In this formative classroom situation the childveere demonstrating the following: they
were consciously or sub-consciously connectingrpearning to the present theme and they
were re-drafting orally and collaboratively thegv@loping conceptualisation of ‘counting in
tens’ in an open classroom culture. This is a gemekample of co-construction between the
teacher and the group of children (through enaliliegchildren’s dialogue to expand and by
non- intervention at the first child’s questiondant divergence from a planned format to
enable the children to ‘drive’ the learning directi

The misconception i.e. that the digit 3 makes 30 an odd number is explored and rectified
in group discussion. The teacher, by not closiregl¢larning agenda by responding with an
answer to the first child’s question, has enabeddhildren to orally work through two
concepts i.e. multiples of 10 and odds and evens.

In conversation the teacher reflectively obsentesthould have given Burhan, Reem and
Mohammed a task outside the main group to exple® bwn numbers’.

However unlike the above example the norm is thafrbm the formative principles of
involving children in their own learning, teacharg controlling the learning agenda even
more firmly. ‘Many schools give the impression afving implemented AfL when in reality
the change in pedagogy that it requires has nentakace. This may happen when teachers
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feel constrained by external tests over which tieye no control. As a result they are
unlikely to give pupils a greater role in directitigeir (own) learning.” (ARG, 2007, p.9)

Definition

‘Formative assessment takes place day by day dodsthe teacher and the
student to adapt their respective actions to tlaehég/learning situation in
question. It is thus, for them, a privileged ocoasior conscious reflection on
their experience’ Audibert, 1980, p.62.

On our visits to schools we ask teachers how tleéye their teaching, how they
conceptualise their role, what their philosophyezfching is. ‘In terms of her philosophy for
teaching and learning — this was something tedglned not given any thought to. Much of
her practice she claimed was based on the modeifinthers she felt were worth copying.’
(Case study school 5). We ask teachers if thek tmay are ‘formative’ teachers. To which
they have replied in the majority, ‘what does timatan, | have never heard of that before?’.
We are wondering if teachers in 2009 need a phalogoFrom 207 responses to a survey
guestion ‘what is your teaching philosophy base® and from 13 case study visits the
typical response was ‘that’s a really hard onee hever been asked that before’ (school X),
they certainly don’t think they do. They are ‘reliaon prescriptive centrally disseminated
materials from which ‘politicians and bureaucrats demanding greater conformity of
education offerings which are transparent and $iggadly testable’ (Patrick, Forde &
McPhee, 2003, p.239). They have ‘Strategies’ fosthab the important things i.e. numeracy,
literacy, AfL, and they have 'Frameworks’ to planand from and they have centrally
supplied schemes of work to save the need for nmag¢baching material to developmental
or interest levels, in short they have been redtieeelchnicians. If they follow these
formulae they are ‘safe’ and ‘secure’ in the acdahility and auditing processes conducted
by their own Senior Leadership Team. So, in sumrtiaycentral purpose for becoming a
teacher has been lost. Our belief is that teaalezd to understand and to embrace what
formative teaching is. It is not disguised withipgramme or strategy to improve ‘level
scores’ and it should not respond to the summdsgliebut instead to the learning needs of
the child, involving the child centrally in the gimation and the development of his/her
learning. One example from our observations cemnesn experienced teacher who
expounded widely on her formative practice, herentrstudying for a further degree and
then spent the 40 minutes teaching time dictangliage, content, control and materials in
a closed format which did not enable the childendnnect to or be involved in their own
learning. In short, they did not see the relevasfdbe lesson (Vygotsky, 1986).

Depth

‘Teachers bring skills in devising and constructtagks to elicit revealing and
pertinent responses from children.” (Sadler 19880p

Depth of learning: this equates with the immersibthe teacher and the child in the
teaching and learning process. Our search is tdifgieghrough our observations of teaching
and in conversations with children, teachers andffi&ers their priorities in planning for
teaching and learning. How is an independent dalibfig learner developed? Is there a
relationship between the intrinsic developmentrafagement, self-motivation, interest and
research skills at an early stage of a child’s atlan and current pedagogical practice? Is
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the current observed paradigm of controlling teaglassive recipient moving at pace
through a prescribed programme going to developnaigtion of ‘deep and reflective
thinkers’ and lifelong learners? From our receasstoom observations the authors’
response is that in the current summative framewwglchances of developing reflective
children involved in self-motivated research atigg is negligible. A missing component is
the acknowledgement of the child as learner withenaffective domain, in short
acknowledging that social development is equallgantant as and a primary factor in
cognitive development — but the latter is the ameavhich curriculum and assessment and
therefore pedagogy focuses in a summative Standgetsda. The importance of a nurturing
pedagogy is recognised by Reeves (1993) who atbaesf we are to take quality seriously
we have to get closer to our learners, their nabeés, learning styles and their motivation’
(Dadds, 2001, p.53). The evidence of our obsematazross the 43 schools justifies the
necessity of reminding the teacher that he/sheorking with discrete individuals, all with
emotional and learning needs, not just deliverigrrally devolved teacher-controlled
subject diet. Wink suggests that pedagogy involwgsan interaction and joy, of playing
with new ideas and ‘[to] challenge all educatortotuk beyond the complexities and
familiarities of their own teaching’ (Wink, 2005 Graziano 2008, p.162). Within the
current climate this position seems both irrelevaartt unobtainable as the dominant
discourse is one of controlling pedagogy and peréivity.

Demythologising

‘The search for theoretical frameworks could leadh increasingly abstract
vision of formative assessment cut off from thétresiof classroom practice.
This is why it is essential to articulate theoratiowork with the study of how
assessment is actually practised in the classrd@dal 2005, p.251)

Already AfL has collected too much ‘clutter’ of temology; it is dominated by gimmicks
(WILFs, WALTS, TIBs and OLIs) rather than focusiog the specific understanding and
practical application of formative assessment (FAkessment for learning (AfL),
continuous assessment (CA) and teacher assessigni(st as the Education Reform Act
in 1988 issued in a plethora of abbreviationsSAT, AT, SoA, etc, similarly, as our
previous sentence illustrates, assessment nowshawm potential for confusion through
abbreviation. This confusion over terminology des¥rom a scant understanding of the
works of the original formative assessment thesrisiisrepresented or ‘popularised’ by the
travelling consultants who see money to be madua tie centre-periphery training model
for AfL. Is there a pack? we were asked by onelteganisunderstanding both the purpose
of our visit and the purpose of formative assessnikthere isn’'t a ‘pack’ do not expect it to
be done because that demands experimentation addgogy (to be frowned upon by
School Leadership Teams and School Improvemenhé&aijt then inevitably deviation (to
be frowned on by everybody!) which, contrary to tiyaics, produces successful (and deep)
formative teaching and learning.

Conclusion

After five years of a national AfL strategy withetlattendant government funding and supply
of ‘consultants’ to support the strategy, our @ptation was that there would be in a majority
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of schools a shared community of formative teachenking collaboratively with children

at the centre of a whole school philosophy of fdimeateaching and learning. From our forty
three school observations this does not appea tbeébcase; the summative agenda is still
firmly straitjacketing the teaching and learningad. As can be seen from the survey data
despite the very high percentage reporting preatton of formative assessment, schools
clearly have very different definitions of whatstand what is its purpose. There is a huge
range of misconceptions, these cover the mostrilaisunderstandings of formative
practice e.g. ‘testing’, ‘analysis of data’ andvédling and moderation’ through sweeping
generalisations and rhetoric. The correlations betwQla: what importance do you give to
formative assessment and Q1b: what is the reasdahdbprioritisation, showed no
significant relationship. The only other signifi¢lrreported reason for the high priority
given to formative assessment in planning was‘thstipports the identification of pupil
needs enabling the setting of differentiated tardmt lessons’ from 5% of the sample — a
clear indicator that the notion of differentiatddrmming for teaching is not seen as a pre-
requisite for formative assessment by the huge mtyagf teachers (95%). That latter
conclusion is worrying in itself because clearlg tagacy of the national strategies with their
sustenance of the summative accountability agemdagh didactic teaching has survived
the introduction of both Excellence and Enjoyment AfL.

Our research has evidenced the following five isstieachers for pedagogical or
philosophical, legacy or conceptual reasons cldaaiye problems with understanding
differentiation. Differentiation has been evidenesdequating with setting and labelling
children in static inflexible groups that remaimstant throughout the time that child
remains in the year group (usually based on theedbence of test scores from the previous
year). ‘Differentiation implies the imposition oifiérent curricula for different groups of
pupils - or it means nothing,” (Simon 1985, p.@eTollowing of a formulaic whole class
‘lesson plan’ seems to be the sole pedagogical hsodinere is no ‘divergence’. The
understanding of formative assessment (or its symoAfL) and its practical operation is
poor so there is no clarity of definition. Pedagagdriven by ‘coverage’ and ‘pace’ which
have precedence over depth and security in leariioyerage and elicitation of facts rather
than the creation and co-construction of interceotetklearning’ (Myhill, 2006, p34). The
associated gimmicks camouflage what is the simpté bf formative teaching i.e. the
child’s learning needs at the centre of a teacl@asning, and therefore the concept of
formative assessment needs demythologising.
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Aligned Assessments for | mproved L ear ning?

Advances in technology, coupled with innovativeeassent task design and advanced
psychometric and cognitive models, make it posdinels to obtain a richer, more
intelligent picture of what students know and cartlthn ever before. While the historical
opportunity to change the direction of educatiores, so are the challenges inherent in any
change in assessment paradigm. As such, somaguyidnciples to provide a framework of
discussion is warranted.

1. Assessment must be used to improve learning

While this would seem to be self evident, educateaform is rife with examples of
assessments for various purpose, some quite distamimproved learning. As
such, for an assessment to be effective it mustipeed to instruction and evidence
must be provided that it links directly to instriect and improved learning.

2. Assessment should be one component of an integediadng system

Assessments need support and can not be usedatiaeo They must provide
instructionally actionable information—informati@anteacher can use to improve

2Jon S. Twing, Ph.D., Executive Vice President rf@aAssessment & Information, lowa City
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learning. Additionally however, various stakehatdeill want to use the same
information in different ways. As such, this sam&tructionally actionable
information will have to feed accountability systgmand inform judgments about
teacher development needs and evaluation, for eeanvighile many people will
claim this is asking too much of an assessmenteiildy is that such multiple
decisions are currently being made and are likelyontinue to be made into the
future. As such, assessment experts should dediméeat types of assessment data
are most appropriate for which decisions under whatimstances and stop arguing
that multiple decisions are not useful.

3. Assessment must exploit technology if we want tasaee meaningful learning
attributes.

We can no longer in large scale assessment retlyeomeasurement of content
mastery only, but rather must incorporate skillsdthmeasures such as problem
solving, critical analysis and collaboration whappropriate. This will surly mean
that performance assessments, scenario-basedsask#tions, data collections,
generation and editing of student information w&illbe required. If so, then only a
technology delivered assessment (online testingpled with technology aided
scoring (computerized performance scoring or machaoring via artificial
intelligence) can facilitate collecting such measur

4. Assessment must account for a transition from wherare now to where we want
to be in the future.

Such a learning revolution (i.e., more measurggablem solving, critical analysis
and collaboration) coupled with the logarithmicregse in technology infrastructure
to support it, particularly in the internationakassment area, can not happen over
night. As such, there must be a transition plat thoves us from our current
assessment paradigm to the new technology ladea.aiecisions regarding
priorities will have to be made. For example,ha US, the summary outcome
measures are being funded first. In Abu Dhaberimt assessments and growth
measures are now being considered after the impletien of accountability
assessments.

5. Assessment must be practical and implementablenast not sacrifice what we
want to measure due to limitations in psychometagnitive or technology models.

While the psychometric properties of reliabilitydavalidity are important we will no
longer be able to refine and constrain the constoube measured in order to achieve
acceptable levels for these parameters. We casimpty measure content mastery
with multiple-choice achievement tests because meswikhow and can do so reliably.
We have already seen degradation o f the curricandiover contextualization of

the measures to make them useful for meaningfuhileg improvement. Similarly,
we can not wait for new psychometric or cognitivedals to solve this dilemma for
us as these could be years away. Rather, whateekto do is understand that a
variety of information (some objective, some noine directly observed, some not;
some more defensible for one purpose than anothiégoexist inside this learning
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system and that our parameters of psychometridlerce must accommodate it.
This can be accomplished with the expanded usevalidity framework that ask
“...what evidence do you have to justify such infeesimade from the data?” and to
contextualize the data used in these inferenceseXample, if teachers will
administer performance assessment tasks thatheill be combined with online
delivery of objective items, what evidence hastést developer collected to compare
the reliability and standardization of the teactmaring as compared to the objective
scoring. Only then can knowledgeable inferencesaée from the combined scores.

6. Different stakeholders will want different and efteompeting outcomes and this will
be a mater of fact for the assessment.

The learning assessment systems of the futuresimiply have to provide
information for different stakeholders. Actionabbiormation teachers might use to
improve instruction, program evaluation and accabitity information policy

makers might use for system decisions, measuresaofer effectiveness, measures
of college and work place readiness, internatitealchmark comparisons and other
initiatives will want to use this data. Only a ush learning system that is planned
with these and other multiple purposes in mind sulivive such demands.

When digital natives become the majority, our cairteinking about things like: Technology
infrastructure (Computer labs for example), Gradseda or age-based enrollment instead of
enrollment based on learning progressions, Trapgatians to other languages instead of
building assessments in the native language byenlthguage speakers, manual systems
requiring multiple logins or paper history files‘mermanent records” as well as traditional
textbooks and homework assignments will all beghiaf the past. We need to get ready for
this revolution now!

A Practical Implementation Example

Such a learning system led by the guiding prinsigleeviously outlined is not simply “pie in
the sky” desire. In fact, we have many examplesoafiponents of such systems that are
ready or nearly ready for implementation now. @almarking schemes, automated scoring
systems using artificial intelligence, online tuébsystems, online interactive testing systems
and voice analysis feedback are examples of teoggpanabled assessment enhancements
that are currently being used. Pulling these togeinto one system that is aligned with
instruction is the next step. The following praaédone example of one such interim system
that meets some of the goals of the guidelinegveand may set the stage for how such a
future system might look like.

Figure 6 shows a high level organizational schémedutlines the attributes of an existing
learning system as an example of one such sysianedah meet the needs of the educational
challenges moving forward.
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Figure6. Limelight Example
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Figure 6 begins with the need to manage contentatds and curricula. Arguably, all
learning comes from standards and, as such, nd parabf any learning system will require
aspects of managing such information. Maintainiegn pools and learning assets is another
example of a component or attribute of a learnysjesn that is required. If the learning
system is an item bank, task or performance moalulearning asset agnostic then it has the
flexibility to be useful and helpful to educatorfsatl areas. Similarly, flexibility in how
educators combine assessment tasks and learnitg &gl facilitate the use of assessment
for learning as oppose to using it as simple surgmezasures. Regardless of how the
learning system will be used, assignment of tasklsmaanaging administration will be a
fundamental requirement of the learning systemvaificdheed to take into account a wide
range of user facility with technology. Arguabllge information management aspect of the
learning system is the most important. Being &blenderstand, present, analyze and take
action is the empowering feature of a compreherisaming system that may ultimately
transform education.
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Specifically, the content management aspect ofd@waing system needs to allow educators
with easy to use and intuitive ways to review, siedexd manage learning and assessment
assets is needed. Figure 7 displays one examplgcbfa management system.

Figure7. Limelight Assessment Task Management Example
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Similarly, the ability to quickly and easily addalming assets to the learning management
system is required. Figure 8 shows and exampt®wfthis might be done.
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Figure8. Limelight Assessment Construction M anagement Example.
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Figure 9 shows how one rendering of what an assgsasset looks like as presented from
the learning management system. A robust anddllexsystem will accommodate all types

of learning assets as well as a range of mediastgpsired for use in assessment, instruction
or learning as well as interventions.

Figure9. Limelight Example Assessment Asset.
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What is the equation shown solved for y in terms of x?
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Figure 10 shows one aspect of a flexible seriggdrts summarizing learning information
coming from the learning system

Figure 10. Limelight Example Proficiency Report
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Item Analysis

~ MSMA h Grade Sampl d Populations Benchmark A nt is a 13 question test created on undefined date.

Student review Is allowed for this assignment. This is an untimed assignment.

One additional and key aspect of the use of sunhrmagement system must be improved
learning. As such, learning assets, instructiartalventions and feedback to students and
teachers is required. Figure 11 shows an exanfgreosuch type of feedback.
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Figure11. Limelight Example Question Rationale Report.
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Investment capital demanding more and more housing securities

This section highlighed some guiding principlesuieed for an integrated learning system and
then provided examples of how one such systemikaalized such a solution. Many such
solutions exist and will continue to evolve. Adlibw a common theme, however, namely that
only assessment integrated with learning will §kiglad to a change in how we conceptualize the
future of learning and with it the future of asseest.

PEARSON Page 27 of 27



