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				Preface

			  Perspectives on Assessment and Evaluation in International Education

				 

				Assessment and evaluation are two concepts at the core of schooling and other forms of education worldwide. As ever when discussing educational concepts in an international context, language and terminology can appear to conspire against shared understanding – a seeming conspiracy that can bedevil any educational organisation that operates globally. In the English language, for instance, the words assessment and evaluation are used in different ways with different meanings. In the Spanish language, meanwhile, just one word – evaluación – is used to cover both. But it would be optimistic to infer from the existence of subtleties of distinction between the two words in the English language that meaning is shared in the Anglophone world – sadly, that is not the case.

				Within the UK educational context from which we write, the word evaluation tends to be used with a broad meaning – when referring to evaluating, for instance, the effectiveness of a curriculum, or of a whole-school policy – while the word assessment is used to describe what could more properly be referred to as measurement of student (or learner) achievement, the outcomes of which might contribute information – in the form of data – to a broader evaluation. And in referring to assessment we would include not only testing and examinations (though one might sometimes wonder, given the importance increasingly attributed to these two forms of assessment both within national systems and globally, whether other forms of assessment exist). We would also include under this term a broad range of forms of judgement made about one who is learning by one who is responsible for supporting that learning, whether that be for formative or summative, norm-referenced or criterion-referenced, internal or external purposes – or indeed any other purpose that calls for judgement to be made about the achievement of a learner. 

				Much has been written about educational assessment and evaluation (with their different interpretations), and whole industries have grown up around what we would describe as assessment, as individual schools and whole education systems look for measures of performance that can be used (with varying levels of sometimes dubious validity) as indicators of, inter alia, levels of learning, quality of teaching, quality of curriculum, effectiveness of leadership/management, and competitiveness of national education systems. Whether described as assessment or evaluation, and in whichever context, the two concepts are underpinned by the notion of judgement being made about the quality or level of some aspect of education. Indeed assessment and evaluation data are increasingly widely used for accountability and quality assurance purposes at individual student, institutional, national and global levels.

				In this book we have not attempted to include consideration of all the issues that could possibly be covered in a title that addresses assessment and evaluation in education internationally. Nor have we set out to cover the myriad technical issues with which assessment and evaluation are inevitably concerned. To do so would have required a much heftier volume than we have set out to create here. Rather, we have invited a number of authors working within different contexts of international education (whether as teachers or leaders in international schools, administrators in international examination bodies, or researchers in international educational research organisations) to share ideas arising from their own experiences of what might be interpreted as assessment or evaluation, be that assessment of student achievement, evaluation of teacher effectiveness or evaluation of school quality. The international dimension presents a range of challenges to those with responsibility for implementing assessment and evaluation strategies in widely diverse linguistic, cultural, social and personal contexts, and we have been fortunate to have such valuable contributions shared with us by experienced authors in the field. It is their personal views on assessment and evaluation, derived from their professional practice in the international sphere, that we have sought to bring together here. 

				Contributions are organised in two parts. In Part A are included a number of chapters which relate most directly, though not necessarily uniquely, to the Assessment of Student Achievement. The topics addressed relate in different ways to the task of designing and implementing assessment regimes in relatively novel circumstances, and the authors together raise a range of issues and insights that will need to be addressed by those involved in future development of student assessment that is international in character and applied in a diversity of classrooms, schools and systems of education. In Part B our contributors critique a selection of evaluative approaches taken by those who have developed quality assurance procedures for professional practice and institutional effectiveness, and offer views from their experience of examples of such work.

				We are grateful to those who have agreed to share their ideas in this volume, and especially for their forbearance with the Editors during the course of production of this book, as we are to our colleagues at John Catt Educational for their support in making the publication possible. We are confident that the perceptions and insights shared here will make a valuable contribution to understanding of issues relating to assessment and evaluation in the international education context.

				Mary Hayden
Jeff Thompson
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				Chapter 1

				Mapping progress and developing assessments in new learning domains

			  Juliette Mendelovits

				 

				Why map new learning domains?

				Dynamic educational systems and institutions are continuously submitting their educational ideologies and practices to critical scrutiny – thinking about what students need to learn, and how educational programs and institutions can best equip children to deal with their current needs and those of the future. While there are strong arguments in favour of the traditional subject disciplines, many educators reach out for new ways of organising and formulating knowledge, skills and understandings. The ‘new ways’ are called, amongst other terms, ‘21st century skills’, ‘new metrics’, or ‘cross-curricular domains’.

				The early stage of development of – let’s call them – ‘unmapped domains’ is often simply to name them and announce them as part of a system’s or school’s offering that is meant to suffuse the defined and established areas of the curriculum. They may remain like that indefinitely, perhaps as part of the mission statement of a school or system, or an overarching curriculum definition, which includes terms such as ‘whole learning’, ‘cultural sensitivity’, ‘humanist values’, ‘critical and creative thinking’ and ‘problem solving’. Should more serious intentions emerge to ensure that such concepts are really activated in a program of student learning, one-off extra-curricular activities may be adopted, stand-alone modules of work may be developed, or teachers may be invited (or directed) to describe how these concepts are integrated into their regular subject teaching.

				But if such new domains are really going to acquire the status of serious areas of learning, they first need to be defined, then analysed to identify essential dimensions and elements, and then charted in terms of increasing capability. Articulating what more or less capability in the domain looks like makes it possible to begin discussing – in shared language – whether it is present and how it is developing – at individual, class or whole school level. But a further crucial step is to move from abstract descriptions of the learning area and progress within it, to concrete tasks that aim to reflect various stages along the learning development path. These tasks – assessment tasks – are a testing ground for judging whether the descriptions provided of progress are matched with real student performance. In other words, an essential part of mapping new domains is creating assessments to validate them.

				In the past decades there have been numerous attempts to establish new domains. In the international school world the most familiar and successful of these is perhaps the Creativity, Action, Service element of the International Baccalaureate Diploma Programme (recently re-named Creativity, Activity, Service), which is mandated as core curriculum. In Australia, with whose education systems I am most familiar, diverse approaches have been taken. The next section describes some of these. Following that, a methodology is proposed for accomplishing, at the school level, the dual, interconnected projects of mapping a new domain and developing assessments to inform and express that domain. 

				 

				Approaches to unmapped domains in Australia

				Australia’s government school education is under the jurisdiction of six states and two territories: it comprises a number of independent educational jurisdictions, rather than a single national system. Over the last 25 years, however, there have been increasing attempts to pursue national educational initiatives. In 1994, National Profiles in eight ‘key learning areas’ were published and endorsed by all Australian education jurisdictions, with a separate volume for each of the learning areas – for example, The Arts – a curriculum profile for Australian schools (Curriculum Corporation, 1994). These were descriptions of outcomes, in a hierarchical ordering of proficiency, of English, mathematics, science, studies of society and environment, technology, the arts, languages other than English, and health and physical education. Even more indicative of a centralising tendency, since 2011 an Australian Curriculum has been rolled out progressively (with some learning areas still awaiting final endorsement). This curriculum is built on the eight National Profile learning areas, but also articulates seven ‘general capabilities’: literacy, numeracy, information and communication technology, critical and creative thinking, personal and social capability, ethical understanding, and intercultural understanding. The official statement about how these general capabilities are to be realised in student learning is somewhat vague: ‘general capabilities are addressed through the learning areas and are identified wherever they are developed or applied in content descriptions.’(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2013). They are not, in other words, conceived of as disciplines or learning areas in their own right. 

				In the years between the development of the National Profiles and the Australian Curriculum, state and territory education systems have taken a variety of paths in integrating non-traditional learning with the established disciplines. A description of what happened in three jurisdictions illustrates the diversity.

				 

				Western Australia: the Overarching Statements

				The Western Australian Curriculum Council was the first of the states to begin to articulate conceptualisations of a curriculum beyond the core subject discipline areas. While the eight learning areas defined in the National Profiles were accepted, work began in the late 1990s on drafting what came to be called the Overarching Learning Outcomes.

				According to the Western Australian Curriculum Council definition:

				The Overarching Statements describe the outcomes which all students need to attain in order to become lifelong learners, achieve their potential in their personal and working lives and play an active part in civic and economic life. These outcomes apply across all learning areas and are the responsibility of all teachers. 

				(Curriculum Council Western Australia, 2005) 

				There were 13 Overarching Statements (OS), as shown in Figure 1.
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			  Figure 1: Western Australian Overarching Statements of Learning Outcomes

				 

			  Clearly the Overarching Statements introduce broader, non-traditional areas to the curriculum to sit alongside the established disciplines, to which they were explicitly linked. For example, in English the modes of Speaking, Listening, Reading, Writing and Viewing were linked to Overarching Statements 1, 6, 10, 12 and 13: that is, to those concerned with language and literacy, problem solving and critical and creative thinking, creativity and aesthetic appreciation, personal learning and flexible learning styles, and tolerance and citizenship. The expectation was that teachers of English would find ways of integrating and working towards the attainment of these five Overarching Outcomes during the implementation of the English Curriculum. In practice, there was initially limited implementation of the Overarching Statements at either the school or classroom level. From 2006, however, each school was obliged to report to the Western Australian Department of Education, at the whole school level, on how it was enacting the Overarching Statements.

				 

				Victoria: Victorian Essential Learning Standards (VELS) – AusVELS – Victorian Curriculum

				In 2005, the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority released the Victorian Essential Learning Standards (VELS) which provide a curriculum framework for schools from Prep to Year 10 (ages 5 to 15). The Standards aimed to ‘identify what is important for students to achieve at different stages of their schooling, set standards for those achievements and provide a clear basis for reporting to parents and for planning programs.’ (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2005)

				The structure of the VELS is shown in Figure 2.
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				Figure 2: Victorian Essential Learning Standards by strand, domain and dimension

				 

				The VELS comprised 16 domains, each assigned to one of three strands: Physical, Personal and Social Learning; Discipline-based Learning; and Interdisciplinary Learning. While the Discipline-based Learning strand comprised the familiar and generally traditional subject areas, the other two strands included both familiar areas (Health and Physical Education) and new areas – notably Interpersonal Development and Thinking. 

				Figure 2 makes clear that the eight key learning areas of the National Profiles, referred to earlier, are incorporated more or less intact in the middle Strand of the framework, Discipline-based Learning. Values-oriented components are grouped in Strand 1, Physical, Personal and Social Learning. Cross-curricular learning – the competencies – appear in Strand 3, Interdisciplinary Learning.

				The Victorian approach was more insistent than the Western Australian approach that school administrators, teachers and students would need to actively implement the VELS. The Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority directed schools to report, from 2008, on progress for the individual student in relation to each of the 16 domains. This meant that it was impossible for Victorian schools to take the path of least resistance and ignore the new framework. With the introduction of the Australian Curriculum in 2011, Victoria adopted and implemented the endorsed curricula for English, Mathematics, Science and Social Sciences, but retained key elements of the VELS in a new hybrid called AusVELS. And, from 2016, a new Victorian Curriculum is being introduced, which ‘incorporates the Australian Curriculum and reflects Victorian priorities and standards’ (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2015). It comprises the eight familiar discipline areas, and a set of four ‘Capabilities’: Critical and Creative Thinking; Ethical; Intercultural; and Personal and Social.

				Particularly for secondary schools, implementing the VELS, AusVELS and – prospectively – the Victorian Curriculum requires major rethinking about curriculum delivery, and about pedagogical strategies. For example, a teacher or a group of teachers had to take responsibility for reporting on the Thinking domain for every Year 8 student in the school, and a teacher or a group of teachers needed to report on the Personal Learning of every Year 10 student. While primary classroom teachers are likely to be familiar enough to report on personal development and on interdisciplinary learning with the 25 to 30 students for whom they are responsible for most of each day, the subject-specialist teaching arrangements of secondary schools had to be reconsidered to allow a broader conception of learning to be operated, and a fuller understanding of individual students. 

				 

			  Tasmania: the Tasmanian Essential Learnings (TELS)

				An even more radical experiment in redesigning curriculum was launched in the state of Tasmania in 2003: the Tasmanian Essential Learnings (Department of Education, 2003). Figure 3 illustrates the Essential Learnings in the central panel, with supporting elements of the concept – Values and Purposes, Learning, Teaching and Assessment Principles, and Culminating Outcomes – ranged around them. 

				 

				[image: p4.jpg]

				Figure 3: Tasmanian Essential Learnings Framework and Overview

				 

				Of the three Australian state jurisdictions discussed here, Tasmania took the most extreme approach to re-thinking the curriculum, since no explicit linking was made between traditional curriculum elements and the new Essential Learnings Framework. Superficially, the traditional subjects had completely disappeared – although arguably they were still there, under different names. The study of history, for example, was implicit in the Essential Learning of Social Responsibility – Understanding the past and creating preferred futures; while science, in essence though not in name, was there in World futures – Investigating the natural and constructed world. 

				Starting in 2004 the Tasmanian Office for Education Review commissioned a number of ‘validation studies’. These were conducted by, first, developing a set of assessment instruments that attempted to address described levels of performance in strands of the Essential Learnings, then administering them to a sample of Tasmanian students at selected year levels, and finally analysing the results, in order to ascertain whether the descriptions provided by the described proficiency scales, or profiles, matched with real student performance. While the first of these studies were in the more traditional areas of literacy and numeracy, the Tasmanian Department of Education began to collect assessment data on Acting democratically (from the Social responsibility organiser); on Being information literate (from Communicating); and Reflective thinking (from Thinking). The results of these studies were to allow verification, or inform modification, of the Essential Learnings.

				As in the Victorian case, the redesigning of the Tasmanian curriculum was intended to reshape the delivery of education at the system level. But given that curriculum delivery was under the control of the individual school, the degree to which this new construction of the curriculum was effected at the school and classroom level varied enormously, according to Tasmanian Department of Education personnel (Horsham, 2005). While some schools completely ignored the Essential Learnings initiative, others embraced it wholeheartedly. This meant, in the case of one secondary school, changing the whole school timetable to reflect the Essential Learnings focus rather than subject slots, and it meant teachers organising themselves into teams to develop Essential Learning-based units of study, using the subject expertise of teachers collaboratively within each of the organisers. It was exactly this kind of pedagogical rethinking that the Tasmanian development was intended to drive, and it is perhaps the dream of many educational thinkers in the international school world.

				The Tasmanian Essential Learnings experiment came to an abrupt end in 2006, attributed to a scare campaign orchestrated by the Tasmanian press (Rodwell, 2011). Radical innovation at a system level, let alone at a national level, is a hard row to hoe. But the approaches taken in Victoria and Tasmania – though fraught and difficult – offer some useful pointers for schools and groups of schools who want to adopt a serious approach to introducing unmapped domains. Both of these systems have given a lot of attention to operationalizing the domains that they want to develop by designing assessments that are capable of gathering evidence of student learning and progress, and of informing the development and refinement of the domains themselves. The success depends not only on getting buy-in from the community and on resourcing, but also on the capacity of the stakeholders, particularly school administrators and teachers, to meaningfully interpret and assimilate these ideas into their practice.

				 

				Dealing with new domains in international schools

				On a large scale, such as an education system of many thousands of students, the development will involve gathering substantial amounts of assessment data from hundreds of students, using statistical analysis to ascertain which tasks fit the model in a unified way, and then building a calibrated scale that quantifies progress – alongside descriptions of what that progress means substantively. On the smaller scale of a school or a small group of schools with a group of like-minded professionals, what can be done? In the international school world there is often more latitude than in government systems to try the new. There are often generous resources and – in my observation – very high levels of enthusiasm and energy amongst the teaching staff and school leadership to assimilate and implement new ideas. 

				The previous section has given some examples of attempts to include new domains of learning in innovative areas at system level. But there is often interest at a school level, or on the part of a group of schools, in developing their own constructs and tools. In the following section a methodology is outlined that traces how proficiency scales and assessments may be conceived, constructed and implemented to collect evidence of student achievement at a local level. The methodology proposed is fairly modest in scope and aims, taking into account the limited size of a single school’s or a small group of schools’ student numbers, and the amount of time typically available for professional school staff. Nevertheless, the approach borrows some ideas from larger systems’ attempts to map new domains and assess them.

				  

				An example of a new domain: international mindedness

				In order to give some concreteness and substance to the discussion, and taking account of the theme and expected audience of this publication, international mindedness is used as an example. Why international mindedness? An obvious answer is that it is a core value of many international schools, and certainly of International Baccalaureate (IB) schools, whose Learner Profile begins with the statement ‘The aim of all IB programmes is to develop internationally minded people’ (International Baccalaureate Organization, 2013). International mindedness in the IB does not, however, appear to have an agreed curriculum or assessment. Indeed, according to one recent study there is a significant view that international mindedness should not be assessed, and even that it is not assessable (Sriprakash, Singh, & Jing, 2014, pp 50-52).

				To state what is perhaps too obvious to be mentioned, assessments have the potential to influence what is taught, how it is taught, and how resources are directed toward the achievement of educational goals. Assessments send compelling messages about what students need to know and be able to do. What is not assessed is not valued. A common criticism of (especially) large-scale assessment programs is that they drive teachers to ‘teach to the test’, and are inevitably narrowing; but if an assessment is well conceived – if it assesses what is valued – then ‘teaching to the test’ is precisely the desired outcome. 

				The following suggestions map out a proposed method for designing assessments for an unmapped domain. 

				 

				Developing assessments for an unmapped domain in international schools

				Developing the construct of a new domain is always driven by a combination of theory and empiricism – a combination of the ‘top down’ and ‘bottom up’ approaches. Somewhere we start with an initial idea of what the domain is about: a definition and a set of elements that comprise it; and observation of individuals who appear to possess more or less competence by exhibiting specific skills, knowledge and understanding. To begin the process of constructing a mapped domain and an assessment instrument, some research should be done into what is already available – or at least bears some resemblance to the domain of interest. For international mindedness, there is the aforementioned IB Learner Profile statement and surrounding documentation; the framework for IEA’s International Civics and Citizenship Study (Schulz, Fraillon, Ainley, Losito, & Kerr, 2008); and the OECD’s development of an assessment framework and instruments for Global Competence (OECD, 2016). 

				Let’s assume in this case that there is a consensus agreement about what ‘international mindedness’ is – taking an adaptation of the IB Learner Profile statement as the basis:

				International mindedness is the capacity to recognize one’s common humanity and shared guardianship of the planet, in order to help to create a better and more peaceful world.

				Once this is established, various dimensions are posited as being part of this defined whole: for example, a set of contexts or spheres in which international mindedness is expressed (eg culture, politics, education, family); a set of content areas – perhaps attitudes and beliefs, actions, knowledge; and a set of thinking skills. 

				Without minimising the complexity and challenge of formulating these framework essentials for an unmapped domain, my recommendation would be to put a sensible limit on their construction – discussion can be extended indefinitely and proceed reasonably quickly to implementation, which comprises six steps:

				
						Draft a progress map

						Develop a set of assessment tasks

						Administer the assessment tasks

						Code and score student responses

						Analyse the data

						Refine the progress map

				

				Each of these steps is briefly described as follows.

				 

				Drafting a progress map

				A progress map is a hierarchically ordered series of statements describing what progress looks like in the domain, focusing on observable behaviour. Figure 4 sketches out a very simple continuum for international mindedness, with just four levels of proficiency.
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				Figure 4: Sketch of a progress map for international mindedness

				 

			  Again, drawing on the literature for ideas about cognitive, behavioural or attitudinal development in similar domains is useful here, but consulting one’s own and colleagues’ observations and experience is also invaluable. And one doesn’t have to reinvent the wheel in conceptualising what progress, in a generic sense, is likely to be. 

				While the content of this continuum is international mindedness, the ordering of the statements, from the easiest at Level 1 to the most difficult at Level 4, has features in common with other learning continua. For example, it is typical for continua to move from the local and familiar to the global and less familiar, as one dimension of increasing difficulty and challenge. Thus Level 1, Level 2 and Level 4 refer, respectively, to ‘own country’, ‘other countries’, and ‘world issues’. Another dimension that typically conditions difficulty is the complexity of cognitive processes. Level 1 and Level 2 use the verbs ‘identifies’ and ‘recognises’; Level 3 uses ‘explains’ and Level 4 ‘investigates’. The idea of ‘accommodating conflict’ at Level 4 again adds a layer of challenge: being able to deal with contradiction and contrast are typically associated with high levels of competence, in any domain. 

				 

				Developing a set of assessment tasks

				Assessment tasks should be designed that allow students to demonstrate the behaviour described at a level of the proficiency scale. The suite of assessment tasks will eventually cover the range of dimensions laid out in the definition and elaboration of the domain. For example, tasks should spread across cultural, political, educational and family contexts. But it is important not to be overwhelmed, and to make a beginning – acknowledging that not all of the dimensions can be addressed immediately through the assessment.

				At the outset, it is critical to think about the continuum statements and what will best provide evidence that the student is demonstrating (a key part of) the level description. Then there are the nuts and bolts of the task design: 

				
						Task type: what’s the most appropriate way of getting students to demonstrate this element of knowledge or skill? (eg paper and pen test, oral response, project, performance, product)

						Wording of the task (avoiding ambiguity; making sure the students understand the scope of what they need to do)

						The criteria for assessing the students’ responses (correct/incorrect or partial credit, rubrics; teacher judgement)

						Practicalities (when will the assessment be administered, how long will it take? How will the evidence be captured?)

				

				Figure 5 shows a set of ideas for assessment tasks, aligned with the four levels of international mindedness presented in Figure 4.
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				Figure 5: Outline of assessment tasks to inform development of a progress map for international mindedness

				 

			  Developing an assessment task includes devising the marking or coding scheme that will go with it. This should not be an afterthought, but an integral part of the process, as the marking scheme forces one to articulate the intent of the task and to anticipate the likely range of responses. It is highly desirable to develop the task and the marking scheme collaboratively. My experience as a test developer has led me to believe that rigorous, critical review of material with two or three colleagues is a sine qua non for high quality assessment development, avoiding idiosyncratic emphases and glaring gaps – although it must be said that there are always surprises amongst the student responses that confront and entertain, and make one rethink – but more of that anon.

				A marking scheme or rubric for the Level 1 task sketched above is as shown in Figure 6.
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				Figure 6: Example of a rubric for Level 1 task

				 

				Clearly an oral task could provide the occasion for assessing a much bigger set of competences: a child’s speaking proficiency (Language), his or her confidence and comfort in presenting to a class (Wellbeing), and so on. The marking scheme shown in Figure 6 is clearly very simple, and deliberately so. It focuses on only one criterion: a child’s understanding of the concept of ‘my country’. The purpose of developing these tasks is to populate and refine an unmapped continuum. To avoid distraction, stick with what is essential to this project.

				 

				Administering the assessment tasks

				To work towards developing an unmapped domain, the more responses to assessment tasks that can be collected, the better – to gather a representative set of data and to explore the range of capability. Practicality will be a limiting factor. Even a single class’s responses can begin to provide real evidence to flesh out what it means to develop capability in a domain, within a certain range of the continuum, and in a typical class the range of proficiency is quite wide. Two classes will, of course, provide more evidence.

				 

				Coding and scoring student responses

				Using the pre-determined coding guide, student responses are sorted according to the number of categories (score points) in the marking scheme. It is very likely that some of the student responses will be ambiguous or marginal, or even fall completely outside the scheme that has been developed. Here judgements need to be made: does a new category need to be added to the marking scheme, or the description adjusted? At this stage the benefits are clear of collaboration with one or more colleagues in making such judgements. If the marking scheme is adjusted, the assessment of other responses may need to be revisited.

				 

				Analysing the data

				With a large scale assessment programme, at this stage the response data (scores) are fed into a psychometric software application, and quantitative methods are used to determine how well the data ‘fit’ a model of development; whether any of the tasks are failing to yield useful data; whether there are sufficient responses at each score point to warrant their inclusion; and whether subgroups of students (eg boys, or children from language backgrounds other than the language of instruction) are performing anomalously. These analyses are then shared by test developers and psychometricians, to arrive at interpretations of how to integrate the information in task adjustment. For a school-based domain development exercise, professional judgement is the only available method of analysing and evaluating the quality of the tasks. This may result in some redesign of the administration guide for the task, rewording of a prompt, or changes to the marking scheme. 

				 

				Refining the progress map

				The assessment of the student responses also underpins a review of the draft progress map and its descriptions of proficiency. Some adjustments may be made: to combine two descriptions if there is little evidence of differential performance; to expand their number if more nuanced levels of proficiency have been observed; to elaborate the level descriptions, and certainly to provide accompanying examples of what student performance looks like, drawn from actual responses to the assessment tasks. 

				The first stage of work in developing a described scale for an unmapped domain is thus completed.

				 

				Outputs of the process: a mapped domain and accompanying assessment tasks

				What are the benefits of having an articulated mapping of learning development in a new domain, and a set of assessment tasks to instantiate it? First, the learning area now has a set of vocabulary that can be used for dissemination, and as a common basis for discussion, argument and further refinement. Second, the existence of a continuum – however imperfect – will prompt stakeholders to think about where students are and how their capability might be improved. Third, the set of assessments can be used to collect baseline information about student proficiency in the domain.The assessment tasks, developed and refined, can be administered to groups of students with confidence that the data collected has a robust, evidence- and research-based foundation. 

				The mapped developmental profile and the tasks are the foundation for establishing the domain as an active part of a school’s program and mission, rather than simply as a vague desideratum. Student capability in the domain can be tracked at the individual level, over time, or at class or cohort level, to ascertain the effectiveness of curriculum or pedagogy associated with the domain as well as to help understand the impact of events and circumstances beyond the school’s control.

				In modern, broadly humanist democratic societies, there is a lively and often heated discussion about the proper business of schools. Is it purely and simply a matter of introducing children to the traditional academic and cognitive disciplines of mathematics, language, science, history and so on? Or do schools need to address also the vocational and practical needs of young people to equip them for life beyond school? Or is the school’s job something more even than this: are schools also responsible for what some call ‘the whole person’ – the physical, emotional and attitudinal development of young people? 

				Since the beginning of my association with international schools, in the early 2000s, I have found that they have a particularly strong interest in non-traditional domains of learning. Their interest is in ensuring that students are prepared for whatever life holds for them, in an uncertain future in which the conventional subject areas are perceived as inadequate. Because leading thinkers who have shaped the beginnings and evolution of international schools are intrinsically concerned with the portability of education across geographical zones, it is perhaps natural that they are also particularly concerned with its portability over time: preparing for the future. And they are also, even more than most educators, strongly concerned with the education of the ‘whole person’, with giving richness and some sort of self-contained stability to young people who are typically deracinated – for a time at least – from their home cultures and environments. 
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