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DISMANTLING THE FACTORY MODEL
OF ASSESSMENT
Frank W. S erafini
U niversity of N evada – Las Vegas, N V, U S A

The Factory M odels of the 1900’s had a signi cant and lasting impact on the
educational curriculum and testing frameworks developed in America’s public
schools. The child was viewed as a product, the school was designed as an
educational factory, and standardized testing became the quality control mechanism for measuring educational progress. The effects of these structures can
still be seen in today’s public school organizations. Breaking free of the limiting
effects of standardized testing requires changes in teacher education, school
organization, curriculum frameworks, and especially, the methods of assessment currently used in public schools. Viewing assessment as ‘re ective inquiry’
rather than the measurement of accumulated facts, requires time, a new perspective, and dialogue among educators.

``School cannot be a place of pleasure, with all the freedom that would imply.
School is a factory, and we need to know which workers are up to snuff.
. . .The teachers in charge are the oor bosses, so don’t expect them to praise
the virtues of free intellectual development when everything, absolutely everything in the school setting—the classes, grades, exams, scales, levels,
orientations, streams—enforces the competitive nature of the institution,
itself a model of the workaday world.’’ (Pennac, 1994, p. 92)

Standardized testing and the ``Factory Model of Education’ ’ have had an
enormous impact on educational structures and practices since the early
1900s (Callahan, 1962). As referred to in the above quotation by Daniel
Pennac, school has been traditionally designed as a factory, with the child
seen as a product and all of the other educational components supporting
that premise.
It is no coincidence that large-scale efforts to develop standardized
tests began at approximately the same time as these ``Factory Models’ ’
were being introduced into education. Both the Factory Model of Education and the Standardized Testing Programs of the early 1900s were
intended to bring ``hard science’’ into their respective endeavors to reduce
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uncertainty, standardize products, and create more efcient schools
(Bracey, 1995).
These educational developments, the factory model of education and
standardized testing, are aligned with modernist, philosophical assumptions that are based on ``the point of view that all nature (including human
nature) is governed by invariable laws and that these laws can be discovered and unerringly applied by means of science’’ (Hanson, 1993, p. 13).
In this sense, assessment, namely standardized testing, is a form of measurement based on modernist philosophy (Elkind, 1997).
Educational theorists intended to bring their version of ``science’’
into their respective models to reduce uncertainty in order to ensure a
standardized product and create more efcient educational institutions.
This ``scientic’’ initiative is expressed by Murphy (1997): ``Th[e] abundance of testing in contemporary American society is just one more manifestation of the desire to control, to be ‘scientic’ and to leave nothing to
chance’’ (p. 262). Murphy adds that, ``[s]tandardized testing is, perhaps, a
prototypical exemplar of this broader desire to control chance. The ultimate reward for using standardized tests, then, was that education could
be made more efcient and effective’’ (p. 263) .
The adoption of these ``scientic principles’’ into educational arenas
forced educational administrators to view themselves as business managers
concerned with efciency and production rather than as scholars or
educators (Callahan, 1962). Efciency (namely, time well spent) and
accountability (namely, money well spent) took precedence over the
concern for providing a quality education for individual children. Control
and cost effectiveness were prioritized over educational excellence.
This ``scientic’’ movement was predicated on three main concepts; (1)
The School as Factory, (2) The Child as Product, and (3) Standardized
Testing as Quality Control. The child was thought of as a piece of raw material
to be shaped by the educational ``factory’ ’ into a quality ``product.’’ Teaching
became viewed as a form of training, and schools were expected to operate
more like assembly lines, working on children as they passed through various
stages of the curriculum. Once these factories were ``up and running’’ and the
standards for the ``child as product’’ were determined, standardized testing
became the means for measuring the quality of this product.
In what follows, I rst address the concept of ``Standardized Testing
as Quality Control.’’ Next, I briey discuss the types of assessment used in
today’s schools and the need for a new perspective concerning assessment.
Then, I outline a different perspective for assessment, one based on
reective inquiry rather than measurement. Following that discussion, I
describe several factors that have helped support teachers (including
myself) in making this ``paradigm shift’’ from assessment as measurement
to assessment as reective inquiry. Using examples from my experience as
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a staff development facilitator working with teachers in their classrooms, I
will explain the characteristics that have helped support this change in
perspective. In closing, I will briey describe some of the challenges we
face as educators in supporting teachers changing their perspectives
towards assessment.

STANDARDIZED TESTING AS QUALITY CONTROL
The effects of the standardized testing movement of the early 1900s had a
profound impact on the way schools viewed assessment. This impact can
still be felt today as we spend millions of dollars each year on standardized
testing programs nationwide in order to judge the efciency and effectiveness of schools (Hanson, 1993).
This standardized testing, along with grade level structures, has been
a predominant factor in supporting the ``school as factory’ ’ model of
education. Originally, these standardized testing programs were designed
to measure the specications set out by administrations for the development of their educational ``products’’ and to provide public accountability
for external audiences, such as business leaders and legislative bodies
(Bracey, 1995). Once the standards for the quality of each ``child as
product’’ were devised and the ``assembly line’’ of education was up
and running, the next logical step was to devise a method to judge the
quality of each product. In this sense, standardized tests became the
quality control mechanism used to regulate public schools and ensure a
quality product.
These standardized tests were designed according to a ``consumption
view of knowledge’’ (Crebbin, 1992). According to this view, knowledge
was seen as a product, a set of discreet facts and skills to be ``consumed.’ ’
Standardized tests were then developed to measure the amount of consumption that took place. From this perspective, knowledge is seen as a
value-free body of concepts and objectives that are independent of time,
place, and individuals. This view of ``assessment as measurement’’ is closely aligned with a modernist philosophy and supports the factory model of
education.
In today’s educational environment, it is fairly certain that large-scale
standardized testing programs are not fading away; rather, they are increasing in number and frequency (Berliner & Biddle, 1995). The desire to
control education through ``scientic’’ principles and to be able to ``objectively’ ’ measure student learning still inuences educational decisions
today. Large-scale assessments, particularly norm-referenced, standardized
tests, still dominate assessment frameworks in educational institutions in
the United States and Canada (Murphy, 1997).
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THE NEED FOR A NEW PERSPECTIVE
The types of assessments needed by classroom teachers to guide instruction and support a quality education for every child are different from the
traditional, ``assessment as measurement’’ devices of the standardized
testing industry (Bertrand, 1991). As our view of learning has changed
from the consumption of discreet skills and isolated bits of knowledge to
the construction of more complex, contextually grounded processes, assessment practices need to change to acknowledge this new perspective on
learning (Johnston, 1992). As Cambourne (1997) suggests, ``the prevailing
paradigm of evaluation has not kept pace with the emerging paradigm of
learning and language’’ (p. 6). Unfortunately, this change may not occur
until teachers and other educators begin to question the foundations upon
which the assessment-as-measurement paradigm is built.
By shifting the focus of assessment programs from large-scale accountability to the individual needs of the child, teachers are better able to
use these ``classroom-based’’ assessment procedures to gather information, inuence learning, and guide their decisions concerning classroom
instruction. Where standardized tests are concerned with ``commonalities,’’ universals, and regularities in data, classroom-based assessment is
more concerned with individual student abilities and needs (Bridges,
1995). Classroom-based assessment helps support teachers to direct curriculum and instruction based on students as individuals rather than as
pieces coming along an assembly line in need of identical services.
Teachers that use classroom-based assessment procedures to make
decisions about instruction are ``reective inquirers,’’ not simply the dispensers of someone else’s mandated curriculum. These reective inquirers
use classroom observations and their knowledge of learning theories to
make decisions regarding curriculum and classroom procedures. Because
of this change in their view about learning and teaching, they begin to
change their view about assessment. When knowledge is no longer seen as
a value-neutral, objective commodity to be delivered to students, assessment is no longer viewed as the ``instrument’’ to measure how much has
been delivered.
If we change our perspective towards assessment from a concern about
accountability, objective measurement, and cost effectiveness to a concern
about the quality of educational opportunities afforded individual children,
our assessment programs and procedures will need to change as well. The
large-scale standardized testing programs no longer offer internal audiences
(such as teachers, students, and parents) the type of information needed to
make day to day curriculum and instructional decisions concerning individual students. Not only will this require a change in perspective, a

Dismantling the Factory M odel of Assessment

71

``paradigm shift’’ if you will, but also an accompanying change in assessment
procedures, instruments, purposes, and audiences (Serani, 1997).

ASSESSM ENT AS REFLECTIVE INQUIRY:
ANOTHER PERSPECTIVE
The assessment as reective inquiry perspective has different purposes
and audiences, as compared to a traditional, assessment-as-measurement
perspective (Farr, 1992). The three primary goals of the assessmentas-reective-inquiry perspective are (1) helping students learn, (2) helping
teachers teach more effectively, and (3) helping teachers articulate their
knowledge of children and children’s learning processes to external audiences, starting with parents and moving beyond the classroom walls to
school districts and state educational organizations.
The assessment-as-reective-inquiry perspective attempts to achieve
these goals by heightening the teacher’s awareness, understandings, and
perceptions of individual student abilities, student’s conceptual frameworks, the learning environment created in the classroom, the role of the
teacher, the quality of the educational experiences provided, and the attitudes and behaviors of individual students (Serani, 1995). This is a
different stance towards assessment when compared to the factory model
of assessment, where the main purpose was accountability, comparison,
and economic efciency.
In the assessment-as-reective-inquiry paradigm, assessment is a
social activity involving human beings, interpretive processes, and the social construction of knowledge (Johnston, 1997). It is not based on
``modernist’’ assumptions; rather, it is based on an ``interpretivist’’ perspective (Erickson, 1986). Teachers and students, not standardized tests,
become the primary instruments used to assess children’s literate abilities.
Teachers, and in many instances students, collect evidence of student’s
learning and use this information to guide curricular decisions. In this way,
the curriculum is responsive to the assessment process, and the assessments we choose are responsive to the experiences we provide children.
Assessment may be responsive, but it is not separated from the
classroom learning experiences. Rather, assessment is ongoing, embedded
in the authentic learning context of the classroom environment (Bergeron,
1996). From this perspective, assessment is a ``bottom-up’’ process, beginning with teachers and students in the context of the classroom, and
``working up’’ to provide information to external stakeholders, such as
school districts and departments of education. Assessment is grounded in
actual classroom learning events, not reduced from all of its complexity and
ambiguities (Cambourne & Turbill, 1990).
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This list represents some of the basic characteristics concerning
the assessment-as-reective-inquiry paradigm. Assessment as Reective
Inquiry:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

is done in an authentic context.
provides information to help teachers make curricular decisions.
is non-competitive.
begins with learner’s strengths, not their decits.
helps the learner to engage in self-evaluation and reection.
includes teacher intuition and tacit knowledge.
is grounded in observation, inquiry, and reection.
uses the teacher and student as assessment instrument.
uses a variety of sources and methods to collect information.
is on-going, continuous, and extends over a long period of time.
views learning as a social process.
cannot be standardized.
provides a knowledge base for teachers to articulate their understandings to parents and other audiences.
14. should not privilege one gender, race, social class, ethnicity, or group
over another.
Many of these characteristics align with qualitative research methodologies and with a constructivist perspective towards knowledge (Erickson, 1986). It is my belief that assessment as reective inquiry honors the
individual student as learner rather than conceiving of the student as a
product or raw material on the ``assembly line’’ of the educational factory.

TIM E, DISTANCE, AND DIALOGUE
For any type of educational reform to be successful, teachers need time to
work through the proposed changes, a critical perspective from which to
examine their beliefs and practices, and the opportunity to collaborate and
dialogue with other interested educators (Fullan, 1994). The support for
educational change can come from internal sources, such as school level
administrators, staff development opportunities, colleagues, parents, or
students, as well as from external sources, such as local universities, state
departments of education, and legislative bodies. I would like to discuss
three general characteristics that support changes in classroom practice,
and then discuss three specic characteristics that support a change in
assessment paradigms. I feel that both these general (as well as these
specic) characteristics are important in helping classroom teachers change
their beliefs about assessment practices.
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Changing classroom practices or a teacher’s perspectives demands
adequate time to work through these new ideas plus the opportunity to
collaborate with other educators. Teachers need time to understand how
these new assessment practices, or teaching practices for that matter, will
impact their classrooms and improve their student’s educational experiences. Time to work through changes is the rst characteristic that supports changes in classroom practice and assessment procedures.
In the schools where I have worked, administrators and teachers
themselves have tried different ways to create additional time for the
professional development necessary to support these changes in classroom
practices. Many school districts have designated up to seven work days as
professional development days during the school year, often allowing
school sites to design how these days will be utilized. Another district that I
have worked with lengthened the work day on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday,
and Friday by twenty minutes so that they could use every Wednesday
afternoon as professional development time. Students were released early
on Wednesdays, and teachers met to work on various projects and support
groups. This schedule offered more ongoing opportunities for teacher
collaboration and in-depth development than was previously available to
teachers during the work day. It also demonstrated the district’s commitment to quality, long-term staff development.
The school I am working in now offers each teacher a substitute teacher
to work in their classroom for two days a year so that the full-time teacher
may visit other classrooms, attend professional conferences, or explore
other professional development opportunities. Other districts I have worked
with have created a summer ``academy’ ’ where teachers are provided a stipend to attend. Well-known speakers and educators from across the country
are invited to speak at this summer academy. This summer academy provides
teachers with the opportunity to learn from other educators before returning
to their classrooms. These are a few of the possible ways that schools and
school districts have been creative in nding time for teachers to work
through the changes being implemented in their classrooms.
The second general characteristic I have called ``distance,’ ’ or more
specically, the ability to achieve a more ``critical’ ’ perspective towards
one’s beliefs and classroom teaching practices. In my opinion, this is a
crucial aspect to changing one’s practice, but it is also one that is hard to
dene and harder yet to achieve. The questions seem to be, ``How do we as
teachers ‘step outside ourselves’ to view ourselves as actors in the classroom drama? How do we achieve a better perspective to understand the
impact we have on the learning experiences and learning environment we
provide our students?’’
In my present position as a staff development facilitator, my job entails working in elementary classrooms to support teachers in becoming
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more effective literacy educators. I provide responses to teacher’s lessons,
demonstrate different approaches to literacy instruction, share articles and
other professional resources for teachers to read, and provide general
support for teachers in their journey to becoming more reective educators. I believe that my role as staff development facilitator provides a form
of support for teachers to achieve a critical perspective towards their
classroom practice. By creating an atmosphere of trust and collegiality, I
hope to encourage teachers to try new ideas and challenge their present
understandings. I provide another perspective for them to view their
teaching practice, offering my observations, responses, and advice when
needed. It is my goal to help teachers implement classroom-based assessment procedures, to come to know their students more extensively,
and to provide more effective literacy experiences in their classrooms.
There are other ways that teachers can achieve this critical perspective towards their practice. Reective notebooks or journals (CochranSmith & Lytle 1992, p.26), teacher research projects (Shagoury-Hubbard &
Miller-Powers, 1993), classroom peer visitations and alternative forms of
teacher evaluation (Searfoss & Enz, 1996) may all provide new means to
support a critical perspective towards one’s practice. These other ``reective instruments’’ help teachers step back and see their practice from
new perspectives.
I have been keeping a reective notebook since I began my teacher
preparation program many years ago. I have lled about twenty-ve
hardcover notebooks with my thoughts, concerns, notes from articles I
have read, and ideas from the classes I have taken. These notebooks allow
me to go back and nd patterns in my thinking, to revisit earlier experiences, and to come to a better understanding of the way that I view myself
as teacher and educator. For me, it has been an invaluable tool for providing a critical perspective towards my practice and beliefs.
The third general characteristic I would like to present is ``dialogue.’’
Dialogue is the opportunity to collaborate with colleagues in an open,
trusting environment about concerns and ideas that are important to the
teachers themselves. It is an engaged discussion where participants invest
themselves in the dialogue, sharing their ideas and learning from the insights and experiences provided by other collaborative participants.
Without this opportunity, many teachers feel isolated and left to fend for
themselves.
Dialogue requires participants to be actively involved in discussions
as well as open to accepting others views and perspectives. It requires
active listening and the co-production of meaning. Peterson (1992) states,
``Dialogue encompasses two qualities that are central to learning: critique
and inquiry. It is dependent upon people who can rise to the challenge of
paying attention and thinking critically’ ’ (p. l04).
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Different ways that have supported dialogue in the schools where
I have worked are team teaching structures, teacher dialogue groups,
restructured staff meetings, professional development days, e-mail discussion groups, and school-based professional development classes.
Probably the most powerful professional development experience of
my teaching career was the three years I spent in a team-teaching setting. I
taught an intermediate, multiage class with another teacher, working with
approximately fty children, ages nine through twelve, in fourth, fth, and
sixth grades, respectively. Being able to spend every day working closely
with a respected, intelligent, dedicated colleague that pushed my thinking
and constantly caused me to reect upon my practice helped me to develop
into a better teacher. We were able to bounce ideas off of one another,
critique each other’s practice, and reect together about the day’s experiences. It was not easy nding someone that I could work with this well
and I do not recommend trying to mandate this in schools, but for me it was
an incredible professional experience.
On a different level, teacher dialogue groups that meet together after
school once a week to discuss ideas can be very supportive. Teachers at my
schools have been meeting regularly for several years, on a voluntary basis,
to discuss educational issues, classroom approaches to literacy instruction,
teacher research, and new assessment procedures. Teachers have told me
how important the opportunity to talk to other interested colleagues about
their practice has been, and I continue to this day to participate in these
support groups at the school where I work. These dialogue groups help
break down teachers’ feelings of isolation and helps them understand the
experiences of other teachers.
E-mail ``chat groups’’ have been able to provide discussion with colleagues from different countries and school locations. I have been writing
back and forth with several colleagues from Australia and parts of the United
States about reective practice and various assessment processes for several
years now. This is not a substitute for face-to-face interaction; however, it is a
viable alternative for those that do not have anyone to engage in dialogue.
I have been fortunate to work with several administrators that value
dialogue as part of their staff professional development process. These
administrators have redesigned staff meetings and in-service days to accommodate and promote teacher dialogue opportunities. For the business
news and day-to-day announcements, these administrators have begun to
use e-mail and handwritten notes to facilitate information distribution.
Doing so has opened up more time during staff meetings for teacher interactions and discussions.
Many of the agendas of these meetings are designed by the teachers
themselves about the issues they need to discuss. It is through this
ongoing, open dialogue that teachers have been able to openly express
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their concerns, discuss their own practice and instructional approaches, get
ideas about classroom activities, and come to a better understanding of
their own practice and beliefs.
The three characteristics mentioned above are general in scope and
are essentially foundational for any educational reform process. I would
now like to discuss three characteristics that are specically designed
to address the changes in assessment perspectives mentioned earlier.
These three characteristics are 1) teacher as knowledgeable, reective
participant, 2) meaningful student involvement, and 3) the negotiation of
criteria for assessment and evaluation. These three characteristics have
arisen out of my work with teachers, my readings from professional literature, and my own classroom practice.

TEACHER AS KNOWLEDGEABLE, REFLECTIVE PARTICIPANT
The teacher as a knowledgeable, reective participant is a different stance
to teaching as compared to the traditional ``teacher as program deliverer’’
models of education that have dominated schools for decades (Goodlad,
1983). Reective participants, like Schon’s ``reective practitioners’’
(1983), are not simply ``test givers’’ or ``deliverers’’ of a prepackaged
curriculum. Rather, these teachers are astute observers of children, active
participants in the assessment process, and judges of student progress and
growth. Reective practitioners do not simply follow commercially produced teacher manuals; instead, along with their students, they are ``cocreators’’ of the classroom curriculum (Short & Burke, 1994).
Foremost these teachers are knowledgeable practitioners. Their
practice is grounded in their close observations of students and the current
learning theories and practices published in educational books and professional journals. Many of these authors are reective practitioners who
are widely read, are active in professional teacher organizations, and frequently speak at regional and national education conferences. They are
deeply committed to their profession and usually have advanced degrees in
their area of expertise.
However, knowledge of these reective practitioners is not simply
learned by reading educational journals; it is also grounded in their close
observations of children, reections on their actions and observations, and
dialogue with other knowledgeable educators. Often these teachers belong
to an informal ``community of scholars’’ that share their expertise and
observations through teacher7educator dialogue groups.
Reective practitioners are able to articulate their underlying beliefs
and theories that inform their practice. These teachers don’t just engage in
activities because they are ``cute’ ’ or because they are what everyone else is
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doing; rather, they engage in particular activities because they believe that
these activities are important vehicles to enhance students’ literate abilities.
Second, reective practitioners often assume the stance of ``teacheras-researcher,’’ reecting on their classroom practice through teacher research projects (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990). They are collaborators and
inquirers. They use research methodologies to inform their own practice
and to help them understand the needs and abilities of individual children
in their classrooms.
Their reective stance is not simply a ``navel-gazing’’ activity but is
an active, participatory stance, using the knowledge they create to guide
their practice and inform their instructional decisions. These teacher
researchers are not merely ``consumers’’ of university-based research but
are producers of research, often publishing their ndings in teacher
research journals.
Reective participants practice what I have termed ``knowledgeable
uncertainty.’ ’ These teachers are very knowledgeable about learning theories, children’s language development, and classroom practice, but they
approach all knowledge from a position of uncertainty. They are inquirers
themselves, unable to blindly accept the mandates of externally prescribed
programs. They do not allow themselves to be reduced to the role of
``program operator.’’
Third, these reective participants are ``active’’ participants in the
assessment process. Many of the teachers I work closely with have created
their own teacher portfolios so that they can understand this process from
the inside. I have my own portfolio that I use to demonstrate to student
teachers what one may look like and the power of developing one of their own.
Reective participants are promoters of ``reective learning communities,’’ inviting students to reect alongside the teacher about their
classroom learning experiences. They create a democratic atmosphere, one
of trust and collaboration, where students feel safe to express themselves
and inquire about the world. In these communities, teachers share the
``control’ ’ of the classroom, and all participants become more empowered
because of this sharing.
In these reective learning communities, teachers are seen as
learners and students are invited to become teachers. Knowledge is coconstructed, and students are deeply involved in the decision-making
process, often discussing classroom procedures, curriculum design, and
behavioral expectations. Reective participants do not represent the sole
voice of authority; rather, they invite the student’s voice to be heard and
involved in the life of the classroom.
In many of the schools where I have worked, to assume the stance of
reective practitioner is to ``teach against the grain’’ (Cochran-Smith,
1991, p. 280). It is a politically charged stance and one that has caused
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many teachers, myself included, to be ostracized from various teaching
communities. However, in my case and for many of my colleagues, it is the
only stance worth teaching from. We nd it empowering, liberating, and
professionally redeeming. In my opinion, I am obligated to help students
receive the most effective educational experiences possible and not obligated to simply perform mandated activities for external agencies.

M EANINGFUL STUDENT INVOLVEM ENT
Along with promoting a reective stance to teaching, involving students in
the assessment process is an important aspect of the assessment-as-reective-inquiry paradigm. Involving students in the assessment process
sounds so logical that it is often taken for granted. However, traditionally
designed assessment programs have operated with little, if any, student
involvement other than as ``test-takers.’’ Rather than being ``objects of
measurement,’ ’ students need to be actively involved in the assessment
and evaluation of their academic progress.
Portfolio assessment processes (Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991),
student-led conferences (Anthony, Johnson, Mickelson, & Preece, 1991),
and retrospective miscue analysis (Marek, 1991) have each involved the
student in the assessment process in a meaningful way. It has been shown
that when students are involved in the assessment process, they become
more involved in their own learning (Kohn, 1993).
In my intermediate, multiage classroom, students were involved in
assessing their academic progress on a daily basis. At the end of each day,
students spent time discussing and writing about their experiences at
school in their ``learning logs.’’ Students lled out a form that we developed
together, listing our areas of study (such as science topics, reading genres,
writing topics, and behavioral aspects) that would go home each Friday for
parents to review with their child. This form evolved over the course of the
year from a ``What I Did Today’’ list to a ``What I Learned Today’ ’ reection.
What began as a list of the day’s events expanded into a reective journal
that students used to assess their growth. Parents found this log extremely
helpful in understanding their child’s experiences at school and the expectations set forth in our classroom. They often expressed to me that this
was a tremendous help in nding out what was going on in our classroom
each week. Many parents used the learning log to talk with their child about
their child’s experiences at school.
Students were also deeply involved in their own assessment as part of
our portfolio assessment process. At the beginning of the year, students
were given a le folder and were invited to begin collecting some artifacts
of their learning. Students could be found throughout the week putting
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things into and maintaining their portfolio collections. We set aside a
special time every Friday to talk about these collections and learn different
ways to use these collections to promote student reection.
These portfolio collections were used by the students to prepare for
student-led conferences during the spring semester of each school year.
They collected and organized their portfolio and presented it to their
parents at conference time. These collections were designed to help
students reect upon their growth and to help them write a self-evaluation
in the form of a narrative report card. Knowing the purpose and the audience for these collections was crucial in helping to establish the importance of their collection.
By establishing portfolios, allowing for discussion concerning these
collections, and involving students in daily reections about their progress,
I was able to involve my students in the assessment of their academic
progress.

NEGOTIATION OF CRITERIA
In the assessment-as-measurement paradigm, the criteria for assessing
students’ work and educational progress are preset by test developers,
state standards documents, and curriculum designs. In contrast, the
assessment-as-reective-inquiry paradigm allows for the criteria to be negotiated between the teacher, the mandated curriculum documents, state
standards documents, and the students themselves. Boomer (1991) described a similar process for negotiating the curriculum. From this perspective, teachers are actively involved with their students in negotiating
and creating the criteria for assessing student work and academic progress.
These criteria are exible and can change throughout the course of the
years to reect student growth and experience.
A good example of negotiated criteria are rubrics developed within
individual classrooms (Rickards and Cheek, Jr., 1999). These rubrics are a
list of statements concerning the qualities a particular product should
exhibit. They are created by the students and teachers themselves before
they begin the project and are expanded as the actual work is being done.
The process of creating these rubrics, the negotiation itself, is more
important in helping students understand what is involved in producing a
quality poem, for example, than the actual rubric itself that is created.
State testing agencies that have produced performance-based assessments,
and have created numerous rubrics for teachers to use to judge the quality
of student work. The problem with these, I believe, is that neither the
teachers nor the students were involved in the discussions or negotiations,
from which these rubrics were developed.
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In my elementary classroom as well as my college literacy education
courses, I regularly present an outline of my expectations for my students
to read over and consider as we develop the criteria for a project or piece of
writing. This initial outline is my ``platform statement’’ concerning my
beliefs, values, and expectations about a particular project we are undertaking (Kottkamp, 1990). Together we consider the expectations I put
forth in my platform statement and my students ideas about the topic.
Then we look at the district curriculum guidelines and state standards
documents to develop a working criteria to assess our progress and our
work. By beginning with our expectations and criteria and then looking at
the externally mandated criteria, we can develop criteria that are grounded
in our understandings and experiences. These ``classroom negotiated criteria’ ’ are usually more extensive than those prescribed from external
agencies. In this way, we are meeting the externally mandated requirements—but on our own terms.
During the semester or school year, these criteria change and enlarge
to reect our current understandings. My students and I use the rubrics we
develop to assess individual pieces of writing and determine the quality of
the piece. We use this information to set goals for our next piece of writing.
For example, in my intermediate, multiage class, we developed the
following rubric for pieces of narrative writing, entitled ``Criteria for Quality
Writing.’ ’ It reads as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

poetic language=appropriate word choice
not ``generic’ ’=unique ideas
correct spelling, punctuation, and capitalization
makes sense=understandable to the reader
has emotional impact
interesting=the reader wants to nish it
proper sentence structure
proper form or format
neatly written or published

These criteria were used by my students to assess their own writing
and by myself to give responses to their efforts. This rubric initially began
as items numbered one through four in the above list. As the year progressed and our understandings enlarged, so did our rubric. By the end of
the year, it incorporated all of the items listed above. An important
consideration when using classroom rubrics is that these rubrics are designed to support student learning and growth, not to create blueprints
for standardization of student work. Therefore, they must remain exible,
open to revision as new insights arise and new experiences change our
understandings.
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The main difference between this negotiated, reective assessment
and the assessment as measurement paradigm is that there is not an external agent solely responsible for telling the class what constitutes a
quality effort. It is a negotiation between the district-created curriculum
documents, state standards documents, and other externally prepared
criteria, and the ideas of students and teachers working in classrooms,
where the actual learning is taking place.

CHALLENGES FOR THE FUTURE
One of the tensions we face concerning assessment is how to provide public
accountability and the information required by state departments of education while at the same time diminishing the dominance of standardized
testing programs and all of the problems associated with them (Garcia &
Pearson, 1994). Can classroom-based assessment provide the information
required by these public institutions while still maintaining its primary
objective of helping students learn and teachers teach? It seems that until
these tensions can be resolved to the satisfaction of these different audiences, standardized tests will continue to dominate assessment programs
in schools.
Tierney stated that all too often, classroom-based assessment
frameworks were co-opted in favor of the comparative purposes of largescale testing programs (Tierney & Clark, 1998). The comparative designs of
the large-scale assessment programs took precedence over the individual
needs of students addressed by classroom-based assessments. In fact,
Tierney (1998) held little hope in nding a common ground, a functional
blend of these two assessment frameworks, mainly because they have such
diverse purposes and audiences ( p. 387).
In the state of Arizona, where I teach, we are in the middle of
yet another transformation of large-scale testing. This new test, entitled
``Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards’’ (AIMS), has been designed
to measure students progress in acquiring the knowledge, skills, and processes described in the Arizona state standards documents. This test has
now been linked to student high school graduation, requiring a passing
score on reading, mathematics, and writing portions of the test by those
intending to graduate in 2002. One of the primary intentions of this test is
to measure whether students have learned the required curriculum delineated in the standards. There is no further negotiation. The instrument to
measure students’ progress is in effect designed to provide accountability
for the general public. It has been proposed that schools that ``produce’ ’
students that can’t ``measure up’’ will be taken over by the state department. How far is this from the original Factory Model of Assessment de-
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scribed in the opening section? For me, not far enough. The standards, and
the instruments designed to measure these standards, may have changed,
but the intentions remain the same: to measure how much knowledge
children have consumed.
Another challenge facing us would be the changes needed in teacher
education programs to support this new perspective on learning and assessment. Some programs would have to be redesigned to promote reective practitioners instead of creating ``program delivery specialists.’’
In fact, in universities across North America, teacher education programs
are beginning to make this change in perspective in light of new understandings of learning processes and research on effective teaching and
reective participants (Zeichner, 1987).
Traditionally, universities have relied on ``methods’’ classes to educate teachers in the best way to ``deliver curriculum.’’ This philosophy
aligns with the modernist, factory model of education discussed earlier in
this article. In order to support the shift from assessment-as-measurement
to assessment-as-reective-inquiry, teacher education programs would
need to provide time for reection, establish more school-based teacher
education programs, create partnerships with reective teachers, and
provide the time, distance, and dialogue opportunities to support these
changes in perspectives. Many of the teacher education programs are
currently making these changes in their programs and are promoting reective practice in their coursework and apprenticeships.
An important question will be whether the school structures that
have long supported these standardized tests, a modernist philosophical
perspective with teachers working in isolation, will be able to adapt to the
demands this new assessment paradigm would place on the teachers,
schools, and educational communities. Teachers working with students in
traditional grade levels for a single year may become problematic when we
place the needs of the individual children ahead of economic efciency. The
school structures and the design of the school day may need to be changed
to allow children and teachers to work together for more than a single year
and across age levels.
I am fully aware that these suggestions challenge the dominant political views of education that currently inuence schools. I am also aware
that this is a political as well as an educational battle. Smith (1992) once
wrote, ``People who don’t trust children to learn, will always rely on a
program to do their job’’ ( p. 440). I believe that this pertains to the current
state of assessment programs as well. Assessment has been traditionally
designed to provide accountability rather than support the educational
needs of individual students. These new methods of assessment, with their
focus on the individual student, are necessary if we are ever going to break
the stranglehold that standardized testing has on public schools in America.
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As Smyth (1992) writes, ``It is becoming increasingly clear that they [teachers] are being acted upon by educational systems and governments in
ways that bear an uncanny resemblance to the oppressive treatment meted
out to minority groups. Indeed, only when teachers take an active, reective stance, are they able to challenge the dominant factory metaphor of
the way schools are conceived, organized, and enacted’ ’ ( p. 300).
I believe that we as teachers need to ``step up’ ’ and challenge the
current assessment paradigm. We need to question the traditional school
structures and assessment practices that limit the possibilities of children,
especially children from non-mainstream cultures. The more we can articulate our understandings of student learning to wider external audiences, the less these audiences will have to rely on standardized tests to
understand the quality of educational experiences provided in public
schools. Assessment programs that view children as ``products on an assembly line’’ need to be redesigned to honor the individual student, provide
as many opportunities as possible for each child, respect students of diverse backgrounds, and help teachers to become more effective facilitators
of children’s literacy development.
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