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1. Introduction  
 
This paper summarises the research evidence revealed by the latest in a series of 
reviews of research that have explored what can be learned from research studies of 
the uses of assessment in education. Earlier reviews dealt with several aspects of 
assessment and its uses, including assessment and classroom learning1, the impact 
of summative assessment and tests on students’ motivation for learning2 and the 
impact on students and teachers of the use of ICT for assessment of creative and 
critical thinking skills3. 
 
One of the implications arising from the review of research on the impact of testing 
on students’ motivation for learning was that some of the negative effects of tests 
could be avoided by making greater use of summative assessment by teachers. 
Other arguments in favour, and against, the use of teachers’ judgements for 
summing up the attainments of their students prompted the search for research 
evidence, in two further reviews, that are the basis for this Working Paper.  
 
Before listing those arguments we begin here by setting summative assessment by 
teachers in the context of the purposes and uses of assessment. We then summarise 
the research evidence revealed by two reviews of research – one focusing on the 
reliability and validity of summative assessment by teachers and the other on the 
impact on students and teachers of teachers’ summative assessment. The final 
section proposes implications of the findings for educational practice, teacher 
professional development, assessment policy, and research. 
 
 
2. Purposes and uses of assessment 
 
It is now commonplace to distinguish among different purposes of assessment, such 
as formative (or assessment for learning), summative (or assessment of learning), 
monitoring, evaluation and research. Figure 1 sets the purpose that is the focus of 
interest here in the context of different purposes, agents and uses of assessment. 
 
Formative assessment has the single purpose of informing learning and teaching, 
whilst summative assessment has the purpose of reporting on learning achieved at a 
certain time.  Summative assessment, however, has more than one use, for there is 
a variety of ways in which the information about student achievement at a certain 
time can be used. These can be grouped into two main uses – ‘internal’ and 
‘external’ to the school community.  Internal uses include using regular grading for 
class and school records, keeping track of student progress, informing decisions 
about courses to follow where there are options within the school, reporting to 
parents and to the students themselves. External uses include certification by 
examination bodies or for vocational qualifications, selection for the next stage of 
education or for employment, monitoring the school’s performance and school 
accountability.  

                                                 
1 The review by Paul Black and Dylan Wiliam was published in full in Assessment in Education, 1998, 
5 (1) and summarised in Inside the Black Box, 1998, giving rise to several subsequent short ‘Black 
Box’ publications, now published by nferNelson. 
2 The review findings are summarised in the ARG pamphlet Testing Motivation and Learning (2002), 
available on the ARG website www.assessment-reform-group.org.uk  The full review report is 
available on the EPPI-Centre website 
http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIWeb/home.aspx?page=/reel/review_groups/assessment/review_one.htm 
 
3 http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIWeb/home.aspx?page=/reel/review_groups/assessment/review_two.htm 
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Figure 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The concern here is mainly with the impact of assessment for external uses, since 
generally there is not an issue about the role of teachers in regular summative 
assessment for internal school records and reporting to parents and to students. It is 
assessment for external uses that acquires ‘high stakes’, meaning uses that are 
associated with the status of the school and in some cases directly with its financial 
support or with the salaries of individual teachers. When stakes are high, summative 
assessment can acquire a stranglehold on what is taught and how it is taught. 
However, internal uses are not entirely free from high stakes, for parents can exert 
pressure where they are not satisfied with results, and results for classes or 
departments can be set against each other during internal school evaluation. 
Research shows that where external assessment has high stakes the effect is for 
internal assessment to emulate external tests and examinations, increasing the 
impact on students (37)4. 
 
 
3. Pros and cons of summative assessment by teachers 
 
3.1 Arguments in favour 
Arguments in favour of a move towards greater use of assessment by teachers for 
external uses have been advanced for some time, the main points being that 

• As part of their regular work, teachers can build up a picture of students’ 
attainment across the full ranges of activities and goals. This gives a broader 
and fuller account of achievement than can be obtained through tests, which 
can only include a restricted range of items. 

• There is less pressure on students and teachers compared with external tests 
and examinations; freedom from test anxiety means that the assessment is a 
more valid indication of students’ achievement. 

• There can be greater freedom for teachers to pursue learning goals in ways 
best suited to their students, rather than being constrained by what is 
perceived as necessary in order for students to pass tests.  

                                                 
4 Numbers in brackets throughout this Working Paper refer to the research studies listed at the end of 
the paper. 
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• There is the potential for information about students’ on-going achievements 
to be used formatively, to help learning, as well as for summative purposes.  

• Assessment by teachers can facilitate a more open and collaborative 
approach to summative assessment in which students can share in the 
process through self-assessment and derive a sense of progress towards 
‘learning goals’ as distinct from  ‘performance goals’. 

 
3.2 Arguments against 
However there are equally strongly advocated arguments against assessment by 
teachers having a significant role in summative assessment: 

• There is a widespread assumption, supported by research evidence, of 
unreliability and bias in teachers’ assessment. 

• Being responsible for summative assessment would bring with it an additional 
workload for schools and teachers. 

• Although all teachers are necessarily involved in summative assessment for 
‘internal’ purposes (eg school records, grouping and setting, reporting to 
parents, students, other teachers), involvement in summative assessment for 
‘external purposes’ (eg certification, selection, school accountability) 
emphasises the dual role that is required as teacher and assessor. 

• Over-elaborate moderation procedures for quality assurance could constrain 
the operation of teachers’ summative assessment so that only ‘safe’ and 
routine approaches are used. 

• Resources are required for procedures such as moderation, assessment 
planning and professional development to ensure the necessary 
dependability of assessment for external uses. 

 
 
4. Research evidence  
 
4.1 Research reviews 
What does research say about these opposing claims? We report here the findings 
from two systematic reviews of research on summative assessment, focused on 
these issues. The research questions were, for the first: 
 

 What is the research evidence of the reliability and validity of assessment by 
teachers for the purposes of summative assessment? 

 What conditions affect the reliability and validity of teachers’ summative 
assessment?  

 
And for the second: 
 

 What is the impact on students, teachers and the curriculum of the process of 
using assessment by teachers for summative purposes? 

 What conditions and contexts affect the nature and extent of the impact of 
using teachers’ assessment for summative purposes?  

 
In both reviews the research evidence was used to address the further question of 
the implications of the findings for policy and practice in summative assessment. 
 
 
 
4.2 Review procedures  
Both systematic reviews were conducted using the procedures and tools of the EPPI-
Centre. This involved a wide-ranging search for research studies, written in English, 
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of assessment for summative purposes in schools for pupils between the ages of 4 
and 18, which reported evidence relevant to the research questions. The search for 
studies involved scanning relevant electronic databases and journals online, 
following up citations in other reviews, hand-searching journals held in the library, 
and using personal contacts. Successive rounds of applying explicit criteria resulted 
in the identification of the most relevant studies, which were analysed in depth5. This 
ensured that the synthesis and any conclusions were based on the best evidence 
available. Judgements were made as to the strength of evidence relevant to the 
review provided by each study. In the synthesis, greater weight was given to studies 
providing the strongest evidence. All judgments in applying criteria, data extraction 
and evidence weight were made by two people working independently and 
afterwards resolving differences by further reference to the evidence in the study. 
 
The number and type of studies found in these procedures were as follows: 
 
Review of the reliability and validity of 
summative assessment by teachers 

Review of the impact on students and 
teachers of summative assessment by 
teachers 

The initial search for studies in this review 
identified 431 papers. These were reduced in 
the successive stages of the review process 
to 30 for in-depth analysis and data 
extraction. The studies are listed at the end 
of this publication; reference to the evidence 
they provide is indicated by numbers in this 
summary of findings. 
 
Eleven studies involved primary students 
(aged 10 or below) on, 13 involved 
secondary students (aged 11 or above) only 
and six were concerned with both primary 
and secondary students. 
 
Eighteen studies were classified as involving 
assessment of work as part of, or embedded 
in, regular activities. Three were classified as 
portfolios, two as projects and nine were 
either set externally or set by the teacher to 
external criteria. In the vast majority, 
students were assessed by teachers using 
external criteria.  
 
The most common use of the assessment in 
the studies was for national or state-wide 
assessment programmes, with six studies 
relating to certification and another six to 
informing parents (in combination with other 
uses). 
 

343 relevant studies were found in the initial 
search. After the various stages of screening, 
23 studies were included in the in-depth 
review. Four of the studies included in the 
review of reliability and validity were also 
found to provide relevant data for this review.  
Again they are referenced by number from 
the list given at the end of the paper.  
 
Eleven of the 23 studies involved primary 
school students (aged 10 or below) only, six 
involved secondary students (aged 11 or 
above) only and five were concerned with 
both primary and secondary students.  
 
Twenty studies were classified as involving 
assessment of work as part of, or embedded 
in, regular activities. Three were classified as 
portfolios, two as projects and eight were 
either set externally or set by the teacher to 
external criteria.  
 
 
 
The most common use of the assessment in 
the studies was for internal school purposes, 
with four studies related to assessment for 
certification and another three to external 
purposes that had high stakes for the school. 

  
Sections 5 and 6 report separately the findings from each of the reviews. The 
implications in section 7 draw on findings from both reviews. 
 
 
 
                                                 
5 Using the Guidelines for Extracting Data and Quality Assessing Primary Studies in Educational 
Research, Version 0.9.7. 
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4.3 Definition of terms 
 
The definition of summative 
assessment by teachers (see box) 
adopted in the review focused on 
assessment by teachers, using 
their professional judgment, of 
their own students.  It does not, 
therefore, include the role of 
teachers in setting tests for others 
to use or marking tests given to 
students other than their own. 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Findings: the reliability and validity of summative assessment by 
teachers 
 
5.1 Variables that affect dependability 
The assessment practices in the research studies that were reviewed varied in many 
ways, but most significantly in the two features: the extent to which the tasks 
assessed are specified and the extent to which the criteria applied in judging 
performance are specified. These key dimensions can be used to identify the major 
characteristics of the more and less reliable and valid approaches. The variation in 
the specification of the task or tasks can be envisaged as spread along a dimension 
(y-axis) from unspecified, when the assessment is based on the whole range of 
regular work, to tight specification passing through a mid point where types of tasks 
to be included in the assessment may be specified. For each type of task there are 
also different approaches spread along another dimension, from loosely specified 
criteria to closely specified criteria for judgement.  This ‘criterion’ dimension (x-axis) 
extends from general judgements, grading or ratings where no precise meaning is 
given to the labels used, to detailed criteria which match particular tasks, passing 
through a mid point where brief descriptions are used to define points on a grading or 
rating scale. Figure 2 indicates four main types of approaches that are defined by the 
intersection of these dimensions. 
 
Figure 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Summative assessment by teachers: 
The process by which teachers gather evidence 
in a planned and systematic way in order to draw 
inferences about their students’ learning, based 
on their professional judgement, and to report at 
a particular time on their students’ achievements.
Reliability: 
How accurate the assessment is. 
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How well what is assessed matches what it is 
intended to assess. 
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whilst ensuring validity. 
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When tasks are unspecified, tight criteria can guide the selection of work assessed 
(area B), whilst general, non-specific criteria leave the validity of the sample of work 
in the hands of the teacher (area C).  When tasks are closely specified (D and A), the 
validity depends on the selection of tasks made in designing the assessment 
programme and on how well the criteria match the specified tasks.  
 
The extent to which tasks for assessment by teachers are specified is at the heart of 
the reasons for including assessment by teachers in assessment systems; the more 
tightly specified the tasks the less opportunity there is for a broad range of learning 
outcomes to be included in the assessment. Approaches to assessment in area A, 
where both task and criteria are closely specified, as, for instance, in an externally 
devised practical science investigation or oral assessment in a foreign language, can 
provide reliable data (16, 19, 43). In these cases, the teacher is acting as an 
administrator of an instrument devised by others, and indeed is administering an 
external test. This meets the definition of summative teachers’ assessment noted 
above only because the application of the criteria requires professional knowledge 
and could not be carried out by someone without this knowledge and who is on the 
spot.  
 
Not surprisingly, the dependability of approaches where neither task nor criteria are 
well specified has been found to be low (30, 41).  But even where tasks, or particular 
pieces of work, are specified but the criteria are not defined, the reliability is low (30, 
41). This happens, for instance, in portfolio assessment where types of work to be 
included are specified and teachers rate the work (such as on a five point scale 
where the only guidance is 5= high, 1= low).   
 
5.2 The role of assessment criteria 
Greater dependability is found in area B, where there are detailed, but generic, 
criteria that allow evidence to be gathered from the full range of classroom work. The 
subject profile approach (40) is an example here. Sets of criteria are provided 
relating to achievement in various subjects and in specific aspects within subjects. 
Rather than trying to match a particular piece of work with a particular criterion, 
teachers take evidence from several relevant pieces and form a judgment on the 
basis of the best match between the evidence and the criteria. The criteria also serve 
the additional function of focusing attention on the outcomes of particular kinds of 
work, so that teachers are alerted to looking for particular behaviours and are less 
likely to miss them. Other studies (16, 24, 43) also suggest that when criteria are well 
specified, teachers are able to make reliable judgments. 
 
The assessment by teachers in the National Curriculum Assessment in England and 
Wales allows evidence to be used from the regular classroom work. There is 
evidence that how teachers go about this varies (18, 23, 38), but this does not in 
itself necessarily affect the reliability. Teachers vary in their teaching approaches and 
any less variation in assessment practice would not be expected. Certainly, variation 
according to the nature of the subject and how it is taught is to be expected if 
assessment is truly embedded in regular work.  
 
But the validity of approaches that leave tasks and the sampling of the domain 
unspecified depends on the extent to which the evidence actually gathered is a good 
sample of work in the areas concerned. While having detailed criteria leads teachers 
to consider work from relevant areas, if these areas are not well covered in the 
implemented curriculum, the opportunity for assessment is clearly limited. There is 
evidence that consistency in applying criteria seems to depend upon teachers being 
clear about the goals of the work (24, 30) and on the thoroughness with which 
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relevant areas of the curriculum are covered in teaching (11). The context of the 
school’s support and value system has also been identified as having a role in how 
assessment by teachers is practised (21). Conditions associated with greater 
dependability include the extent to which teachers share interpretations of criteria 
and develop a common language for describing and assessing students’ work. 
 
5.3 Addressing potential bias 
There was evidence of bias and error in teachers’ summative assessment in the 
findings of some studies. This was generally due to teachers taking into account 
information about non-relevant aspects of students’ behaviour (2), or being 
apparently influenced by gender, special educational needs, or the general or verbal 
ability of a student in judging performance in a particular task (5, 6, 13, 14, 31, 39, 
44, 46, 49). Several researchers claim that bias in teachers’ assessment is 
susceptible to correction through focused workshop training (19, 31) although this 
review did not specifically include studies of the impact of such training.  However, 
participation of teachers in developing criteria was found to be an effective way of 
enabling the reliable use of the emerging criteria (16, 24, 40).  
 
5.4 The conditions affecting dependability 
It was possible to identify from the research evidence conditions that affect the 
dependability of the assessment.  The main ones were:  

• Detailed criteria describing levels of progress in various aspects of 
achievement enable teachers to assess students reliably on the basis of 
regular classroom work (16, 33, 40). 

• It is important for teachers to follow agreed procedures if assessment by 
teachers is to be sufficiently dependable to serve summative purposes (21, 
23, 30, 41). 

• The training required for teachers to improve the reliability of their 
assessment should involve teachers as far as possible in the process of 
identifying criteria so as to develop ownership of them and understanding of 
the language used. Training should also focus on the sources of potential 
bias that have been revealed by research (16, 24, 30, 31, 40, 41). 

• Dependable assessment needs protected time for teachers to meet for 
training and moderation of their judgments and to take advantage of the 
support that others can give (19, 21, 38).  

• Moderation through professional collaboration is of benefit to teaching and 
learning as well as to assessment (19, 21, 38).  

 
 
6. Findings: the impact of teachers’ summative assessment on students, 
teachers and the curriculum 
 
6.1 Impact on students 
The focus of this review was the impact of the process of summative teacher 
assessment, not the impact of the outcome of the assessment (for instance the 
reaction of a student to a high or low score). The separation into impact on students 
and impact on teachers is artificial since, in the context of teachers conducting the 
assessment, any impact on students is mediated by impact on teachers.  However, 
studies reporting students’ reactions to the assessment process and teachers’ 
perceptions of impact on learning could be distinguished from those reporting impact 
on teachers and their views of impact on teaching and the curriculum. 
 
Where the assessment took the form of assessment of coursework for an external 
award, a positive impact on students was reported (7). Students found the 
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coursework motivating because it provided them with an element of choice and the 
incentive to acquire and use new skills in finding things out for themselves and in 
communicating. The students were, however, aware that it was the product and not 
the process of the work that counted. They were less aware than their teachers of 
the constraints of the assessment criteria that made teachers reluctant to allow 
students to take control of the coursework. In another approach, where a single 
examination at the age of 16 was replaced by a series of graded tests taken 
throughout the secondary school (28), students also responded positively to the 
scheme and almost all preferred it to a single end of course examination. Exceptions 
to general approval were found among the lower achieving students for whom the 
frequent tests were a constant reminder of their failure to progress as quickly as 
others. In both of these studies researchers found that students had a much poorer 
grasp of the criteria and aims of the work than the teachers assumed. They 
recommended more effort to share these with students through providing examples 
and models of what was required. This need was confirmed in other studies (6, 45). 
 
Assessment for external purposes based on teachers’ judgements across a range of 
student work, rather than on specified tasks, was associated with a strong positive 
impact on teaching and learning when it was built into teachers’ planning, not added 
on to satisfy official requirements (21, 23). The introduction of teachers’ assessment 
related to levels of the National Curriculum in England and Wales was perceived by 
teachers as having a positive impact on students’ learning (23). The positive impact 
was further enhanced when teachers worked collaboratively towards a shared 
understanding of the goals of the assessment and of procedures to meet these goals 
(21). 
 
When assessment by teachers was for internal purposes, there was evidence that 
extending teachers’ assessment practices beyond looking at products to include 
learning processes and students’ explanations led to better student learning. In this 
context, the nature of the feedback given was found to be an important factor in 
determining students’ effort in further tasks. Effort was motivated by non-judgemental 
feedback that gave information about how to improve (4, 8). How teachers present 
classroom assessment activities was found to be a factor in affecting whether 
students sought to achieve goals of learning or goals or achieving high marks or 
other rewards (4). Also, using grades as rewards and punishment was found to 
encourage extrinsic motivation (28, 36).  
 
6.2 Impact on teachers and the curriculum 
Teachers vary in their response to the requirements of assessment for external 
summative purposes, some keeping rigidly to the regulations and others being 
prepared to interpret them in the best interests of their students, without stepping 
outside the intentions of the procedures (34, 50). There was evidence that their 
response was influenced by the high stakes of the assessment (50). Teachers were 
adversely affected by the requirements of conducting external summative 
assessment when it was perceived as taking up too much time from teaching (1, 3). 
There was, however, compensation for the time spent in the value that they gained 
about their students (1, 3, 30) and about learning opportunities for students that 
needed to be extended (47, 48).  
 
The assessment by teachers for internal purposes, when unguided by agreed 
criteria, could be influenced by non-achievement factors, such as students’ 
behaviour, effort, and attendance, as already noted (2, 10). Reports of such 
assessment provided little dependable information to those receiving them (10, 36). 
The information is more useful to others where teachers are able to internalise the 
nature of progression(26). The existence of criteria, and particularly involvement in 
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identifying them, helps teachers in understanding the meaning of learning outcomes 
(47). But there is evidence of a need to distinguish between externally devised 
checklists, which encourage a mechanistic approach to assessment, and the use of 
criteria that identify qualitative differences in progression towards learning goals. 
Close external control of teachers’ summative assessment was considered to inhibit 
teachers gaining detailed knowledge of their students (29). 
 
6.3 Conditions affecting the nature and extent of the impact  
The research evidence pointed to conditions that affect the impact of teachers’ 
summative assessment. These were that: 

• New assessment practices are likely to have a positive impact on teaching if 
teachers find them of value in helping them to learn more about their students 
and to develop their understanding of curriculum goals.  Time to experience 
and develop some ownership of assessment practices enhances their 
positive impact (1, 3, 15; 17, 30). 

• When high stakes judgments are associated with teachers’ assessment, one 
effect is for teachers to reduce assessment tasks to routine events and 
restrict students’ opportunities for learning from them. The existence of high 
stakes also encourages some teachers to give high grades where there is 
doubt, which may not be in the students’ interests (7, 21, 34, 50). 

• The use of shared criteria for assessing specific aspects of achievement 
leads to positive impact on students and on teaching; in the absence of such 
guidance there is little positive impact of teachers’ summative assessment on 
teaching and a potential negative impact on students (2, 10, 23, 32, 36). 

• The process that teachers use in setting assessment tasks and in grading, 
impacts on students’ motivation for learning, particularly their goal orientation, 
when grades are used as rewards or punishments.  The negative impact can 
be alleviated by ensuring that students have a firm understanding of 
assessment processes and of criteria (4, 7, 28, 45). 

• Summative assessment by teachers has a more positive impact on teachers 
and teaching when integrated into practice than when concentrated at certain 
occasions (2, 7, 8, 23, 28, 29, 30, 32, 48). 

• Opportunities for teachers to share and develop their understanding of 
assessment procedures enable them to review their teaching practice, their 
view of students’ learning and their understanding of subject goals. Such 
opportunities have to be sustained over time and preferably should include 
provision for teachers to work collaboratively across, as well as within, 
schools (15, 17, 21, 23, 25, 47). 

 
 
7. Implications  
 
Evidence from reviews of research such as these, whilst drawing on the specific 
contexts reported in the studies reviewed, can offer pointers as to how policy and 
practice in summative assessment by teachers might best be developed.  In the 
following sections we identify some implications for those concerned with 
assessment policy in national and local government, for school management teams, 
for classroom teachers, for those involved in the initial education and continuing 
professional development of teachers, and for researchers. 
 
It is evident from the above summaries that there are common themes in the findings 
from the two reviews. Many of the conditions that support greater dependability of 
teachers’ summative assessment are also ones that facilitate a positive impact on 
students and teachers. But there are also clear messages about the changes in 
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practice that are required, and the support that teachers need in making these 
changes, if teachers’ summative assessment is not only to become dependable but 
to have a role in helping teaching and learning.  
 
7.1 Implications for national and local assessment policy 
Policies concerning assessment practices in schools are typically formulated either at 
national or regional level by the government departments and agencies that establish 
the frameworks within which schools are required to operate.  The interpretation and 
implementation of such policies by schools and by individual teachers are likely to 
ensure that the experience of students and teachers will be variable from one 
classroom to another.  However, it remains the case that national and regional level 
policies determine the policy environment within which schools and teachers make 
their decisions about assessment practices. Some implications of the reviews for 
those responsible for assessment policy are that: 

• It is important to consider the use of assessment in deciding the strengths 
and weaknesses of using teachers’ assessment in a particular case. For 
instance, when assessment is fully under the control of the school and is used 
for informing pupils and parents of progress (‘internal’ purposes), the need to 
combine the judgements of teachers with other evidence (eg tests) may be 
less than when the assessment results are used for ‘external’ purposes, such 
as accountability or the school or selection or certification of students.  

• The short-comings of external examinations and tests as well as  those of 
assessment by teachers need to be borne in mind in deciding the balance 
between them for external summative purposes 

• There needs to be greater recognition of the difference between uses of 
summative assessment and of how to match the way such assessment 
conducted with a particular use. 

• Using teachers’ assessment for summative purposes can support valid 
assessment of key learning processes as well as assessment of learning 
outcomes related to higher level cognitive skills and has the potential for 
positive effects on students and on teachers, without the negative effects 
associated with external tests and examinations. 

• Summative assessment by teachers has most benefit when teachers use 
evidence gathered over a period of time, and with appropriate flexibility in 
choice of tasks, rather than from an event that takes place at a particular time. 
This enables information to be used formatively to inform learning and 
teaching as well as summatively. 

• It is important to provide professional development for teachers in undertaking 
assessment that addresses the potential sources of bias and error in 
teachers’ summative assessment. However, the process of moderation 
should also be recognised as a means of developing teachers’ understanding 
of learning goals and related assessment criteria as well as a means of  
increasing the dependability of the outcome. 

• When changes are made in assessment practices, time must be allowed for 
schools to assimilate unfamiliar procedures summative assessment into their 
practice and to design appropriate classroom programmes. Imposing unduly 
tight regulation on schools inhibits the beneficial impact that summative 
assessment by teachers can have on students and teaching.  

• Using the results of student assessment for high stakes school accountability 
reduces the validity of the assessment, whether this is conducted by teachers 
or by external tests and examinations. 

• There is a need for resources to be put into identifying detailed criteria that 
are linked to learning goals, not specially devised assessment tasks.  This will 
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support teachers’ understanding of the learning goals and may make it 
possible to equate the curriculum with assessment tasks. 

 
7.2 Implications for school management  
School management teams have to respond appropriately to government initiatives 
and when new ones appear they will take attention and time away from previous 
ones. It is necessary, therefore to ensure that new practices are well established in 
school policies and practice if their value is to be maintained. Evidence from the 
reviews of teachers’ summative assessment showed that the positive impact on 
teachers and teaching found initially was severely reduced as attention turned to 
other developments. Individual teachers were left to take responsibility rather than 
responsibility being treated seen as a whole school matter. .  
 
Some implications from the evidence in the reviews are that senior management 
should  

• Include all teachers, not just those involved in assessment for external 
purposes, in regular school meetings where assessment is planned, issues 
discussed and the school policy kept under review. 

• Ensure commitment to the school’s assessment policy by involving teachers 
in developing it, rather than imposing it ‘top down’. 

• Ensure teachers have protected time for moderation of their judgements of 
students’ work. 

• Ensure that responsibility for internal moderation procedures is clearly 
assigned. 

• Set up effective procedures, as appropriate, for monitoring and improving the 
quality of teachers’ assessment that is used for external purposes.  This will 
include monitoring the processes and the moderation of outcomes. 

 
7.3 Implications for teachers 
The benefit to teaching and learning of teachers undertaking summative assessment 
of their own students is increased when teachers: 

• Are clear about the goals of learning and have internalised the progression in 
skills and understanding they aim to help students develop. In this way they 
can interpret student performance in terms of progression rather than using a 
checklist of specific and unconnected behaviours.  Summative assessment 
can thus help teachers’ understanding of learning goals as well as facilitating 
more detailed knowledge of their students. 

• Help students to understand the criteria by which their work is assessed.  This 
is likely to mean providing and discussing examples that illustrate work that 
meets the criteria. 

• Make explicit to all concerned – colleagues, parents and students - the basis 
of the marks and grades they assign for internal school purposes. Marks or 
grades given for achievement in learning should not be influenced by non-
academic factors, such as behaviour and participation, which should be 
reported separately as appropriate. 

• Emphasise learning processes and outcomes and not the attainment of a 
high grade when presenting assessment tasks to students. This avoids the 
encouragement of extrinsic motivation, which leads to shallow learning.  

• Ensure that all learning goals, both processes and outcomes, are assessed. 
• Are aware of the possible sources of bias in their assessments, including the 

‘halo’ effect, and follow procedures that guard against such bias. 
• Ensure that evidence is gathered from performance in meaningful tasks 

rather than relying on itemised checklists which record students’ isolated 
aspects of achievement rather than development towards learning goals. 
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• Take part in discussing assessment constructively and positively within the 
school. 

 
7.4 Implications for teacher education and professional development 
Initial teacher education and profession development should reflect the significant 
role of assessment in education by giving appropriate time and attention to it. This 
should include attention to assessment for both formative and summative purposes, 
and the circumstances in which information can serve both purposes. In relation to 
summative assessment, programmes of initial teacher education and professional 
development should:  

• Enable trainees, teachers and classroom assistants to recognise the different 
uses of summative assessment and to become aware of the ways of 
conducting it that are suited to these uses. 

• Give teachers and trainees experience of developing criteria that indicate 
progression so that teachers and classroom assistants understand the 
meaning and role of such criteria developed by others. 

• Give teachers and trainees opportunity to practice different ways of gathering 
information and procedures for ensuring shared understanding and 
application of assessment criteria for summative uses. 

• Support school management in establishing a school culture in which 
assessment is seen as integral to, and having a positive impact, on teaching 
and learning.  

 
7.5 Implications for researchers  
The reviews have revealed several gaps in our knowledge about the processes by 
which teachers arrive at judgements of students’ achievement and thus how 
dependability might be increased. Given the recent growth of interest in the UK in the 
use of teachers’ summative assessment, at all stages of schooling, it is matter of 
urgency to improve the evidence base. For example, there need to be more studies 
of:  

• How teachers go about assessment for different purposes, what evidence 
they use, how they interpret it, etc. This should include investigation of the 
reasons for the difference between teachers’ estimates of performance as 
compared with those of moderators so that appropriate action can be taken.  

• How teachers perceive the dual role as teacher and assessor and how this 
affect students. 

• Ways of establishing the dependability of teachers’ summative assessment 
need to be developed. The essential and important differences between 
teachers’ assessment and tests should be recognised by ceasing to judge the 
dependability of teachers’ summative assessment in terms of how well it 
agrees with test scores.  

• Factors that support teachers use of summative assessment to improve 
students learning experience; that is, whether, and if so, how the formative 
use of assessment can be integrated with the summative use. 

• Direct comparison of different approaches used by teachers in summative 
assessment to investigate whether they make any difference to outcomes or 
to impact on students. 

• The role of student self-assessment in summative assessment and the impact 
of developing students’ awareness of assessment criteria and of providing 
exemplification of learning goals. 

• What changes to accountability procedures would preserve the integrity of 
teachers’ assessment and minimise pressures to give inflated grades or 
levels. 
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