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   Abstract     For at least the past three decades, assessment, evaluation, and account-
ability have been major strands of educational policy and practice internationally. 
However, the available data on how exactly assessment- and evaluation-based poli-
cies are framed and implemented, or how they shape practices within schools, are 
still limited. This chapter addresses these issues with a broad focus that takes into 
account several perspectives on school evaluation and student assessment, together 
with everyday practices of teacher judgment and grading. First, we address assess-
ment and evaluation practices for the purpose of educational system monitoring. 
Second, school evaluation practices, as well as the use of assessment and evaluation 
results at the school level, are discussed. A third perspective focuses on practices of 
teacher evaluation. Finally, practices of student assessment within schools and 
classrooms are examined. The instruments described and recommended in this 
chapter have implications for international research, as well as national studies.  
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19.1        Introduction 

 For at least three decades, assessment and evaluation have been major strands of 
educational policy and practice internationally. In recent years, there has been grow-
ing interest in the use of assessment and evaluation results through feedback to 
students, parents, teachers, and schools, as one of the most powerful tools for qual-
ity management and improvement. Reporting and sharing data from assessments 
and evaluations with different stakeholders provides multiple opportunities for 
monitoring both individual learning and institutional development, for certifi cation 
and accountability (Elaqua  2016 , Chap.   15     in this volume). The volume  Schools and 
Quality , published by OECD in  1989 , marked the initiation of a global trend that is 
still ongoing: “educational assessment, evaluation, and accountability are still evi-
dent in educational practice and policy making in virtually every country” (Huber 
and Skedsmo  2016 , p. 1). This trend is part of an overarching change in concepts 
and measures of educational governance (Altrichter and Maag Merki  2016 ). New 
forms of educational governance, such as school performance feedback systems 
(Visscher and Coe  2003 ), systemic approaches to educational evaluation and moni-
toring (Scheerens et al.  2003 ) and concepts of data-driven school improvement 
(Coburn and Turner  2011 ; Spillane  2012 ) have become popular among policy mak-
ers. Research sets out to understand their functionality and effectiveness (e.g., 
Altrichter and Maag Merki  2016 ; Torrance  2013 ). However, there is still limited 
knowledge on how exactly assessment- and evaluation-based policies are framed 
and implemented, or how they shape practices within schools. 

 This chapter refl ects this debate, but it also expands the focus to several layers of 
evaluation and assessment. Our conceptual framework, elaborated in the next sec-
tion, addresses four levels of the educational system: the system in general, schools, 
classrooms, and the individual. First, we describe how the idea of system monitor-
ing in the educational context evolved, and describe current developments and prac-
tices in the monitoring and governance of educational systems (Sect.  19.2.1 ). 
Second, evaluation practices and processes at the school level are the subject of 
discussion (Sect.  19.2.2 ). The results of school evaluations and student assessment 
may be used for evidence-based management within schools, e.g., to guide the allo-
cation of resources, the promotion and retention of students, or the professional 
development of the teaching staff. Third, discussion focuses on the evaluation of 
teachers (Sect.  19.2.3 ). Finally, the practices of student assessment within schools 
and classrooms are the objects of interest in Sect.  19.2.4 , which takes into account 
grading, certifi cation, and formative feedback using various assessment 
instruments. 

 International Large-scale Student Assessments (ILSAs) like TIMSS, PIRLS and 
PISA are major instruments of, and driving factors for, system-level monitoring. 
They provide complex techniques to be used  for  assessment, evaluation, and 
accountability at all levels of the educational system, as this volume as a whole 
shows. At the same time, these international surveys can be used as sources of infor-
mation  about  assessment, evaluation and accountability practices in cross-national 
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comparison, as demonstrated in the present chapter. The intention of this chapter is 
to support the “ assessment of assessment”  through instruments that help document 
and analyze all layers of the evaluation and monitoring system. Thus, empirical data 
may inform critical debates on assessment, evaluation, and accountability systems 
in the public sphere, in policy and pedagogy, and overcome the purely ideological 
debates that oftentimes dominate this discourse (for an outline of the aims and 
objectives of PISA see also Kuger and Klieme  2016  and Jude  2016  Chaps.   1     and   2     
in this volume). 

 In order to discuss these matters, we have to integrate theories from several per-
spectives, including educational effectiveness theories, governance theories, organi-
zational theories, and theories on teaching and learning. Following the conceptual 
framework, we summarize the most relevant concepts and discuss their benefi ts and 
feasibility in national and international large-scale assessments. Most of the con-
cepts we propose in this conceptual framework of assessment and evaluation were 
realized in the PISA 2015 fi eld trial (see Table  19.1  in Sect.  19.3 ). The instruments 
described and recommended in this chapter may thus be used for international 
research, as well as for national studies. 1   

19.2     Conceptual Framework 

 Over the years, the assessment/evaluation paradigm has shifted from a focus on 
measurement towards a focus on efforts to improve learning (Wyatt-Smith  2014 ). In 
an international review undertaken by the OECD, experts from 28 countries agreed 
that the ultimate objective of assessment and evaluation is to improve the quality of 
education in countries and, as a consequence, raise student outcomes (OECD  2013 ). 
Nevertheless, different stakeholders make decisions for different levels of the edu-
cational systems, and they support their decisions using data drawn from the educa-
tional system. In line with the OECD ( 2013 ) review, we identify and defi ne four 
main areas of assessment and evaluation that, while related to each other, differ with 
respect to the unit of judgment: Monitoring the educational system as a whole, 
school evaluation, teacher evaluation, and student assessment. 

  Educational system monitoring     sometimes also called education system evalua-
tion, concerns the evaluation of an education system to provide accountability infor-
mation to the public, and to inform policies aiming to improve educational processes 
and outcomes. The unit of evaluation can be either a national education system or a 
subnational education system. In the present chapter, we focus on systematic and 
regular system evaluation, such as indicator-based reports, and therefore use the 
term “monitoring”, which emphasizes the ongoing observation of educational 
systems.  

1   This chapter expands on a technical paper that was presented to the PISA 2015 Questionnaire 
Expert Group (QEG) in May 2012 (Doc. QEG 2012−05 Doc 08). 
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  School evaluation     refers to judgments on the quality and effectiveness of schools. 
The evaluation may be implemented by a school inspectorate, any other administra-
tive body, or the school itself. School evaluation concentrates on key processes 
within school, often in association with an analysis of student outcomes. It also 
takes into account input variables such as infrastructure, funding or characteristics 
of the school staff.  

  Teacher evaluation     also known as teacher appraisal, refers to judgments on the 
performance of teachers. The evaluation of teachers is subject to two alternative 
procedures: (1) The formative approach typically includes regular appraisal to gain 
and maintain registration and accreditation to teach, and for promotion as part of a 
school’s performance management processes. (2) The accountability approach 
intends to identify a select number of high-performing teachers, to reward and 
acknowledge their teaching competence and performance, while underperforming 
teachers may be required to participate in professional development, their salary 
may be reduced, or they even may be fi red. These formal schemes are often comple-
mented with more informal school-level practices of feedback to teachers.  

  Student assessment     refers to judgments on individual student progress and 
achievement of learning goals. It covers classroom-based assessments, including 
grading by teachers, as well as large-scale external assessments and examinations.  

 It should be noted, however, that measures may be used across areas. For instance, 
student outcomes, aggregated to the appropriate level, may be used to judge educa-
tional systems, individual schools, and teachers. International Large-scale 
Assessments, for example, do assess individual students, although their goal is 
monitoring educational systems. 

 In the following, we discuss the main developments, concepts and practices for 
each of these four areas separately. 

19.2.1      Educational System Monitoring 

 Educational system monitoring contributes to the building of national and interna-
tional evidence bases that offer the prospect of allowing us to analyse and compare 
structures and processes in educational systems. This in turn can enhance our under-
standing of education-related decisions. Across the world, growing interest in stu-
dent assessment and educational comparability studies has led to the establishment 
of national and international assessment associations since the late 1950s. This is 
associated with a focus on output-driven models of governance. This change in 
governance perspective also refl ects “the rise of a profound skepticism about the 
possibilities of hierarchical control of complex social systems” (Boer et al.  2007 , 
p. 137). 
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 One of the early key fi ndings of research in this area concerns the relationships 
between centralization and decentralization, and student achievement. 
Decentralization of various educational functions is said to be positively related to 
performance (Blöchliger  2013 ). Based on PISA data, Hanushek et al. ( 2013 ) have 
shown that decentralization (autonomy on key operations of a school) has a positive 
impact on student achievement in developed countries only, whereas the impact is 
negative in developing countries. In many western and eastern countries the idea of 
decentralization has become national educational policy, combined with systems of 
evaluation and monitoring (Scheerens et al.  2003 ). Thus, policies based on school 
autonomy and decentralization also require quality assurance through strong, trans-
parent monitoring mechanisms, including, for example, national standards, central-
ized exams, and large-scale assessments. There is evidence that the combination of 
school autonomy with standard setting and accountability measures may be an 
effective reform strategy, at least in developed countries (Wößmann  2003 ). 

 Relevant monitoring indicators on a national level are commonly set by central 
educational authorities, chief inspectorates or departments within ministries or edu-
cation authorities (Faubert  2009 ). Educational policy making must deal with the 
functioning of the school system (i.e., operational characteristics such as resources 
allocated to schools), productivity (such as the gross level of student outcomes) and, 
last but not least, equity (e.g., how resources are distributed; Klieme  2013 ). Outcome 
indicators are oftentimes measured with regard to national educational standards 
defi ning the skills that students should possess in primary, secondary and tertiary 
education, and the knowledge that they are expected to know at a specifi c stage of 
their education (Koeppen et al.  2008 ; Shepard  2006 ). The results of large-scale 
assessments based on national educational standards are often used for system mon-
itoring, but also for school evaluation. 

 In many countries, international comparison of educational achievement is an 
essential part of long-term system monitoring policies. While national standards are 
hardly comparable between countries, international studies like TIMSS, PIRLS, 
and PISA aim at addressing comparable educational indicators. In addition to edu-
cational outcomes, in the sense of literacy assessed by tests, these studies also focus 
on context indicators such as inputs, processes, and non-cognitive outcomes (see 
Kuger and Klieme  2016 , Chap.   1     in this volume). These data, as well as conclusions 
drawn from international comparisons, can then be used in national educational 
policy making. 

 Overall, large-scale assessments allow for national and international compari-
sons of educational systems. This spreads accountability to the system level. The 
European Union for instance, sets benchmarks for education, which are monitored 
regularly (European Commission  2011 ). By taking into account national and inter-
national reports, central educational authorities are able to evaluate and monitor 
system policies, their implementations and value.  
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19.2.2      School Evaluation 

 The evaluation of schools is an instrument of educational governance that becomes 
even more important with the switch to more decentralized educational systems. It 
is also used in decisions and judgments about processes, programs, reforms, and 
educational resources (Faubert  2009 ). Moreover, the evaluation of schools can help 
school leaders to make better decisions about processes, build knowledge and skills, 
or facilitate continuous improvement and organizational learning. The improvement 
of schools participating in evaluation programs can be explained by feedback theory 
(Visscher and Coe  2003 ), or as an effect of stakeholders within school being held 
accountable for evaluation results (Donaldson  2004 ). Scheerens et al. ( 2003 ) elabo-
rate on the notion of data-driven school development, pushed by a combination of 
internal and external evaluation. They assume evaluation to be the fundamental pro-
cess in which a school becomes a learning organization, and they believe evalua-
tion- and feedback-based school improvement to be more effective than any 
forward-planning strategy. 

 School evaluation and improvement can in turn also affect students’ outcomes. 
For instance, Scheerens ( 2002 ), and also Creemers and Kyriakides ( 2008 ), found 
some evidence that systematic school evaluation can positively impact students’ 
outcomes. On the basis of a school panel added to the PISA 2000 and 2009 samples 
in Germany, Bischof and colleagues ( 2013 ) report that schools who had done some 
internal evaluation improved in terms of student achievement and school climate. 
Likewise, Hofman and colleagues ( 2009 ) identifi ed factors of internal evaluation 
(self-evaluation) that contribute to student achievement. However, studies over the 
past decades have shown that non-profi t organizations, like most kinds of schools, 
oftentimes do not use evaluation effectively (Donaldson  2004 ); some challenges 
need to be overcome. 

 In a review of 41 empirical studies on evaluation use, Johnson and colleagues 
( 2009 ) found the involvement of stakeholders to be most important for effective 
school evaluations. Engagement, interaction, and communication between evalua-
tion clients and evaluators are critical to the meaningful use of evaluations. This is 
in accordance with the utilization-focused evaluation theory (Patton  1997 ), which 
emphasizes the involvement and engagement of users in the evaluation processes of 
designing, judging, and decision-making (Alkin and Christie  2004 ). Other catego-
ries related to the use of evaluation are detailed, actionable, evidence-based recom-
mendations, and decision characteristics (Johnson et al.  2009 ). Scheerens et al. 
( 2003 ) claim that effective school evaluation needs to combine outcome- and 
process- related indicators. Consequently, common steps of effective evaluation can 
be identifi ed (e.g., Sanders and Davidson  2003 ), yet school evaluation approaches 
are multifold, spanning, for instance, empowerment evaluation, utilization-focused 
evaluation, inclusive evaluation, or theory-driven evaluation, to name just some of 
the most popular (Donaldson  2004 ; see also Alkin and Christie  2004 , who have 
developed a different scheme for classifying evaluation theories). 
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 Thus, it is hardly surprising that evaluation approaches vary across educational 
systems (OECD  2013 ) and that it is diffi cult to report on and compare the effects of 
evaluation across different evaluation systems and education systems. Even though 
evaluation instruments and approaches differ across educational systems, at least 
two broad categories of evaluation can be identifi ed: internal evaluation and external 
evaluation. Evaluations are external when contractors and evaluators or test admin-
istrators do not belong to the school that is being evaluated. If the evaluator or test 
administrator is a member of the same organization, but not part of the unit that is 
evaluated, evaluation or assessment is internal. Self-evaluation is a special form of 
internal evaluation. Here, the evaluators are part of the unit that is being evaluated 
(Scheerens  2002 ; Berkemeyer and Müller  2010 ). The different evaluation practices 
generally coexist and benefi t from each other (Ryan et al.  2007 ). External evaluation 
can expand the scope of internal evaluation, and also validate results and implement 
standards or goals. Internal evaluation can improve the interpretation of external 
evaluation results (Nevo  2002 ). 

 According to one review of evaluation use (Johnson et al.  2009 ), there seems to 
be a lack of research addressing the processes of evaluation. Nevertheless, certain 
topics and types of evaluation can be discerned. While in early days school evalua-
tions—especially in English speaking countries—mainly and sometimes only, 
focused on students’ outcomes (Nevo  1998 ), evaluations nowadays seem to address 
various components or subcomponents of the school environment (Donaldson 
 2004 ). For instance, evaluation frameworks across countries address educational 
practices (OECD  2013 ). A comprehensive framework for guiding school evaluation 
processes is the context-input-process-outcome (CIPO) model (Stuffl ebeam  2003 ). 
Each type of evaluation has its own focus: needs, strategies, implementations or 
outcomes (Alkin and Christie  2004 ). In the context of educational effectiveness 
research that aims to explain differences between schools, the CIPO model allocates 
input, process and outcome characteristics at the appropriate levels of action 
(Scheerens and Bosker  1997 ). Within this framework, relevant foci of evaluation 
might, for instance, be the school’s resources or the proportion of at-risk student 
sub-groups (input). Processes addressed in evaluations may be teacher collaboration 
or parental involvement. The most common output addressed is the cognitive per-
formance of students, but also socio-emotional outcomes or equity within the school 
might be relevant aspects (Faubert  2009 ). The results of evaluations may be used in 
a formative way, guiding school improvement, or in a more summative way—e.g., 
making schools accountable for their students’ outcomes (Alkin  1972 ). Formative 
school evaluation aims at teaching and school- based processes. Summative evalua-
tions have a strong but not exclusive focus on student outcomes, and encourage 
schools to meet specifi c externally-defi ned standards. 

 Some educational systems hold schools accountable for their outcomes. This 
approach is linked to market-oriented reforms and is designed to improve programs 
and society (Alkin and Christie  2004 ). For instance, rewards and penalties are con-
sidered to change the behaviors of stakeholders in ways that improve student 
achievement (Wößmann et al.  2009 ). In addition, accountability of schools is likely 
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to be desirable to taxpayers and other stakeholders (Scheerens et al.  2003 ; Simons 
 2002 ). Accountability practices may also refer to the public availability of assess-
ment and evaluation results (Scheerens et al.  2003 ). Such information could be used 
by parents for school choice (Kellaghan and Stuffl ebeam  2003 ), or by local com-
munities for resource allocation. 

 In some countries, the evaluation of teachers and holding them accountable is a 
common practise (Faubert  2009 ; Santiago and Benavides  2009 ), and this has 
become an important fi eld of research (Hallinger et al.  2014 ). Thus, we address this 
kind of evaluation in more detail in the following section.  

19.2.3      Teacher Evaluation 

 Barber and Mourshed ( 2007 ) analyzed 25 educational systems in order to examine 
commonalities among the highest performing school systems. They concluded that 
teacher quality made the largest difference in student achievement, but it was not 
tied to the teachers’ qualifi cations. Instead, there are hints that rigorous evaluation 
programs enhance teacher effectiveness and student performance (Taylor and Tyler 
 2011 ). Such fi ndings strengthen the international move towards teacher evaluation 
policies. However, the effects of teacher evaluation on student achievements are not 
so clear. In a synthesis of several research studies Goe ( 2007 ) found that empirical 
research leads to different results. Only for the subject of mathematics did the evalu-
ation of teaching and teachers show a clear and positive relationship with student 
outcomes. More recently, the review published by Hallinger et al. ( 2014 ) uncovered 
a large gap between policy logic and empirical evidence, concluding that teacher 
evaluation may actually be one of the less-effi cient strategies for school 
improvement. 

 The policy logic of teacher evaluation assumes that teachers need feedback on 
their performance to help them identify how to better shape and improve their teach-
ing practice. Holding teachers accountable for student learning outcomes and pro-
viding different kinds of appraisal is expected to promote improvement, or 
alternatively to support the laying off of “ineffective” teachers. Teacher evaluation 
policies may also provide a mechanism to recognize and reward high-quality teach-
ing and to manage teacher career advancement (Mead et al.  2012 ). Accountability 
policies vary widely across educational and cultural systems; from centralized 
national systems to informal approaches developed at the discretion of individual 
schools, and from informal recommendations (e.g., Ireland, Iceland) to fi nancial 
sanctions or rewards (e.g., Czech Republic, Flemish Community of Belgium; 
OECD  2013 ). Earlier research has shown that effective teacher evaluation is related 
to a collaborative and supportive environment, evaluation purposes having been 
agreed to by all stakeholders, strong educational leaders, and the use of multiple 
sources to gather data (Colby et al.  2002 ), as well as to teachers’ involvement in 
their evaluation processes (Papanastasiou  1999 ). 
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 Some systems incorporate student growth on test scores in ways that aim to cap-
ture the contribution teachers make toward student achievement—often referred to 
as teacher value-added (Glazermann et al.  2011 ). In the US, there is an ongoing 
debate on whether and how effective teaching can be measured (Kane et al.  2013 ; 
Whitcomb  2014 ). Effectiveness is mostly conceptualized as an attribute of the indi-
vidual teacher that may be assessed by measures of teacher qualifi cations (assess-
ment of teacher knowledge), process measures (observer or student ratings) and 
product measures (value-added student test scores). The research debate focuses on 
technical issues, such as how multiple measures should be integrated (Kane and 
Staiger  2012 ), how value-added measures should be defi ned (Goldhaber et al.  2013 ), 
how reliable and valid these measures are (Haertel  2013 ). From a policy perspective, 
side effects on teacher motivation and professionalism, as well as local strategies 
undermining the validity of the data, need to be monitored and discussed carefully.  

19.2.4      Student Assessment 

 Several skills are relevant in student learning. Non-cognitive outcomes like motiva-
tion, self-effort and collaboration seem to be connected to student achievement, and 
these have been increasingly focused on in recent years. However, the assessment of 
such non-cognitive outcomes is a challenge, especially when transparency and com-
parability standards must be met. Thus, student achievement is still the core busi-
ness of student assessment (Guskey  2012 ). 

 There are several ways to assess students’ knowledge and progress. Figure  19.1  
provides a rough outline of the most common forms of assessment along the dimen-
sions of standardization and purpose, bearing deviations in mind. In addition, teach-
ers may combine several assessment methods to gather evidence about their 
students’ ideas and skills. A good description of different forms of assessment has 
been provided by Harlen ( 2007 ).

   In its summarizing function, assessment takes place in order to grade, certify or 
record progress. A summative assessment, whether external or internal, therefore 
indicates and monitors standards, but it may also raise standards by causing  students, 
as well as teachers and schools, to invest more effort in their work (Harlen and 
Deakin Crick  2002 ). On the other hand, summative assessment might lead to lower 
self-esteem and diminished effort in students at risk, which will increase the gap 
between lower- and higher-achieving students (Black and Wiliam  2004 ). Another 
side effect can emerge if teachers neglect skills and knowledge development in 
opting rather to train their students in test-taking strategies (Harlen and Deakin 
Crick  2002 ). 

 Apart from summative assessments, formative assessment plays a key role in 
classroom learning (e.g., Shepard  2006 ; Black and Wiliam  2004 ; McMillan  2007 ; 
OECD  2005 ). Several meta-analyses indicate that formative assessment is a signifi -
cant source of improvement in student learning processes. In particular, low achiev-
ers benefi t from formative assessment, which can lead to sizable gains in student 
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achievement (Abrams  2007 ). However, there is large variation in the implementa-
tion and in the impacts of formative assessment (e.g., Bennett  2011 ; Kingston and 
Nash  2011 ; Shute  2008 ; Hattie and Timperley  2007 ; Black and Wiliam  1998 ). 

 Feedback plays a key role in formative assessment. Hattie and Timperley ( 2007 ) 
have identifi ed four types of feedback that have differential effects on student learn-
ing. Accordingly, feedback may refer to (1) the student, evaluating him or her on a 
personal level, (2) task performance, (3) task processing and (4) self-regulation (see 
also Kingston and Nash  2011 ). Most commonly, feedback is given about task per-
formance (2; also called corrective feedback). This feedback can be useful if the 
recipient uses it to reconsider and if necessary adapt their strategies or to enhance 
self-regulation. Otherwise, feedback can explicitly refer to processes to solve a spe-
cifi c kind of task (3) or to non task-specifi c strategies (4): for example, how to learn, 
or how to structure a learning process. The latter two types of feedback have been 
shown to be the most effective, but learners need to know how to incorporate the 
feedback into their thinking. Feedback on a personal level (1; e.g., “you are a nice 
student”) is less effective. In general, feedback to students needs to be simply coded, 
and suggestions need to be realistic (Sadler  1989 ). Feedback that meets these condi-
tions will allow students to understand the gap between the intended learning goal 
and what they have achieved so far, and take appropriate steps. In addition, forma-
tive assessment and reciprocal feedback might be useful for teachers as well, help-
ing them to adapt their instruction to their students’ needs (Black and Wiliam  2004 ). 
When teachers gather evidence about students’ knowledge and understanding, they 

  Fig. 19.1    Forms of assessment       
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are simultaneously considering which teaching practices would work and what new 
strategies are needed (Shepard  2006 ). 

 A tool in the context of classroom assessment that is suitable for both formative 
and summative feedback, is grading. The summative role of grading becomes evi-
dent when each individual grade a student might earn in a class has a marked impact 
on a student’s educational career. Grades, as represented by the grade point average, 
usually play a critical role in promotion, allocation or selection (Guskey  2007 ). On 
the other hand, an effective marking system provides the individual student with 
formative information that directly relates to the progress made in relation to the 
objectives that are to be learned (Haptonstall  2010 ). In addition, teachers may use 
grades to motivate students by rewarding certain behaviors and signaling what 
 attitudes, behaviors and habits are valued in school (OECD  2012 ). Research has 
revealed a lack of validity in the assignment of grades: The judgment of student 
outcomes can be subjective and can be infl uenced by different aspects, depending 
on teachers’ perceptions of what grading is about (Guskey  2012 ), and grading can 
be biased by prejudices relating to a student’s sex, past performance or social back-
ground (Archer and McCarthy  1988 ). However, aspects of teacher competence 
(assessment literacy: DeLuca et al.  2015 ) and teaching quality (classroom manage-
ment: Hochweber et al.  2014 ) have been shown to increase judgment accuracy and 
diminish bias in grading. Mixing several aspects of attitude, effort and achievement 
in grading may even increase predictive validity (Cross and Frary  1999 ; Brookhart 
 2004 ; Rakoczy et al.  2008 ). Variability in grading concerns comparability both 
across and within educational systems (Haptonstall  2010 ).   

19.3      Measuring the Policies and Practices of System 
Monitoring, School Evaluation, and Student Assessment 

 The conceptual background of system monitoring, school evaluation, teacher evalu-
ation, and student assessment has been furnished in the conceptual framework 
above. The research fi ndings referred to are mostly national or experimental, with 
some data being based on international comparative studies. In line with the goal of 
this book, we encourage researchers to use large-scale surveys, especially interna-
tional student assessment systems, to document and understand policies and prac-
tices in the fi eld of assessment and evaluation. 

 In former PISA cycles (2000–2012), the school questionnaires already addressed 
policies of evaluation and assessment, and how results have been used within coun-
tries (see Table  19.1 ). Thus, existing PISA trend data helps us understand how the 
use of student assessments has widened over the past 15 years in almost all OECD 
countries (Teltemann and Klieme  in press ). In the PISA 2015 fi eld trial, the authors, 
in close collaboration with the International Questionnaire Expert Group devel-
oped and implemented a broader set of questions, also covering details of school 
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evaluation and classroom assessment. The new and more systematic set of mea-
sures was informed by the research reviewed above. 

 The following sections provide an overview of the measures that were imple-
mented in the PISA 2015 fi eld trial. In doing so, we refer to the list of constructs that 
is included in this chapter (Table  19.1 ). This overview is arranged in a similar way, 
as follows: (a)  Policies  of assessment and evaluation, (b)  use  of assessment and 
evaluation results, and  practices  regarding (c) school evaluation and (d) classroom 
assessment with a special focus on (e) formative assessment. Several constructs 
have been measured from different perspectives in the fi eld trial: i.e., the school 
leaders’ as well as the teachers’ perspectives for evaluation measures, and the teach-
ers’ (TC) as well as the students’ (ST) perspectives on classroom assessment prac-

      Table 19.1    List of constructs included in the PISA 2015 fi eld trial to assess assessment and 
evaluation in educational contexts   

 Theoretical relation  Name of construct 
 PISA 
2015 ID 

 Included in PISA 
2015 main survey 

 Policies  Teacher evaluation  SC032  YES 
 General assessment practice  SC034  YES 
 Measures for school improvement, 
including internal and external 
evaluation 

 SC037  YES 

 Existence of internal evaluation  TC063  NO 
 Teacher evaluation  TC067  NO 

 Use of assessment  Teacher incentives  SC033  NO 
 Purpose of assessment results  SC035  YES 
 Use of achievement data for 
accountability 

 SC036  YES 

 Teacher incentives  TC068  NO 
 School evaluation 
practices 

 Foci of internal evaluation  SC038  NO 
 Processes of internal evaluation  SC039  NO 
 Consequences of internal evaluation  SC040  YES 
 Processes of external evaluation  SC041  YES 
 Foci of internal evaluation  TC064  NO 
 Processes of internal evaluation  TC065  NO 
 Consequences of internal evaluation  TC066  NO 

 Classroom 
assessment practices 

 Classroom assessment instruments  TC054  YES 
 Teachers’ grading practices  TC055  YES 

 Formative 
assessment 

 Perceived feedback  ST104  YES 
 Source of feedback  ST105  NO 
 Use of feedback to guide learning  ST106  NO 
 Adaptation of instruction  ST107  YES 
 Adaptation of instruction  TC038  NO 

  For detailed documentation see:   https://doi.org/10.7477/150:174:1     
  Note . ID coded ST for student questionnaire; SC for school questionnaire; TC for teacher question-
naire; EC for educational career questionnaire; IC for ICT familiarity questionnaire; PA for parent 
questionnaire  
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tices. Below, we summarize our recommendations for the preferred source as well 
as our thoughts on which measures might be practicable in further national and 
international large-scale assessments.

19.3.1       Policies of Assessment and Evaluation 

 Evaluating, monitoring and comparing educational systems requires descriptive 
information on overall school evaluation policies and student assessment policies. It 
is essential to know whether certain measures for school improvement, including 
internal and external evaluations of schools (SC037) are common practices, and 
how often students are assessed through highly standardized tests, teacher-made 
tests or through teachers’ judgmental rating (General assessment practice, SC034). 
Moreover, the impetus for action is also relevant, in order to analyze system poli-
cies. Thus, the PISA 2015 items referring to school improvement policies (SC037) 
or standardized testing (SC034) distinguish action that is mandatory, required by 
educational policies, and action that is based on the school’s initiative. 

 Countries show high variation in evaluation and assessment activities (OECD 
 2007 ,  2010 ), but as these are mostly determined by national or state policies, less 
variation is to be expected within countries. In contrast, methods used for teacher 
evaluation (SC032) differ across countries and even vary within countries, as we 
know from TALIS (OECD  2014 ). Thus, the assessment of teacher evaluation poli-
cies is relevant at both national and international levels. 

 For all three questions mentioned so far, partially comparable data are available 
from previous PISA cycles (PISA 2012 for SC037 and SC03; PISA 2000–2009 for 
SC034). In parallel to the school questionnaire, items on internal school evaluation 
and teacher evaluation were also implemented in the teacher questionnaire (TC067 
and TC063).  

19.3.2     Use of Assessment and Evaluation Results 

 The way student assessment and school evaluation results are used differs across 
educational systems, and is subject to change. To support the description and analy-
sis of data use, we took up a set of items from previous PISA cycles (2000–2012) 
addressing various kinds of usage for student assessment results, such as informing 
parents, deciding upon student promotion, or comparing the school with other 
schools (Purpose of assessment results; SC035). Some items on formative use (e.g., 
guiding student learning and adapting teaching) were newly added, and the response 
format was changed, with the intention to discriminate the use of standardized tests 
from use of teacher-developed tests. However, fi eld trial results showed that missing 
rates increased, suggesting that the defi nition of standardized vs. teacher-developed 
tests might not always be applicable to all countries. Another question, on the use of 
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assessment results, refers directly to different accountability strategies (use of 
achievement data for accountability; SC036). This question has been used since 
PISA 2006. However, some items have changed over time. The items used in the 
PISA 2015 fi eld trial address the debate whether student achievement results should 
be published, tracked over time and/or provided to parents directly. 

 Finally, a question on Teacher incentives (SC033) was taken over from TALIS 
2013. Its items address formative and improvement strategies, as well as summative 
and accountability purposes. It was complemented by a question to teachers, also 
from TALIS 2013, asking about consequences of teacher feedback (TC068). 

 Policies on accountability, especially sanctions or rewards to teachers, differ 
strongly across countries, as does a country’s tendency to use students’ outcomes in 
a formative or summative manner. Further research on accountability policies and 
data use, based on the questions introduced here, may enrich the debate regarding 
the positive and negative effects of accountability systems. For example, the ongo-
ing debate on formative and summative use of data would benefi t from longitudinal 
studies.  

19.3.3     School Evaluation Practices 

 Evaluation practices differ in respect of the initiators and enacting agents, of respon-
sibilities and instruments, across and within countries (Faubert  2009 ). In order to 
describe evaluation systems more precisely and enrich the interpretation of student 
achievements, fi ne-grained information on foci, processes and consequences of 
evaluation should be assessed in national and international studies. Processes clearly 
depend on the evaluation purpose and the initiator. Therefore, it is indispensable to 
explore internal and external evaluation processes separately. Altogether, the con-
structs mentioned were covered in the school questionnaire through questions 
SC038 (foci), SC039 (processes) and SC40 (consequences) for internal evaluation, 
and SC041 (processes) for external evaluation; all newly developed. The questions 
on internal evaluation were paralleled in the teacher questionnaire (TC064 to 
TC066). 

 In the PISA 2015 fi eld trial, question SC038 included a rather long list of possi-
ble topics that an internal evaluation could focus on, ranging from school resources 
through the quality of teaching and teacher cooperation, to equity in school. School 
principals reported high proportions of coverage across all items, which may or may 
not refl ect the degree of social desirability in their answers. In contrast, when exactly 
the same list of topics was used to ask whether specifi c measures in any of these 
areas had been implemented as a consequence of internal evaluation (SC040), 
responses were more differentiated.. 

 The two questions on change processes associated with internal evaluation 
(SC039) and external evaluation (SC041), respectively, were largely parallel. Items 
included statements such as “The results led to changes in school policies”, as well 
as more negative reports: for example, “The impetus triggered by the evaluation 
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‘disappeared’ very quickly at our school”. For internal validation, once again ceiling 
effects were observed, whereas for external evaluation, approval rates were lower 
and the items turned out to be valid and relevant.  

19.3.4     General Classroom Assessment Practices 

 According to the model of planned behavior (Ajzen  2005 ), there is strong evidence 
that beliefs about the nature and the purpose of assessment infl uence assessment 
techniques and practices (Brown  2012 ). Consequently, a full model of assessment 
should take teachers’ assessment beliefs into account. In a cross-cultural compari-
son of teacher conceptions of assessment, Brown ( 2012 ) found evidence that teacher 
belief systems differ between cultures, while they seem to be consistent within a 
culture. However, those kinds of questions are prone to be non-equivalent across 
cultural groups. If the measure is biased against one or some cultural groups, indi-
vidual differences within a cultural population and across cultural populations are 
not measured at the same scale (Van de Vijver  1998 ). From the onset of our prepara-
tion, we found cultural differences in teachers’ understanding of items proposed for 
the measurement of teacher beliefs. Addressing these sensitive constructs across a 
large number of countries presents a challenge, and careful and thorough testing is 
required. Thus, PISA 2015 did not include a measure of teachers’ assessment 
beliefs—either in the main survey or in the fi eld trial. 

 Another construct that is sensitive to the cultural context concerns teachers’ grad-
ing practices (TC055). Teachers were asked to self-report on the criteria they apply, 
and the sources of evidence they use in marking and grading students’ work. For 
international use in the PISA 2015 main survey, we proposed a reduced scale for the 
subdimensions of individual judgment and criteria-based judgment. National stud-
ies or studies with a reduced set of countries, however, may implement wider aspects 
and make use of the full range of items. 

 The cultural background of respondents probably plays a less restrictive role 
regarding items on classroom assessment instruments (TC054, taken over from 
TALIS). The attainment of learning goals and educational standards needs to be 
monitored. To this end, teachers use several assessment methods—often in combi-
nation—to gather evidence about their students’ knowledge and skills in relation to 
the learning goals. The PISA 2015 fi eld trial indicated relevant variation across 
countries.  

19.3.5     Formative Assessment in the Classroom 

 Arguably the most prominent form of classroom assessment covered in empirical 
research is formative assessment (see theoretical and conceptual background 
above). Since feedback is essential in formative assessment, we tested several facets 
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of this concept in the PISA 2015 fi eld trial student questionnaire. First of all, we 
assessed whether students perceived (formative) feedback at all (ST104), asking 
how often the teacher would tell the student about his or her strengths and weak-
nesses, how often he or she would receive advice on how to reach the learning goals, 
etc. 

 In addition, we asked whether the frame of reference used in giving the feedback 
was criterion-oriented, social-comparative, or individual (source of feedback, 
ST105). Research predicted that individual feedback would support student learn-
ing and motivation best. Furthermore, we wanted to learn more about two types of 
use of feedback: students’ use of feedback to guide learning (ST106), and teachers’ 
adaptation of instruction (ST107). Among these constructs, only adaptivity of teach-
ing—which is also an important indicator of teaching quality—was kept for the 
main survey. 

 We also intended to implement questions on the level of feedback (whether it 
addresses the student’s character and behavior, task performance, task processing or 
self-regulation) identifi ed by Hattie and Timperley ( 2007 ) as impacting on students’ 
improvement. For national studies, this construct could be a relevant predictor of 
students’ effort.   

19.4     Conclusion 

 In the PISA 2015 fi eld trial, an attempt was made to expand the framework of 
assessment and evaluation measures and to address concepts beyond the perspective 
of system monitoring and educational effectiveness. Furthermore, exploration of 
different kinds of concepts, item formats and perspectives was shown to be possible; 
however, the scope of the material had to be signifi cantly reduced for the main sur-
vey. Time constraints allow for the consideration of just one perspective on any 
single construct. However, even higher-quality measures were not implemented in 
the main study, due to the reduced assessment time; policy relevance and the mea-
sure’s reference to theoretical models were the criteria for selection. Table  19.1  
above provides an overview of the measures realized in the PISA 2015 fi eld trial and 
the PISA 2015 main survey.     
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