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ASSESSMENT | N QUEENSLAND SECONDARY SCHOOLS, 1983-1990.

This period was narked by continual reviews and adjustnments to the system of
assessnment and the TE Score System

EXTERNAL EXAM NATI ONS

The Board of Secondary School Studies continued to provide external

exam nations and i ssue External Junior and Senior Exam nation
Certificates. The candi dates were mature age students or students who
were isolated by distance, or who were ill, injured or incapacitated. In
1984, 595 students received Junior Examnation Certificates and 2, 852
students received Senior Examnation Certificates. In 1988 the nunbers were
371 and 4, 397 respectively.

In 1985 the external exam nation syllabuses were redrafted to allow for the
certificates issued for the 1987 Juni or and Senior Examnations to record
student achi everrent in conpetency based terns, ranging fromVery H gh

Achi evenent to Very Linited Achi evement ™.

The Chief Examners held meetings each year with teachers who prepared
candidates for the external examnati on. These teachers found the neetings
to be very hel pful 2

PHASI NG OQUT OF MODERATI ON, 1983-1985.

The Board introduced conpetency based assessment of specific objectives
advocated by ROSBA in three phases. Consequently, the process of
noderation no | onger applied to the Phase | schools, the seventeen

school s sel ected in the Brisbane and Townsville districts. Moderation

still applied though to the Phase Il schools in the Brisbane-South
Coast, Townsville and Cairns districts in 1983, and to the rest of the
schools of Phase |IlIl to the end of 1985.

Even though it was in the throes of inplenenting a reforned system of
assessment, the Board was not able to relax its handling of noderation
procedures during these |ast three years, since these procedures were vital
to maintaining the credibility of Board certificates. The establi shed
procedures and practices of the noderati on system continued. These
i ncl uded special meetings of school principals to discuss natters rel ated
to noderation, visits by chief noderators and/or Board representatives to
renote area schools to provi de assi stance and advi ce, and the conti nued
supply of A Handbook of Procedures for the Mderation of Standards
of Assessnent. At the annual conference of district, State and chi ef
noderators held in the last three years of the operation of the noderation
system a najor theme was the inportance of naintaining the efficiency of
the system Moderation panels of teachers continued to scrutinise
carefully student scripts and test instrunents for



suitability of questions, levels and standards t o ensure that
teachers did not try to gain an unfair advantage for their
school s. Moderation procedures for the Junior subjects were
| ess stringent than those for Senior subjects®.

STAGES OF | MPLEMENTATI ON OF ROSBA, 1983- 1990
The Pat hfinders. Conpletion of Phases | and 11, 1983-1984.

At this point it would be useful to exam ne nore closely the nmachi nery and
procedures used by the Board to inplement ROSBA The recommendati ons of
the Scott Commttee, on the advice of a public relations firm were
presented to the public as RCSBA (Revi ew of School Based Assessnent) as an
effective way of ' marketing' the changes involved. The use of this
term possibly has led many to think of a new systeminstead of reforns to
the exi sting one”.

Because assessment was to becone an integral part of the syllabus, it is
necessary to followthe syllabus fromits i nception to its

i npl ement ati on. The existing subject commttees of the Board had the
nmaj or responsibility to ensure that syllabuses were rewitten, stating
objectives in terns of student outcomes in the four broad areas of process
obj ectives (cognitive skills to be developed in relation to the

di scipline), content objectives (factual know edge), skill objectives
(practical skill) and affective objectives

(attitudes, values and feelings). These comm ttees also had the
responsibility to provide the criteria to assess a student's |evel of

achi evenent in these objectives, and to suggest sone useful assessnment
techni ques. The students were to be informed of the objectives, and
it was hoped that the new formof assessment would result in student co-
operation to achieve a stated sel f-determ ned goal instead of conpeting for
a predeternmined |linmited number of ratings®.

Phase | schools were given the trail blazing task of inplenenting these
syl | abuses for Years 9 and 11 in 1982 and Years 10 and 12 in 1983. Phase |1
school s carried out the same task in 1983 and 1984.

After receiving their syllabuses, Phase | schools, and, later, Phase II
school s were required to wite work prograns for each subject offered which
detailed the depth of study of the various objectives and their assessment.
The follow ng guidelines were provided for the assessnent part of the work
pr ogr am

An appropriate range of assessnent techni ques shoul d

provi de a bal ance in the assessnent program The range

shoul d be sufficient to enconpass as nmany as possi bl e of

t he obj ecti ves.

Suitable criteria should be stated for each assessnent techni que.
These criteria are the qualities sought in student work in
response to the assessnent instrunents.

The techniques and criteria should be consistent with the stated
obj ecti ves.



Sufficient information should be provided concerning the
manner of inplenentation of the assessnent. This would
include the timng and nature of the assessment instrunents
including length (in time, words, pages, etc.) as well as
the conditions which apply e.g. supervised exam teacher -
assisted research work, etc.
The school shoul d show t he nmechani smby which it reaches a single
geasuere of exit achi evenent as generated fromall the assessnent
at a’.
Cne naj or problemwhich arose at this stage was that many teachers used
Radford itemband test instruments and nade no attenpt to construct
assessnent instrunents which reflected the criteria which were now the
basis of assessnent’.

The work prograns were submtted to Dstrict Review Panel s which
accredited themif they were satisfactory. If they were not
satisfactory, the Chairman of the Panel consulted with the school until
agreenment was reached. State Review Panels viewed representative
sanpl es of work prograns fromeach district to mai ntain conparabl e
standards. They al so acted as arbiters in any disputes between
district panels and schools. These panel s conpri sed experi enced teachers,
and each panel was responsible for a specific subject or subject

gr oupi ng.

The District Review Panels were al so responsi ble for nonitoring and

revi ewi ng school assessnent to ensure the maintenance of standards and
conparabi l ity between schools in each district and the State Revi ew Panel s
had the same responsibility for the districts. Monitoring was carried
out at the end of Year 11 (Year 9 was not nandatory) and revi ew ng at
the end of Years 10 and 12. Monitoring was mainly of an advisory
nature while reviewng could require a school to nake changes inits
judgnents before it could receive Board certification. For

noni tori ng and revi ewi ng purposes, each school was required to forward a
subm ssion to the Dstrict Review Panel s conpri si ng:

all assessnent instruments in the printed formused for
summat i ve assessnent of students,

details of any other methods of collecting data on

achi evenent and an indication of expected student
responses,

sets of student work representative of the range of
achi evenent | evels proposed,

a statenment show ng the nunber of students proposed for

each | evel of achievenent at the time of the subm ssion.
Results of various tests in schools were usually given in nunbers before
they were translated to | evel s of achi everrent?®.

The Board provided in 1984 the follow ng underlying principles of the
Board's policy on assessnment which henceforth became an integral part
of school syll abuses:

: Exit assessnent should be devised to provide the fullest and
latest information on a student's achievenent in the course of
st udy.

Assessnent of a student's achi everment should be in the significant
aspects of the course of study identified in the syllabus and
t he school's work program



I nformati on should be gathered through a process of

conti nuous assessnent.

Sel ective updating of a student's profile of achievenent
(Student's attai nnent of the course objectives should devel op
progressively over the duration of the program To ensure
that information about student achievenment is the fullest and
| atest, certain aspects of the course, such as higher order
processes, are best assessed sunmatively after their period of

devel opnent. Those pieces of data which best describe

per formance which will not inprove, such as know edge of particul ar
content, shoul d be retained).

Exit achi evenent |evels shoul d be devised from student achi evenent in
all areas identified in the syllabus as bei ng mandat ory.

Bal ance of assessnents is a bal ance over the course of study and not
necessarily a balance within a senester or between senesters (i.e.
it is appropriate to have different enphases upon aspects of the
total programat various times during the course. Sone test
instrunents nmay assess wholly content or process or skill, V\hlle
in other cases content and process may be assessed toget her)

Year 10 certification did not require nmonitoring in Year 9 and procedures
in Year 10 differed slightly fromthose for Year 12 (See Appendi X,
Figures 1 and 2). Each Septenber, teachers of Year 10 subjects formed
consortia (convenient groupings of schools), and reached a conmon agr eenent
on submssions to Dstrict Panel s whose proposals were reviewed by State
Panel s. School s issued certificates on the basis of agreed Septenber
proposals follow ng review procedures. These consortium meetings
provi ded an opportunity for Professional interchange as well as being a
step in certification®

Unfortunately, in many schools the awardi ng of exit |evels of

achi evenrent, which was nmeant to provide the fullest and | atest information
on a student's achievenent, was initially negated by the weighting of
semlestelzr results and the use of arbitrary cut offs on a 100 poi nt

scal e

The Junior and Senior Certificates recorded only Board and Board-

regi stered school subjects. Board school subjects were those

subj ected to Board accreditation and certification processes, while Board-
regi stered ones were those which were subjected to Board accreditation with
t he school being responsi ble for assessnent. The |atter category was
i ntroduced to renedy a situation which had arisen over the previous few
years. The situation was that a category, School subjects,
especially those at year 10 |evel, appeared on Board certificates, but the
Board did not nonitor these in any way. Subsequently, the results of these
subjects cane to lack credibility with parents and enpl oyers. The new
cat egory of Board-registered school subjects allowed schools to retain
flexibility in providing subjects which catered for the needs of its
students and, at the same tinme, to naintain standards through Board
accreditation procedures which ensured public confidence in the val ue

of the certificates®



For Phase Il schools, the Board drew attention to the avail able
resources. The witten resources were draft ROSBA syl | abuses,

sanpl e work prograns from Phase | school s, exenplar work prograns issued by
the Department of Education, ROSBA Bulletins 1-5, Infornation

St at errent s/ Menor anduns (During 1984, 224 menoranduns were sent out to
school s). The peopl e resources listed were the Departnment of Education
consultants, the Board of Secondary School Studies co-ordinators, and ot her
teachers in the school or the district who had previously come to grips with
the task®.

The Board al so continued an existing informati on service to students by

i ssuing a nunber of panphl ets which expl ained the new formof assessnent,
t he na1t4ure of the certificates issued and the Tertiary Entrance
Score™.

Conti nued Discontent in Phase | and Il School s

D ssati sfacti on anong teachers inpl enenti ng RCSBA had bubbl ed up in 1982,
and neasures taken in January 1983 to elimnate this di scontent were

i nadequate. It was clear by the mddle of 1983 that teachers
remai ned di scont ent ed.

In October, the Queensland Teachers Journal reported that teachers
of the Phase | schools in Townsville were conpl ai ni ng of excessive

admni strative requirements inposed by Review Panels relating to the

subm ssion of student scripts, and both the Townsville and Bri sbane Phase |
school s proposed i ndustrial action as a counter to what they regarded as
unreasonabl e demands in the assessnent procedures.

The Queensl and Teachers Union (QIU) hel d discussions with the Department of
Education, putting forward the view that current ROSBA assessnent
procedures in Years 10, 11, and 12 were undul y onerous and pl aced
unreasonabl e adm ni strative burdens on teachers. The QTU and the
Depart ment reached a conpromni se. Year 10 scripts would continue to be
submtted to re-establish parity of standards to maintain public
confidence, but the nunber of scripts were reduced. Year 11 scripts
were not required, and a slight reduction was nmade in the nunber of Year
12 scripts. The Assistant Director General, CGeorge Berkeley, said
that further experience mght |ead to other nodifications

in requirements®,

At the beginning of 1983, the Mnister for Education, Lin Powell, had
publicly criticised sone aspects of ROSBA assessnent procedures and had
stated that it would be foolish for the Departnent of Education to inplenment
such a costly systemtoo qui ckly'®. During the Townsville dispute, the
Townsville Bulletin reported that Lin Powell conceded that extra
work was needed initially for RCSBA assessnent procedures, but that he

bel i eved that a saving of work and better assessnent resulted in the | ong
term That newspaper also reported that he accused a mnority of
teachers of making an industrial and political issue



out of the problent’.

Sone participants in Phase | and Il schools voiced their opinions
individually. As well as referring to the onerous work | oads, they
drew attention to other perceived problens in the inplenentation
process i ncl udi ng:

Over - assessnment still existed.
Whi | e the mechani sns of certification had been clearly
establ i shed, the operating procedures of criteria-based
assessment were not so clearly established.
Panel s were accused of not giving positive guidance, acting solely in
the role of critics. Sone Panels, with over twenty menbers, were
too | arge. More clear and precise guidelines should be
provi ded to Panel s.
Phase Il school s were given inadequate feedback of the experience of
Phase | schools to assist themat the appropriate tines.
The quality and quantity of in-service education and support was
i nadequate, with the result that teachers suffered the sane trauma as
that experi enced when the Radf ord Scheme was first inplemented.
Because of the evolutionary nature of inplenentation, the trai
bl azi ng school s experienced uncertainty, criticism confusion and
poi ntl ess hard work.
e commentator referred to the conflicting advice coming fromthe State
Revi ew Panel s, co-ordinators, consultants, senior officials of the
Department of Education and the Board as a veritable Tower of Babel while
anot her described the exercises i nvolved as reliving the Charge of
the Light Brigade. At the sane time, nost of these commentators
expressed a belief that the inplenentati on of ROBBA was resulting in
i nproved teachi ng'®.

The Queensl and GCouncil of Parents and Gtizens Associations (QOPCA), inits
annual policy statements, supported a policy of school achievenent- based
assessment. It expressed the belief that tertiary institutions or
prospective enpl oyers shoul d establish their own nethods of assessment, and
shoul d not dictate processes of assessment of student achi everrent which
shoul d be concerned with individual progress and shoul d be non-
conpetitive as between student and student. This policy was

mai nt ai ned by the QCPCA through to 1990%.

Phase Il Inplenmentation, 1984-6.

In Novenber 1983, the QTU executive organi sed district meetings to find out
the views of its menbers on ROBBA and assessnent in particular. These
neetings held in March 1984 throughout the State conprised QTU
menbers in secondary schools. By this stage, teachers in Phase |11
school s were involved in the preparatory stage of ROSBA, prior toits

i npl enentati on by those schools in 1985 and 1986.

The views expressed at these neetings were summari sed in The Queensl and
Teachers Journal. Several neetings called for the release of the
1983 Canpbel | report on the inplementation of



ROSBA in Phase | and Il schools (This report was never publicly
rel eased). Two district neetings expressed conpl ete opposition to ROBBA
whil e nost others accepted ROSBA in principle, but expressed concern
about the inplenentation process. The general attitudes to assessnent
procedures were as foll ows:

| ack of confidence in panels which were perceived to be
elitist,
preference for the noderati on type of neetings with its interchange
of ideas anobng teachers on assessnent met hods,
opposition to nonitoring and review ng processes for Years 10 and 11
especi al |y Year 10 which had not required subm ssion of student
scripts for many years,
agreenent on the need for submssion of student scripts at each | evel
of achi evenment for Year 12,
a belief that teachers' comments on the inplenentation process were
not considered by officers of the Board or the Depart nment.

The neeti ngs also dealt w th concerns about procedures rel ated

to the TE Score?

During the 1984 teachers' conference, one of the del egates provided a
startling case in support of the overall reduction of scripts required
for review and retention. She clainmed that, in Toowoonba State H gh
School, with an enrol ment of 1,200 students, current ROSBA admnistrative
arrangenents woul d, by her calculailons create an estinmated 150, 000 pi eces
of work requiring 30 filing cabinets in one year al one?.

Fol l owing the conpilation of the results of the QIU district meetings on
RCEBA, the QTU conducted negotiations with the Department of

Education. As a result, the Department provided extra supply
teachers to provi de sone relief to teachers with extra work | oads i mposed
by the inplenentation process?®?.

Meanwhi | e, during 1984, the Board continued to issue published information
material to teachers, and continued a conprehensive systemof in-service
educati on designed to overcone many of the shortcom ngs exposed during
the previous years. In addition to a series of workshops, conferences
semnars, and consultant visits to schools, the work of a consultant team of
el even teachers included tel ephone advi ce and assi stance to schools with
probl ens, including those related to assessnent procedures. Finance for the
consul t ant tean1depended initially on special governnent funding, and |ts
personnel was reduced in 1986 and 1987 and di scontinued thereafter??

In 1984 the Board of Secondary School Studies contacted the Board of
Teacher Education requesting that future teachers be conpetent in RCSBA
operations. The main institutions preparing teachers for secondary
school s provided such preparation, with varying degrees of depth?

In response to one of the recomrendati ons of the 1983 Canpbel| Report, the
Gover nnent provi ded funds in the 1984-5 Budget for additional support
services for the Board?. This enabled the



Board to establish in 1985 t he Assessnent Unit which operated
until the end of 1987 when funds were no | onger nmade available to
the Board. This Unit had the responsibility of helping to
establish a sound theoretical foundation for a school -based
assessnment system and to clarify and make suggesti ons about the
practical aspects of such a systemin schools. In 1985, the Unit
gave special attention to the issues surrounding criteria-based
assessment .

Inthe first of a series of discussion papers issued by the Assessnent Lhit in
1986, the author of the paper gave a clear picture of the probl ens
confronting teachers who were | earning on the job a new phil osophy of
assessnent and grappling wth the practi cal aspects of inplenmentation.
He al so envi saged what the participants would acconpli sh:

This change in direction [from normreferenced assessnment, and
towards criterion-referenced principles] will be ultinmately of
greater significance than the nechanics of the changeover. At
present, teachers, schools, the in-service team and review
officers are nore-or-less subnerged in a del uge of paper, neetings,
work prograns, criteria and standards, assessment instrunents,
student folios, and some confused signals emanating froma nunber of
sources as to what the whole exercise is about ... When the
flood subsides, there will be not only a clearer concepti on of what
st andar ds- based assessnent is, but a considerable amount will be
known about hom1to put it into
operatlon
Al'so in 1985 seven review officers were seconded to the Board to
assi st the work of the Review Panels, and nine D strict Board Agents were
appoi nted to provide clerical and organi sational onrt for Board
activities, including the process of certification

In 1985 the Board's Senior Certificates included for the first tine
results of subjects which students had studied at TAFE i nstitutions and
whi ch had been approved by the Board. This |ed to the establishment
of athird category of subjects in addition to Board subjects and Board-
regi stered Subjects, i.e. Board-recorded subjects. Such subjects were
of fered by institutions apart fromthose offering the conventiona
secondary education courses. To be accepted by the Board as Board-
recorded subjects, the subjects had to meet certain Board criteria®®.

The Board continued its intensive publicity canpai gn throughout the Phase
Il period. It made use of published material, tal ks, displays and
newspaper advertisenents to keep the public infornmed of how the system of
assessnent worked and the nature and effect of the changes
under t aken®.

W to 1986 the Board had to face considerable internal and ext ernal
pressures. |t continued to conduct external examnations, supervise
school - based assessnent usi ng Radford noderation procedures, and, at the
same tine, it undertook the inplenentation of new ROSBA procedures

i nvol vi ng a consi der abl e



anount of re-organisation and in-service education. It took the
responsibility for the actions of the various commttees, sub-
committees and panels. It was al so subjected to considerable
criticismand m srepresentation. It would appear, after taking
into consideration the volune of information, such as panphlets,
information statements, menoranda and handbooks, which the Board sent out
to teachers, enployers, parents and students, that much of this criticism
and m sunder st andi ng woul d not have appeared if the information had
been read®.

The Press shed little light on the issues or the problens despite
information provided by the Board to press representatives. An
illustrative case of this is provided by The Couri er- Mi
headl i nes on 20 Decenber 1985 which declared, 'TE system a

di saster: Senate Conmmittee'. The report which followed conpletely
m srepresented and distorted i nformati on about the inplenmentation of
ROSBA in Queensland. It included the statement, 'The report of a
Senate Standing Coomittee on Education has found Queensl and' s system of
secondary school assessnent is a disaster, w dely m sunderstood and

| acking community support'.

Areply fromJohn Pitman, Executive Oficer of the Board, appeared as a
letter to the Editor several days later. This pointed out that the
article failed to distinguish between Queensl and' s assessment systemand TE
scores, and that the Senate Standing Conmittee did not make any

i nvestigation of Queensland's assessment systeni’. In spite of this
clarification, three weeks later an article in The Sunday Mail on
TE scores included the following statenent, 'Areport recently issued by the
commttee [The Senate Standing Coomttee on Education] found Queensland' s
system of secondary school assessnent a disaster, wi dely m sunderstood and
| acki ng community support' . A week after, the Director-General of
Education, George Berkeley, in a letter to the editor of The Sunday Mai 1%,
referred to this statenent as 'absol utely untrue’' and gave detail ed
supporting evidence simlar to that which John Pitman provided to The
Courier-Mail.

Consol i dati on of ROSBA, 1987-1990.

VWile the Board claimed in 1987 that the principles and phil osophy
of RCBBA had been accepted by the najority of Queensland teachers, it
believed that to put this acceptance into practice and to achi eve the ains
of criteria-based assessment in all Queensland secondary school s woul d
require conti nuous devel opnent and refi nenent over the next
decade. At the sane tinme, the Board was convinced that Queensland was a
world | eader in criteria based assessnent, judging by the interest both
interstate and overseas educators were showing in the devel opnents taking
pl ace i n Queensl and®*.

e of the Board's successes through the school based assessnent system was
the rapid increase in provision of subjects related to the needs of the
students. In 1982, 78Board subjects and
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530 Board Regi stered subjects were recorded as being provided in
Queensl and secondary schools (Years 8-12). I n 1989, these figures
were 81 and 1,683 respectivel y*°.

Early in 1989 the QTU, in response to concerns of its nenbers,

pl aced a work ban on the Board's organi sed activities until full

travel | i ng expenses were paid to nenbers participating in these activities,
and until adequate teacher relief was provided. This ban was supported by

t he Queensl and Associ ation of Teachers i n | ndependent Schools. Some
nonths later, this ban was |ifted because the Union clained that it had
resulted in Departnental acceptance of their clai ms®.

Assessnment remai ned an issue through to 1990. In 1988, Errol Meth,
a QIU representative on the Board, presented a case study of ROSBA which he
clainmed reveal ed that the neaning of 'education' was synonynous w th
"assessnent', that the '"invisible curriculumcode' of performance, goals
and assessnent were nade obvious as well as the degree of hegenony contr ol
which this ideology had over education. He concl uded however that
the case study did not showthat a systemof external exam nations was
preferabl e to ROBBA, despite 'the al nost pathol ogi cal rantings of sone

el enents of the press against systens of assessnment which do not have
external _examnations'. He believed that there were other solutions to the
pr obl ens®’.

Pronmpted by Vieth's study, three academ cs from Janes Cook University
conducted a survey on assessnment in Townsville secondary schools in
1988. They concluded fromtheir study that the tension between a
criterion-referenced systemof assessnent and the generation of a rank order
for TE score purposes was wor ki ng agai nst the acceptance of ROSBA.
They al so reported perceptions that, under ROSBA, conpetition had not
decreased and student |evels of achievenent had not risen, that over-
assessment with a focus on quantity was taking place and that school s shoul d
reduce the quantity of assessment in favour of increased quality, a
princi ple accepted by the Board. The academcs stated that the Board
needed to strengthen in-service educati on and publicity measures. They
concluded that it was inportant to enphasi se that ROSBA had been
successful in introducing the concept of criterion-referenced eval uation
into cl assroom assessment practices, with consequential benefits®®.

In 1989 a Departnental research report dealt with the effects of maj or
changes in secondary schools. The report attributed these changes
to significant economc, technol ogical and social changes in Australian
society and identified the inplenentati on of ROSBA, including assessnent,
as one of the significant problens involved in secondary school
changes. The report maintained that teachers generally supported the
concept s behi nd ROSBA and t he consequent changes, but conpl ai ned of the
associ ated extra work and tinme. It also maintained that many
teachers were frustrated, angry or confused about the changes®®.

In the foll owing year, another Departmental research report dealt with
teachers' and students' concerns about assessnent
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practices in Years 11 and 12 as one of four mmjor issues in
seni or schooling. This report revealed the following after a
sanpl i ng of secondary school teachers' concerns:

There was general support for school -based assessment in
principle, and some support for the direction it was taki ng.
Many teachers strongly expressed concern about the workload or the
pressure on students caused by assessment.
Sone teachers strongly believed that there was too nuch assessnent in
sonme subj ects.
Sone strongly conpl ai ned of excessive clerical workload created for
teachers by assessnent procedures. (The researcher believed that
this was caused by the Board's requirenments for infornation and the
need for full docunentation of students' achievenent to justify the
ratings given, and because of the hi gh enphasis placed on
conparability of ratings within and between school s made necessary
by the TE Score System.
Sone were strongly worried about 'too nuch variation' or 'lack of
conparabi lity' between schools or subjects in assessnment practices
or standards.
Sone forns of external exam nations were supported by sone and
opposed, sonetines quite strongly, by others.
Some comments indicated a broad range of di sagreement about what
makes a desirabl e schedul e of assessnent.

Ot her teachers' concerns raised were:

Achi evenent categories were too broad.

Assessnment denoralised nmany students.
Assessnent pressure interfered with students' participation in
school activities.

Course rigour was determ ned by assessnent.
Nunerical results in assessnent were nore nmanageable in |arge
school s and preferred by students over verbal ratings.

The assessnent system was over conpl ex.
Mani pul ati on of assessnent ratings occurred in school s.
The assessnment system was not well understood.
Many students were not notivated to achieve.

The sare interview study found that while students seened to accept
assessnent practices, there were two strong and wi despread concerns.
These were that at times too many assignments and tests cane at once
and that sone assessnent conponents carried too high a proportion of the
marks for a subject. Other |esser concerns were related to
pressure or stress associated with assessnent, and perceived | evel s of
consi stency, fairness or inpartiality anong teachers. A mnority
of students, mainly those with definite occupational and educati onal

pl ans and studying five or six Board subjects, believed their
assessnent | oads were excessive. Close to one-third of the
students rai sed no concerns®.

THE TERTI ARY ENTRANCE SCORE SYSTEM 1983- 1990.



The Cal cul ation of Tertiary Entrance scores in operation

The Board was required by regul ations to provide the results of candi dates
of Board examnations in rank order of merit for tertiary entrance and it
devel oped the TE Score Systemfor that purpose. The cal cul ati on of
this, follow ng the ROSBA changes, can be described sinply.

I ndi vidual students are awarded narks, known as SSA (Special Subject
Assessments) in each of their subjects. These nmarks are given by
teachers and formthe basis for the TE score.

Al students who are eligible for a TE score then sit for the ASAT
(Australian Schol astic Aptitude Tests) exam nation. The SSA which
the teacher has awarded is then adjusted by conparing t he different
groups of students in a particular school. All those doing Maths |
have their marks altered in a particul ar way, those doing French have their
marks altered in a different way, and so on. In this procedure the
rel ative positions of students are not changed, so that if the teacher

pl aces Mary Jones ahead of Bob Brown in chemstry, she is still ahead of him
af ter adj ust nment.

The adj usted narks of each student for all subjects are then totall ed.
These totals are again adjusted by conparing the overall ASAT
results fromdifferent schools. If Mary Jones' total mark is higher
than Bob Brown's, then her adjusted total is higher than his.

Al students in the State are then placed in order of nerit, using the
final adjusted totals. The top one percent get 990, t he next half
percent 985, and so on*.

Students have the right to have TE scores verified or recal cul ated, and
i ndi vi dual schools have the right to claimthat some standard procedure
in the conPiIati on should not be applied to a particular group of
st udent s**

M sunder st andi ng and M suse of the TE Score System

Unfortunately, because of the various depths of conplexity associated wth
the operations of the TE Score system (See Appendi x, Figures 3 and 4), many
peopl e continued to m sunderstand and misuse it. In addition to the
continuation of earlier msunderstandings, a new one arose when peopl e
tried to conpare TE Scores fromone year to the next. This was an invalid
conpari son because the TE Score is no nore than a place on a rank order of
banded or grouped students and as the nunber of TE Score candi dat es

i ncreases, the | owest score issued and t he nedi an score decrease.

Many enpl oyers continued to msunderstand and rely too heavily on the TE
Score as a neasure of general aptitude, and ignored Board advi ce to make
greater use of Board Certificates which
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provided a wi der range of information®

Continuing criticismand suggestions for Change

By 1986, Queensland had the highest Year 12 retention rate of all
the Australian States and, at the same tinme, the |owest per
capita percentage of tertiary places. John Pitman, Executive
Officer of the Board, conpared these two pressures to 'a giant
vice squeezing in fromboth sides' *. This trend continued in the
fol lowing years (See Appendix, Figures 5 and 6). One of the results of this
pressure was an increase |n the nunber of students repeating Year 12 to
obtain a higher TE Score®®. Another result was closer public scrutiny of the
operation of the TE Score. The Board contended that this pl aced
excessi ve pressure on the TE Score whi ch at best, is a broad-brush
nmeasure of gl obal achi evenent'

In 1986 reports on the TE Score Systemfromvarious bodi es appeared in
The Courier-Mail. These were in relation to a request fromthe Board
to interested persons and organi sations for subm ssions on tertiary
entrance.

Reports fromtertiary institutions revealed differing vi ewpoints. The

Uni versity of Queensland stated that the TE Score had been generally
a good predictor of future performance, but was critical of ASAT. The
Bri sbane Col | ege of Advanced Education (BCAE) was al so critical of sone
aspects of ASAT and called for a broadening of the process of tertiary
entrance which it believed shoul d be based on performance i n approved
subjects with reference to prior elected tertiary courses. The
Queensl and Institute of Technol ogy was basically satisfied with the TE Score
System but suggest ed conpul sory external exam nations in English and

MVat hemat i cs whi ch woul d provide 50%of the marks, with the other 50% com ng
frominternal assessnent. These results would then be used in the
cal cul ation of the TE Score. These educational institutions did

not appear interested in inplenmenting their own entrance system probably
because of the cost of adm nistration®

The QIU called for the abolition of the single index TE Score and its

repl acenent by school based assessnent, a process of interviews, and
quotas for di sadvantaged groups. The Queensl and Association of
Teachers in I ndependent Schools (QATIS) recomrended that student profiles
and i nterviews should suppl ement the TE Score. These woul d provide
i nformati on on experience, aptitude and interests of applicants.
Both the QTU and the QATI S recommended a common first year course at a
tertiary institution before specialisation®®

The Queensl and Trades and Labor Council (QILC) recomrended that school
based assessmnent shoul d be kept and inproved, and that ASAT and TE Scores
shoul d be scrapped*, while the Queensl and Confederation of Industry
(Qd) advocated that st udents not bound for terti ary study needed an
alternative educational systemto the TE Score. In the follow ng year, the
Q@ clained
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that it would | aunch State-w de industry entrance tests for
school |eavers by the end of 1989 because TE Scores were neani ngl ess to
enpl oyers. This proposal was not well received by tertiary
institutions, the QIU, the QILC the Mnister for Educati on and the
parliamentary opposition parties. The proposal was not

i npl enent ed®’.

The QCPCA policy expressed in 1986 was that tertiary institutions or
prospective enpl oyers shoul d establish their own nethods of assessnent 2and
shoul d not dictate processes of assessnent of student achi everment®?.

A Departnment of Education research report on issues in senior
school i ng (1990) included a survey of students' and teachers' perceptions
of the TE Score. The research results indicated that the TE Score was
regarded by nost students as inportant and useful as an 'all - purpose'
credential, but that, otherwise, it was widely disliked and mstrusted by
students (See Appendi x, Figure 7), for whomit was surrounded by nystery
and suspicion. The research results also indicated that teachers generally
accepted the TE Score in principle, but questioned its validity and the way
enpl oyers used it. The report pointed out the features which underlie these
negative responses, and stated that the TE Score itself was not the cause of
all of the problens and that the intensity of the conpetition for

credentials was the underlying cause. The report provided criteria which it
bel i eved any new systemfor tertiary entrance shoul d take i nto consideration
if it were to alleviate the problens. It also expressed the belief
that the 1987 recommendations of the Wirking Party on Tertiary Entrance
for amending the tertiary entrance systemdid not address the undesirable
features revealed by the report, nor neet the report's criteria for any
new system The researcher believed that conplexity, inposed by the

wi sh to achieve conparability, was at the heart of the problem and the
researcher outlined four changes to overcome the conplexity®.

Sone critics | ooked beyond percei ved weaknesses of the TE Score in operation
and directed their attention to what they regarded as the inconpatibl e tasks
that the Board was obliged to undertake - the provision of a general
education and sel ection of students for tertiary education. Mary
Kelly, President of the QU said in 1986 that ' These two tasks pull in
different directions', while Mke Mddl eton of the BCAE referred to them
in the fol | owing year as two pressures tearing education apart>®. Anot her
critic, Max Howel I, was well qualified to phil osophise over this

probl em He had been on the Radford Commttee, on the Board since
it was constituted in 1971, and a nenber of the subcommittee whi ch produced
the Scott report. On the eve of his retirement as Head Master of the

Bri shane G ammar at the end of 1989, he stated that professional educators
had tried over the last four years to inprove the nethods of sel ection

w thout any mar ked success. He believed that one should not place
too nmuch credence in the promses of politicians to solve the problens.
In his view, the problemwould only be sol ved when State and Federal
governments provided sufficient funding to ensure that
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all young people who met a qualifying | evel of perfornmance were
gi ven the opportunity for tertiary education®.

A perusal of Queensl and newspaper cuttings dealing with the TE Score issue
during the period 1983-1990 reveal ed that on occasi ons the newspapers

provi ded accurate coverage, but on many other occasions the issue was

m sreported and sensationali sed. Two exanples well illustrate this latter
situation. The Daily sun editorial, 26 August 1988, referred to the
Australian Council for Educational Research as the Australian Council of
Research, which it incorrectly stated was 'controlled locally by the Board
of Secondary School Studies'. This editorial also exhibited a conplete

m sunder st andi ng of ASAT. The Sunday Mail, 2 March 1986, reported a
critical statenment about the TE Score Systemby Dr Phil Meade, Principal of
the BCAE M. Gavatt Canpus. Dr Meade's statenent was taken out of
context, and nmade into the sensational |eading sentence of an
article. Dr Meade protested to the Editor who redressed the situation by
publ i shing in the next week's paper Ir Meade's apprai sal of TE Scores which
contained Ix Meade's criticisns of the TE Score within a rational
framewor k®®. Br Steve McLaughlin, Head Master of Nudgee Col | ege and
a nmenber of the Reference Conmittee appointed in 1990, suffered a
simlar fate in The Sunday Mail, 18 February 1990, which featured a
headl ine, 'Head vows to end "horrible" TE score'. He imedi ately
explained to his staff in a neno the follow ng day how the headl i ne and
following report had mi squoted and distorted his statements®’.

A MEd. Studies thesis (1990) nmade an anal ysis of 154 newspaper itens deal i ng
with the TE Score Systemfrom 1986 to 1988. This thesis pointed out that the
TE Score Systemwas a perennial issue which guaranteed press coverage.
The results of the analysis indicated that nmost authors of published
material on the TE Score System expressed poor opinions of the present
Queensl and system and, by inference, were unfavourably di sposed t owards
the subject matter that they were discussing. The thesis stated that
per cei ved nedi a dom nation of content led to the inference that the nedia
were controlling public perceptions of the issue to sone extent. It

al so expressed a conviction that the inability of the nedia to serve as
a forumfor sone serious exploration of solutions was a factor in

underm ni ng public confidence®s.

At the end of 1989, before the State elections, the political parties
expressed their policies on the TE Score system The National Party
Mnister for Education, Brian Littleproud, stated that the Board was in
t he process of changing the system The Liberal Party spokesperson,
Lyl e Schuntner, said that his party was committed to the 1987
recommendati ons of the Working Party on Tertiary Entrance, as
published in Tertiary Entrance in Queensland: A Review. The Labor
Opposition Leader, Wayne CGoss, declared that his party woul d repl ace the
TE Score systent.

After the Labor Party was successful in the Decenber 1989 St ate el ections,
the new Labor Cabi net approved in the same nonth funding for an extra
1,500 tertiary places. This was a step
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whi ch sone belleved woul d result in taking some of the heat out of the TE
Score controversy 0 Then the new Labor Mnister for Education, Paul Braddy,
announced in February 1990 that Cabi net had approved the appointnent of
Professor Nancy Miviani to reviewtertiary entrance procedures in

Queensl and and to present a report and recommendati ons by 30 June
1990. The M nister stated that there was w despread dissatisfaction with
the existing tertiary entrance systemand that he was coomtted to the

i ntroduction of a new systemfor Year 11 students in 1991°.

Prof essor Nancy Viviani, Professor and Head of Political Science, Faculty
of Arts, Australian National University, had w de experience of tertiary
entrance systens of nost Australian States, and was famliar with systens in
use in the USA the WK and Asia. The terms of reference for her
revi ew were
‘to review the present systemfor the conpilation of

Tertiary Entrance Scores in Queensl and,

-to recomrend an alternative system whi ch woul d:

o] be fair, equitable and easily understood by students,
parents and teachers,
0 aimto provide a tertiary entrance profile which includes as

separ at e conponents, school -based assessnents of achi everments as
recorded on the Senior Certificate and i ndependent neasures of
aptitude for tertiary entrance,

o] aimto use neasures which depend, and are seen to
depend, on each individual student's performnmance,

0 avoid using a single score as an indication of a
student's aptitude for tertiary studies,

o] avoi d the necessity to rescal e school assessnents using
procedures reliant on group performance,

0 reduce the pressures inposed by Tertiary Entrance Score

requirements on the curriculumin the senior secondary
school and on the subject choi ces of individuals,
o] be accessed by students conpl eting Year 12 who w sh to conpete
for tertiary entrance.
toconsult with tertiary institutions concerning the ways i n which
the alternative system would be used,
to recommend arrangenents through which the alternative system
coul d be adninistered and operat ed®.

Cabi net al so approved of the appointnment of a broadly representative
reference coonmttee to provide Professor Viviani with information, advice
and reactions throughout the review process. The convener of The
Ref erence Committee was Professor KW WItshire, Departnent of
(bvenwmnt University of Queensl and, and the nenbers were

M Bob Moritz, Queensland Council of Parents and Gtizens'

Associ ati on,

M Leo Dunne, Parents and Friends Federation, Queensland,

M Brian Flaherty, |ndependent Parents and Friends Council of

Queensl and,

Ms D anne Goosem Queensl and Cat hol i ¢ Educati on

Commi ssi on,
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M G| bert Case, Associations of |Independent Schools in
Queensl and,

M Richard Warry, Departnment of Educati on,

M Stan Sielaff, Departnent of Enploynment, Vocati onal
Educati on, Training and Industrial Relations,

Ms Mary Kelly, Queensland Teachers Uni on,

Mr Doug Wt son, Queensl and Associ ation of Teachers in

I ndependent School s,

Br Vince Connors, Queensland Catholic Educati on,

Steve McLaughlin, |ndependent Schools in Queensl and,

Daryl Hanly, State Education in Queensl and,

John Pitman, Board of Senior Secondary School Studies,

Avril Mcdelland, Tertiary Adm ssions Centre,

Doug Porter, Registrar, University of Queensland,

CGeof f Masters, Australian Council for Educational Research,
Prof essor @ en Evans, Dr G aham Maxwel |, both fromthe Faculty
of Education, Queensl and,

Prof essor Jack Véal ton, Janes Cook University of North

Queensl and,

M Bob MQueen, @iffith University Staff Association®.

USF==D

Board Measures to Inprove the System

The Board, required to produce a rank order of nmerit for tertiary
entrance, continued to inprove the operation of the existing system
and to exam ne alternative procedures. Each year it provided

i nformati on whi ch expl ai ned the TE Score systemto teachers, students
and parents. It introduced changes to inprqve the systemand initiated
investigations into any legitimte criticisms®.

Evolving froma Board initiative in 1983, The Wrking Party on Tertiary
Entrance was established by the Mnister's Joint Advisory Conmmttee on

Post - Secondary Education and the Board of Secondary School Studies wth John
Pitman as Chairnman. The terns of reference were 'to review all aspects of
entrance to tertiary institutions in Queensland' . Its first neetings
were held in 1985 and its extremely conprehensive report appeared in July
1987 as Tertiary Entrance in Queensland: A Review.

This report made 52 recommendations for change, the majority of which
mesh together in a total package. The authors determ ned that
fairness was the nost inportant dinension in their deliberations -
sonetines at the expense of mechanical sinplicity - because such
sinplicity often conceals serious i njustice. The report dealt with
maj or concerns often expressed about TE Score procedures,
i ncl udi ng:
. students with simlar |evels of achievenent in the same subjects
with quite different TE Scores,
the all eged advant age enj oyed by students repeating Year 12,
per cei ved conflict between the TE Score and criteria based
assessnent,

use of the TE Score by enpl oyers,
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the TE Score as a predictor of tertiary success,
the issuing of TE Scores after the closing date for
Queensl and Tertiary Adm ssions Centre (QrACQ preferences,
tertiary pre-requisites,

al | eged mani pul ati on of data by school s,

ASAT:

0 i nfl uence of absentees from ASAT,

0 effect of coachi ng,

o] val ue of ASAT as a scaling device,

o] mal practice in adm nistration of ASAT,

0 bias in ASAT - cultural, sex, content,

o] i nfluence of poorly notivated students doi ng ASAT,
0 inclusion of a witten expression conponent.

A maj or recommendati on was that eligible students receive an Achi evenent
Position Profile conprising (i) a single general - purpose indicator, to be
known as an Overall Achievenent Position (QAP), which conpares eligible
students' overall achievenents in senior secondary school studies, and (ii)
four special -purpose indicators, to be known as Specific Achi evenent

Posi tions, which conpare the achi everments of students with the sanme
Overal | Achi evenent Position®.

The first step, the calculation of the QAP, will place students into 20
broad bands, each containing 5%of the eligible students. This w |
provi de a course ranking of students. Students in band 1 will be
consi dered to have achieved at a hi gher [ evel than those in band 2.
Simlarly, the achi evenent of students in band 2 will be higher than
for those in band 3, and so on to band 20.

Thus, while the OAPs provide a course distinction anong students, it does
not provide any information to distinguish anong students within the
same band. This is achieved by the four special purpose

i ndi cators. Each of these further divides each band into 10 groups,
each contai ning the 10%of the nunber of students in the band. The

pur pose of the special purpose indicators is to provide each faculty
within tertiary institutions with a range of measures on which to base the
fine decisions within the 'grey’ area of selection, i.e. with students close
to the border-line for the cut-off (See Appendi x, Di agrans 8 and 9).

In 1988 the Board introduced a major refinenent to the TE Score system which
had been one of the recommendations of the Wrking Party on Tertiary
Entrance. This was a range of anonmaly detection procedures for

checki ng the use of standard scaling procedures in cal cul ating
students' TE Scores. Where the data fromschools exhibit significant
irregularities, anormaly detection procedures are designed to seek objective
evidence for a decision to vary the standard procedures, i.e. to nake
special cal cul ations for those school s®.

To i npl enent anot her Working Party recomrendation, the Board in 1989
introduced a Witing Task, which tested English expression, to enhance the
overall validity of ASAT as a scaling device. The Witing Task and ASAT
were conbi ned to formthe Comron
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Scaling Test (CST), with the Witing Task constituting 25% and
ASAT 75%of the CST. Qoup scores on the CST were then used to scal e school -
based assessnents for the purpose of cal culating TE

Scor es®’

CONTROL OF THE JUNI OR CERTI FI CATE

During the late 1970s, the Department of Education began to devel op the
concept of P-10, which advocated a continuity in the curricul umfrom Pre-
school to Year 10. This was included in the proposals of the
Departrental bl ueprint for future devel opnents for education, Education
2000, which appeared in 1985°%. This docunent referred to the rapidly
dimnishing reliance on the Juni or ‘Certificate. Foll owi ng the
appearance of this docunent, a joint effort by the Departrment and the
Board to coordinate RCEBA with plans for the inplenentati on of P10 soon
experienced difficulties. One of the visible signs of these difficulties
whi ch energed by 1988 was the conflict over the future of the Juni or (Year
10) Certificate.

In May 1987, the Mnister for Education, Lin Powell, proposed |egislation
to replace the Board of Secondary School Studies, the Board of Advanced
Education, and the Board of Teacher Education by a Queensl and Course
Accreditation Gouncil which he stated would provide nore options and
flexibility in post-conpul sory education. Powell accused the Board
of being slow to inplenment new courses in response to community
needs. The proposed | egislation, inter alia, gave power to the Mnister
to i npl ement P-10 unhanpered by ROSBA assessnent considerations. However,
it created considerable hostility fromparliamentary opposition menbers,
i ndependent schools and sone academ cs. The najor opposition was that
it gave too nuch political power to the M nister over the curricul unf®
After changes were nade to the proposed | egislation, an anendnent was
made to the Education Act in Novenber 1987 which created a Queensl and Post -
Conpul sory Course Accreditation GCouncil, a Qeensland Teachers Regi stration
Council, and an Advisory Council on Education for Econom c Devel oprment to
repl ace existing boards including the Board of Secondary School Studies.
At that point, the government changed its Premer and its Mnister for
Educati on, and the anmendrments were not procl ai ned.

Informed in 1988 that the National Party new Mnister for Education, Brian
Littleproud, intended to abolish the Board issued Junior Certificate, the
Board established a Junior Certification Task Force to review Junior

certification. Based on 224 public submssions and its own

del i berations, the Task Force nade a principal recomrendation that a
centrally |ssued central |l y-val i dated certlfl cate based on a range of

conparability t echni ques be retained’

In Novenber 1988, Brian Littleproud introduced new Education Bills into
Parliament, one of which was designed to replace the Board of Secondary

School Studies by the Board of Senior Secondary School Studies and renove
control of the Junior



Curriculum and the Junior Certificate fromthe new Board which
woul d concentrate on Senior secondary education. The M nister
clainmed that the Junior Certificate was no | onger of much significance and
that a Mnisterial Consultative Council on Qurricul umwoul d have an
advisory role in the Departrental inplenmentation of the P-10. He said
that the push to inplement P-10 was influenced by the Australian
Education Council and Federal interest in introducing greater conformty in
State school systens. Paul Braddy, a Labor nenmber of parlianment,
expressed the belief that it was better to retain the existing board and a
centrally issued Junior Certificate. Lyle Schuntner, a Liberal mnenber,
clainmed that there was sone degree of conflict between the Board and the
Departnent for control of curricul umdevel opnent, and he al so supported the
retention of a certificate issued by the Board’.

This Bill was passed at the end of 1988, and in 1989 a new Board of Seni or
Secondary School Studies cane into operation. The nunber of menbers
(i ncluding the Chairperson) was reduced fromtwenty-two to seventeen, and,
in the process, the proportion of representation of tertiary institutions,
Department of Education, and non-government school s was reduced, and the
Drector of the Board was no | onger an ex officio nenber. Enployers and
community groups involved in education were given direct representation
for the first time. The new | egi slation gave the Mnister for
Education increased power over the Board, and the power to nomnate four
practising teachers to each of the Subject Advisory Commttees passed from
the Board to the Director-General of Education. Furthernore, the
Board was given only tenmporary control of Junior Certification. A
change in structure provided a Mdderation Conmttee with Sub-commttees
responsi bl e for Review Procedures, External Exam nations, and

Tertiary Entrance’.

CONCLUSI ON

During the period 1983 to 1986, the Board of Secondary School Studies
continued to have difficulty in reconciling its two tasks. These were the
provi sion of an education suitable for a wide range of individual abilities
and aptitudes and for the needs of a nodern society, and the provision of a
rank order of nerit for tertiary entrance. Wiile it won grow ng
acceptance of ROSBA, the Board's efforts to attend to accountability,
conparabi lity, and standards resulted in conpl ex organi sational structures
and onerous work |loads for teachers involved in assessnent procedures.
Anot her probl em arose when increasing nunbers of TE Score candi dat es
had to conpete for alimted nunber of places in tertiary
institutions. This led to heightened public criticismof the TE Score
System criticismfostered by an unfriendly press. The period al so
saw t he Department of Education taking steps to gain control over Junior
Certificates to further planned curriculumrefornms, wth a consequent
change to the nature and powers of the Board responsible for assessnent in
secondary school s.
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Figurel
Source: Handbook of Proceduresfor Accreditation and Certification (ROSBA), p.47.

FLOW CHART OF PROCEDURES FOR CERTIFICATION

START (Senior Subjects)

SCHOOL

Submission to DRP

1. The school prepares submission District Board Centre
of student scripts and Level of >
Achievement on Form R6.

Agreement reached on proposal

2. (a) The school receives he
original and duplicate of the <
Form R6 with the student
materials.

No further action istaken at this District
time. Review
(Some materials are sampled by Panel

the State Review Panel and will
be returned to theschool later.)

2. (b) The school receives the To be further considered by
original, duplicate and school
triplicate of the Form R6 withthe <
student materials.

If consultation is sought by the
panel or desired by the schoal,
direct contact should be made
with the District Review Panel
chairman by the school. The
school considers the panel
advice and submits a
subsequent proposal on the
Form R6.

3. (a) The school might receive State
advice from the State Review Review
Panel. District Panel

3. (b) The 'school makes a CB:%?]rtc:e

subsequent proposal to the State
Review Panel.

4, Should the school feel that it is
still not satisfied with the advice
from a panel, a direct appeal

may be made to the Board. Board of
> Secondary

. . School
5. The school submits an Exit Studies

Proposal on the Form R6 with
the Form Sb.

6. The school issues  Senior
Certificates to students.

NOTE:

1. State Subjects
For certain subjects, there are no District Review Panels because of the small number of schools offering them
in the District. The school submissions arereviewed by the State Review Panel.

2. This page shows in detail that part of the certification process which concerns schools. The complete flow chart
is contained in the Handbook of Procedures held by the Principal.
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Source: Handbook of Procedures for Accreditation and Certification (ROSBA), p.42.

FLOW CHART OF PROCEDURES FOR CERTIFICATION

START

1. The school prepares
submission; student scripts,
levels of achievement onform
R6, student profiles (form R4),
etc.

2. School keepsthe remnants of
the submission intact until
adviceisreceived fromthe
District Review Pandl.

3.(a) The school receivestheoriginal
and duplicate of the Form R6
with any materials which
formed part of aconsorium
sample.

3.(b) The school receivesthe original
and duplicate of the Form R6
with any materialswhich formed
part of a consortium sample.
(Some materials are sampled by
the State Review Pand and will
be returned to the school later.)
If consultation is sought by the
panel or desired by the school,
direct contact should be made
with the District Review Panel
Chairman by the school. The
school considers the panel
advice and submits a
subsequent proposal on the
Form R6.

4.(a) The school might recelve
further advice from the State
Review Panel.

4.(b) The school makes a subsequent
proposal to the State Review
Pandl.

5. Should the school feel that itis
till not satisfied with the
advice of apanel, adirect
appeal may be madeto the
Board.

6. The school issues Junior

—p submission to the consortium

< submission back to schools

< submission concerning which it

(Junior Subjects)

1. School representativetakes
meeting.

2. Consortium members prepare
"Consortium Sample" for
District Review Panel and
complete the Consortium
Meeting Report. Form R12.

3. Panel member takeshe
Consortium Sampleto the
District Review Panel -
meeting.

4. School representative takes

(except for any mateials which
form part of a Consortium
Sample).

5. The consortium passes onto the
Digtrict Review Panel any school

cannot reach agreement.

District
Review
Panel

District

Board
Centre

State
Review

Panel

District
Board

Centre

Board of
> Secondary

School Studies

NOTE:

Certificates on the basis of the 1.For certain subjects there are no consortium meetings because of the small number of schools
agreement reached on -the Form offering them in the district. In these cases school submissions are reviewed by the appropriate District
R6. or State Review Pandls.

Where there is a consortium but no District Review Panel, the consortium sample is
reviewed by the State Review Pandl.

2.Thispage showsin detall that part of the certification process which concerns schools. The complete
flow is contained in the Handbook of Procedures held by the Principal .
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Source: Tertiary Entrance in Queensland: A Review, p,59.

PROCEDURES USED IN THE COMPILATION OF TE SCORES

AUSTRALIAN SCHOLASTIC
APTITUDE TEST

Taken by all eligible students in
September of Year 12.

3

BSSS CALCULATES MEAN &
STANDARD DEVIATION of the
group studying each subject within
each school.

7

BSSS CALCULATES MEAN &
STANDARD DEVIATION OF
ASAT SCORES of all eligible
students within the school.

10

ALL ELIGIBLE STUDENTS ON
THE BASIS OF BOX 9.

TE SCORES ASSIGNED TO é

2

SCHOOL ASSESSMENT IN

EACH SUBJECT (SSAs)
b Provided by the school at the
end of Year 12.

4

SSAs FOR EACH SUBJECT

. |BOX3.

+ JADJUSTED to the values in

5

ADJUSTED SSAs WEIGHTED
Adjusted score In each subject
for each student is multiplied by
number of Semester Units
studied by the student in that

subject.
6

AGGREGATE OF WEIGHTED
SSAs calculated on each
student's best 20 semester units
(to include 3 subjects studied
for 4 semesters).

AGGREGATE SCORE OF EACH
ISTUDENT RESCALED to

ALUES In BOX7.

—— e L

9

ORDER OF MERIT LIST FOR THE

STATE COMPILED ON THE BASIS
- OF RESCALED AGGREGATE
SCORES.




Figure4

Source: TE Score Handbook, 1988, p.15.
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SCALING PROCEDURES FOR THE COMPILATION OF TE SCORES

Fol | ow smal |

group

procedur es

Yes

START
I s subject group
Yes [ smal | /i nt er medi at e?
No
School submits SSA
for each board subject

Omt SSAsfrom all
cal cul ati ons

Student sits for
ASAT

Does SSA belong to
Visal/lneligible

st udent

Does ASATresult bel ong
to Visal/ M grant/

I neligible

Yes

No

No

Board cal cul ates
subj ect group neans &

Board cal cul ates
subj ect group neans, &

S.D.s. for SSAs S.D. for ASAT
Board scal es all SSAs
to subject group ASAT
Mean & S.D. (limts
5-16)

Board cal cul ates
aggregate scores

mean & S.D.

Board cal cul at es aggregate
scores (20 units)

to schoo

Board rescal es aggregate scores
ASAT nmean & S.D.

Omt ASATresult
fromall

cal cul ations

Board cal cul ates
school nean & S.D.

for ASAT

Board establishes statew de rank
order

Board all ocates TE Scores

STOP
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Figure 5
Source: Board of Secondary School Studies, Statistics Bulletin, September 1988, p.24.

IV TERTIARY ENTRANCE SCORE

TABLE 4. 1:
TE SCORE: CENERAL STATI STICS, 1984-1988

STATI STIC 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
No. Students Conpleting Year 12 19 619 21 466 23 969 27 358 30 711
No. Visa Students 171 1802 1822 2242 320°
No. M grant Students 93 201 199 167 156
No. Repeat Year 12 Students 1428 1 301 1874 1777
No. Re-entry Students (Mture Age) - 125 106 127
No. Students Ineligible for a TE Score 656 1 092 1 930° 3 071° 4 110°
No. TE Score Recipients 18 621° 20 206° 21 883° 24 096° 26 311°
M ni num TE Score " 540 535 540 505 460
Medi an TE Scor e 765 765 770 750 730
No. Students with TAFE Subj ect (s) - - - 575 768

figure includes students both eligible and ineligible for an equivalent TE Score.
figure includes Visa students ineligible for an equivalent TE Score.

total number which omits all Visa students and students ineligible for a TE Score.
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Figure 6

Source: Board of Secondary School Studies, Statistics Bulletin, September 1988, p.2.

TABLE 1. 4:

SUMVARY OF RETENTI ON RATES FOR | NTERNAL SENI OR STUDENTS, 1984-1988

RETENTI ON RATE ( %

CATEGORY 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Year 10 through to Year 12?2 52 54 58 61 65
Year 11 through to Year 12 80 80 81 87 85

a Retention rate figures refer to those students who studied Year 10 two years previously and completed Year 12 in the year
stated, e.g. 61% of students who were in Year 10 in 1985 went on to complete Year 12 in 1987.

DI AGRAM 1. 1:
RETENTI ON RATE OF YEAR 10 | NTERNAL STUDENTS IN 1986 THROUGH TO YEAR 12 IN 1988

Each figure represents 10 peopl e

For every 100 students enrolled in Year 10
in 1986

(Student Popul ation: 47 643)

(RIS ET |

(Student Popul ation: 36 408)

PEREPR]  cemoiim

(Student Popul ation: 30 757)

FOOTNOTE: The retention rates shown above are measures of the tendencies of members of student cohorts to remain at school from
Year 10 to the completion of Year 12.
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Source: E. Hobbs, Research Report: Issues in Senior Schooling, p.31.

Display 14: Students' Mean Responses to School, Assessment and TE Score

3 4 5 7
unpleasant pleasant
’ »
hard . easy
- ¢
rigid I flexible
. » . .
depressing /L inspiring
unfair ‘\' fair
)
useless T\ useful clear
N
unclear \. ‘? "o reasonable
unreasonable ./’/ L informative
| I
not informative L +.
artificial | L\
1\ r »
> | &
3 4 5 7
KEY

The Display indicates that:

Students' Average

School
TE Score

Assessment

TE score tended to be seen as unpleasant, hard, rigid and depressing to a greater degree than

assessment;

TE scoretended to be seen as unfair, unclear, not informative and artificial, while
assessment tended to be seen as fair, clear, informative and real; and
assessment tended to be seen as useful, to a greater degree than TE score.
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Figures8and 9
Source: Tertiary Entrancein Queendand: A Review, pp. 121,167.

Achievement Position Profile
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The diagram shows an Achievement Position Profile. The Overall Achievement
Position is a general-purpose indicator of overall achievements. Its design is affected by
principles of fairness, comparability and flexibility, and the details are, accordingly,
complicated. It was not possible to achieve simplicity of detail and still adhere to these
principles.

Diagram 10 A possible sequence
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