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SYNOPSIS

One of the main aims of the 5–14 Development Programme was to promote continuity
and progression in the learning and experiences of pupils. The stages P7 to S2 were
of particular concern. In this paper we consider three aspects of the implementation
activities in both secondary mathematics and English language departments which
have the potential to contribute to meeting this aim: primary–secondary liaison
activities; primary school records; and developments in assessment in S1/S2. We
conclude that while communication between the sectors has considerably improved,
the messages are not always understood, trusted or acted on. Nevertheless, there
is evidence that secondary staff are more alert than previously to the differences in
the attainment of pupils on entry, and have been responsive in a number of ways.
Key differences between the responses in the two subject areas with respect to the
implementation, particularly within assessment, are noted.
INTRODUCTION

We take it as axiomatic that a young person’s experience of education should
be coherent, continuous and progressive. (CCC, 1986:5)
The strategies for improving the transition arrangements between primary and
secondary sectors suggested by the 10–14 Report were widely welcomed and,
although its proposals were not formally adopted as national policy, within a few
years many of the suggested strategies became commonplace in secondary schools:
for example, the visits of primary pupils to secondary school classrooms to meet
their future teachers; and the production of school brochures to inform parents, in
non-technical language, of ‘the circumstances and requirements of the secondary
school’. However, progress towards the more important objectives set out in the
Report—those of ensuring curricular continuity, and improving progression in the
learning and development of individual pupils—was less in evidence. In the 1980s,
there was no formal mechanism or generally accepted framework by means of which
primary and secondary schools could come to agreements about key curricular
components. In the absence of a nationally- or regionally-agreed common curricular
structure and of effective mechanisms for cross-sector co-ordination, liaison activities
were sporadic and many were of limited success.
One of the aims of the 5–14 Development Programme was to provide a focus
for these unrealised objectives. It was the intention that the development should be
seen as providing an enabling mechanism which would help teachers to address the
SUREOHPVZKLFKKDGDOUHDG\EHHQLGHQWLÀHGZLWKLQWKHV\VWHP
The emphasis will be placed on assisting teachers with current problems rather
than making unnecessary changes in the overall design of the curriculum or
in individual subject areas. (SED, 1987:6)
Accordingly, the guidelines offer a facilitatory framework setting out the structures
within which the curriculum content of subject areas should be organised, and set
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RXWDWWDLQPHQWWDUJHWVDWÀYHOHYHOV $²( ZKLFKLQGLFDWHWKHH[SHFWHGSURJUHVVLRQ
in learning.
In many secondary schools, concern has been expressed for some time about
problems associated with the organisation and delivery of the S1/S2 courses. For
example, the SCCC S1/S2 Review Group, which conducted a series of brainstorming
conferences with school staff, highlighted a variety of factors common in many schools
which are inimical to the provision of continuity and progression in pupils’ experiences
and learning. These included: the practice of ‘fresh start’; the slow or uneven pace of
learning; the high degree of repetition; the narrow range of teaching methods in some
subjects; and the lack of strategies to ensure progression (SCCC, 1993).
In this paper, we present data from an investigation in mathematics and
English language departments into three aspects of the implementation of the 5–14
Programme which are central to the promotion of the continuity of pupils’ learning
across P7 to S2. These are: primary/secondary liaison activities; primary school
records; and developments in assessment in S1/S2. We consider the ways in which
these are being used by secondary school staff and the extent to which they improve
the continuity of experiences offered to pupils across P7 and S1.
THE RESEARCH PROJECT

7KHVWXG\EXLOWRQDQGH[WHQGHGGDWDIURPWKHÀUVWSKDVHRIDQHYDOXDWLRQSURJUDPPH
which was undertaken between 1991 and 1995 (Simpson, Goulder and Tuson, 1995).
7KHPDLQDLPRIWKHÀQDOSKDVHRIWKHSURMHFWZKLFKUDQIURPWRZDV
to monitor the extent of progress in the implementation of the 5–14 curriculum and
assessment guidelines in secondary schools, and the resultant changes in classroom
practices. Data were collected over three stages. In the autumn of 1995 visits were
PDGHWRDVHWRIÀYHIRFXVVFKRROVWKUHHRIZKLFKKDGEHHQLQYROYHGLQWKHHDUOLHU
phase of the study. Eighty–one interviews were conducted with a range of staff using
a semi–structured interview schedule. In September 1996, detailed questionnaires
were sent to key staff in a national sample of secondary schools (N=113). Responses
were received from 93 schools. They were designed to address the main research
questions, to investigate further some of the issues which had emerged from the
interviews and to provide continuity of information on the implementation from
WKHSUHYLRXVSKDVHRIWKHVWXG\$ÀQDOVHULHVRILQWHUYLHZVLQWKHIRFXVVFKRROV
together with interviews of parents and pupils, was undertaken as a follow–up to the
questionnaire at the end of 1996. A full account of the research questions, methods
DQGÀQGLQJVFDQIRXQGLQ6LPSVRQDQG*RXOGHU  
CROSS–SECTOR CONTACTS AND ACTIVITIES

7KH²5HSRUWKDGLGHQWLÀHGSULPDU\VHFRQGDU\OLDLVRQDVDYLWDOFRPSRQHQWLQ
the provision of continuity in pupils’ experiences, but one which was complex and
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKPDQ\GLIÀFXOWLHV2XUGDWDLQGLFDWHWKDWRYHUWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
period, the frequency of direct interaction between staff or pupils has increased
only slightly. In our earliest data collected by questionnaire at the start of the
implementation activities (1992), about 80 per cent of schools indicated that, prior
to the implementation, visits of P7 pupils to the secondary school and visits to the
primary school by learning support staff, had already been established. Around half
of the principal teachers of mathematics and English indicated that they ‘sometimes’
visited primary schools; almost all the remainder indicated that this never, or rarely,
occurred (Goulder, Simpson and Tuson, 1995).
Responses to the 1996 questionnaire indicate that at the stage when
implementation is judged by school staff to be well underway, or almost complete,
in over 80 per cent of mathematics and English language departments, these three
activities are still the most frequently experienced forms of liaison. Over 80 per
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cent of the secondary principal teachers are involved in pupil visits to the secondary
VFKRRODQGÀQGWKHPXVHIXOWKHFRUUHVSRQGLQJÀJXUHIRUXVHIXOVWDIIYLVLWVWRWKH
primary school has increased only slightly to around 65 per cent. Around one third
RI VWDII UHPDLQ XQLQYROYHG EXW RI WKRVH ZKR GR YLVLW DOPRVW DOO ÀQG WKH YLVLWV
useful (Table 1).
Table 1: Primary/secondary liaison. The most successful/useful activities.
(Principal teachers of mathematics and English language 1994 and 1996
— per cent of questionnaire responses)
PT Mathematics
1994

1996

PT English
1994

1996

very useful/ very/mostly very/mostly very useful/
some use
successful
successful
some use
(not involved) (not involved) (not involved) (not involved)

primary pupils visiting
secondary schools
discussion with primary
teachers when visiting
primary schools
discussion with learning
support/ guidance
teachers who have
visited primary schools

79 (10)

85 (9)

86 (9)

96 (4)

61 (31)

64 (29)

66 (22)

66 (32)

47 (39)

83 (14)

58 (29)

80 (16)

7KHOLDLVRQOLQNZKLFKVKRZVWKHPRVWVLJQLÀFDQWFKDQJHLVWKHLQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQ
subject teachers and learning support staff. Frequency of engagement in, and
satisfaction with, other types of liaison activities was reported at rather lower
levels by both classroom teachers and principal teachers (Table 2), and there were
interesting differences between the two subject areas. For example, the perception
that link work is useful was indicated by rather more English than mathematics
staff, and a considerably higher proportion of English staff than mathematics staff
found that pupils’ bringing examples of their work to the secondary school was a
useful activity. Fifty per cent of the English principal teachers were involved in
discussions on common marking criteria and almost all (48 per cent) found it useful;
73 per cent of mathematics principal teachers had not engaged in this activity and
only seven per cent indicated that they had been involved and had found it useful.
The proportions and the patterns were similar for classroom teachers.
The formal, planned, curriculum–focused liaison activities such as joint
LQ²VHUYLFH HYHQWV ZHUH PRUH GLIÀFXOW WR RUJDQLVH WKDQ LQIRUPDO FURVV²VHFWRU
conversations, and subject–focused collaborative work did not always go as
smoothly as the secondary staff had hoped. Some teachers believed the primary
teachers’ perception of them as subject specialists was a barrier to their working
successfully together. In many of the secondaries, there was little co-ordinated
planning of the liaison, which frequently stood or fell on the basis of the presence
or commitment of an individual:
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We started off with great energy and commitment. Since Mr X left we have
stopped all meetings... there are no plans to rejuvenate it in any way – we
haven’t had contact for a year now... it depends on priorities... with Higher Still
coming through, liaison may not be seen as a priority. (English Teacher)
Table 2: Primary/secondary liaison activities in 1996.
(Principal teachers (PT) and teachers (T) of mathematics and English
language 1996 — per cent of questionnaire responses)
Mathematics PT (T)

English PT(T)

Not
involved

Very useful/
of some use

Not
involved

Very useful/
of some use

61 (54)

26 (27)

50 (48)

44 (39)

58 (55)

24 (22)

0 (27)

80 (59)

58 (60)

29 (20)

46 (61)

46 (24)

73 (70)

7 (16)

50 (55)

48 (32)

63 (55)

24 (27)

58 (52)

38 (36)

use of secondary school
material in primary
schools

51 (52)

41 (29)

62 (55)

30 (29)

primary staff adopting
common assessment and
recording systems

41 (38)

44 (50)

48 (46)

46 (43)

link work which pupils
begin in primary school
DQGÀQLVKLQVHFRQGDU\
school
pupils bringing
examples of primary
school work into
secondary school
discussion about the
curriculum at 5–14
cluster or area group
meetings
discussion with primary
colleagues about
common marking
criteria for 5–14 levels
joint in–service sessions
with primary school(s)

Although 80 per cent of our sample of headteachers/co-ordinators indicated that,
in their view, improved relationships with primary schools, prompted by the
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH3URJUDPPHKDGVLJQLÀFDQWO\FRQWULEXWHGWRLPSURYHPHQWV
in the continuity and progression experienced by individual pupils, around 30 per
cent indicated that problems associated with the relationship were an impediment
to progress. Having a large number of associated primaries was cited as a source
RI GLIÀFXOW\ E\ VRPH VWDII EXW LW ZDV QRW LQHYLWDEOH WKDW ODUJH QXPEHUV FUHDWHG
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GLIÀFXOWLHVDQGWKDWVPDOOQXPEHUVZHUHFRQGXFLYHWRKDUPRQ\)RUH[DPSOHZH
were asked to undertake an evaluation of a liaison project initiated by secondary
VWDIILQYROYLQJÀIWHHQDVVRFLDWHGSULPDULHV 6LPSVRQD 7KHLUDFWLYLWLHVZHUH
being undertaken in a context of co-operation, harmony and productive professional
relationships. Clearly, variables other than numbers were also at work in those cases
LQZKLFKWKHUHZHUHEUHDNGRZQVRUVHYHUHGLIÀFXOWLHV,QRQHRIRXUÀYHIRFXV
schools school groups, for example, autonomy of decision-taking appeared to be a
higher priority with the primary headteachers than securing co-operation with their
secondary colleagues over professional matters.
/LDLVRQLVDGLIÀFXOW\,W·VLQWHUHVWLQJEHFDXVHZHZHUHDWDQLQVHUYLFHIRU
5–14 and it seemed to me that where you get a large number of primaries
and a secondary and they work in a cluster, the small schools work very, very
ZHOOWRJHWKHU$QG,WKLQNWKHGLIÀFXOW\ZHKDYHLVWKDWZHKDYHRQO\WKUHH
and they’re all reasonable sizes and they almost want to be themselves and
not necessarily ‘the associate primary school group to the Academy’. They
seem to hold the view that ‘because I’m the headteacher of a school, I will
be the head.’ And they all have their own agenda. Trying to have a common
development plan was actually quite problematic at times because the
priorities were seen in different schools to be different things. And I shouldn’t
say this, but I will. It’s almost as if there’s competition between the three of
them. The idea of wanting to share has kind of gone by the board. I would
have to say really, over the period of 5–14, liaison has actually diminished
rather than increased. (Headteacher)
In interviews, many teachers indicated that there were not enough additional
resources to allow as great an increase in interaction with primary colleagues as
they thought desirable. Discussions with the primary teachers who accompanied
their pupils on their visits were the most securely established and most favoured
vehicle for gaining useful information on individual pupils and their potential needs.
However, some reported that their primary colleagues were increasingly using the
opportunity afforded by their pupils visiting the secondary school to stay in their
classrooms and get on with their own development work. Nevertheless, it could be
argued that while such liaison activities are highly desirable, they are not absolutely
necessary, provided the key information relevant to promoting progression in the
achievements and development of the pupils is carried in the primary school records.
7RZKDWH[WHQWDUHWKHVHUHFRUGVIXOÀOOLQJWKLVUROH"
PRIMARY SCHOOL RECORDS AND THEIR USE

A strong thread in the fabric of continuity should be provided by the individual’s
record of attainments passed from the primary to the secondary school. By the end
of 1996, 50 per cent of mathematics and English language teachers were indicating
that they now had the primary school records of their S1 pupils provided directly to
WKHPDVLJQLÀFDQWLQFUHDVHVLQFHRXUVXUYH\RIDQGPRVWRIWKHUHVSRQGHQWV
indicated that the information which they receive is ‘about right’ in its content and
level of detail. Nevertheless, a high level of concern was expressed with respect
to three aspects of the records: the consistency between records from different
schools; their reliability as descriptors of what children knew and could do; and
their usefulness to the planning of the secondary teacher.
The majority of interviewees commented unfavourably on the diverse nature of
the records which they received and with which they were consequently faced when
starting their new S1 classes:
The information is very mixed depending on the primary. Some have National
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Test results, C, D etc. whereas others are using a scale L, M, U; lower middle
and upper. (Mathematics teacher)
Understandably, many liaison activities with respect to reporting were initiated by
the secondary staff who are the recipients and users of the information about the
pupils. Accordingly, they made efforts to encourage, and to persuade; and, when all
else failed, to seek the Authorities’ intervention to compel their primary colleagues
to co-ordinate their reporting procedures. Frustration was expressed at the lack of
co-operation from some primary schools and the apparent powerlessness of the
Authority to ensure the co-ordination of activities or systems, even by democratic
processes within the cluster:
I’ve spoken to my adviser about it, and headteachers of primary schools seem
to have quite a bit of autonomy. Even the adviser said, ‘You know, if they
said they are not going to do it, there’s nothing I can do.’ I mean, with 5–14, I
would have felt that the Region could say, not just for this Region, not just for
this area, but for all groups, that when the pupils leave primary they should be
passing on this information, and put out a document. Our document was based
RQDVLPSOLÀHGYHUVLRQRIZKDWWKH5HJLRQDFWXDOO\UHFRPPHQGHGIRUDWUDQVIHU
document. And so I can’t see why the Region can’t say ‘Alright. You agree
on your documents, and then all of you must do it’. And, of course, when it’s
patchy, it’s worse than useless. (Principal teacher, English)
If the reliability of the records and agreement on the use descriptors was to be
established, it was clear that the kind of moderation procedures with which the
VHFRQGDU\WHDFKHUVDUHDOUHDG\IDPLOLDUZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRIFHUWLÀFDWLRQKDGWREH
DSSOLHGDFURVVWKHVHFWRUV2QHLQWHUYLHZHHGHVFULEHGKRZVRPHRIWKHLUGLIÀFXOWLHV
had eventually been resolved through primary and secondary staff developing agreed
statements to describe what different levels mean:
It’s the agreed statement beside the letter that has been so important. We
found that a year ago we were getting a lot of teachers saying. ‘Oh, E/E+,
GHÀQLWHO\XSDWWKHWRSDQGZRUNLQJEH\RQG·1RZWKDWZH·YHWLHGGRZQZKDW
we really have agreed, and mean by that, the grades came down. We had
very, very few that mentioned E+ at all. Two pupils compared to a hundred
and forty. Because we were saying, ‘Hang on. Do you really know what
\RXPHDQ"&RPSOHWHO\FRQÀGHQWZLWK(FRSLQJWRWDOO\DQGQRZEH\RQG
it?’ And primary teachers said, ‘Oh, right. No. Not to that extent.’ This
\HDUWKHSDWWHUQRIJUDGLQJVZKLFKFDPHLQZHUHVLJQLÀFDQWO\GLIIHUHQWWRODVW
year. Now that we have got these agreed criteria, people are saying ‘OK. If
that’s what it means, then I’m prepared to say this about a pupil or that about
a pupil.’ (APT, mathematics)
However, for the primary teachers to choose to expend precious time and effort
RQFRPSLOLQJLPSURYLQJDQGUHÀQLQJWKHDFFXUDF\RIWKHUHFRUGVWKHUHQHHGVWR
EHFRQÀGHQFHWKDWWKHVHDUHDFWXDOO\JRLQJWREHXVHGLQWKHVHFRQGDU\VFKRROVWR
enhance progression in the learning experiences offered to the pupils, and it appears
that reassurance of this is not offered by many secondary schools – ‘We feel we are
working hard at implementing this scheme, but what we pass on to the secondary
school is either not understood or not used properly’ commented one headteacher
(quoted in Malcolm and Schlapp, 1997:84). The data in Table 3 should bring some
UHDVVXUDQFH  ,W LQGLFDWHV WKDW WKHUH KDV EHHQ D VLJQLÀFDQW LQFUHDVH LQ WKH XVH RI
primary records for a variety of purposes in the secondary departments; for example,
for building on the levels achieved in the primary school. However, again there
DUHLQWHUHVWLQJGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHWZRVXEMHFWDUHDVQRGRXEWUHÁHFWLQJWKH
different nature of these subjects and the reliance put on planned schemes of work
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within mathematics. Thus, the records allow the mathematics staff to plan by
selecting the materials covering the content which it is considered appropriate for
the pupil to cover next; for English teachers, having the attainments of the pupils to
hand is useful for building on the level of skills previously achieved, regardless of
the content material which is used as a vehicle.
Table 3: Uses of primary records during S1
(Teachers of mathematics and English language 1994 and 1996 —
per cent of questionnaire responses)
Teachers
Mathematics
1994

Teachers
English language

1996

1994

1996

planning appropriate
work for pupils

53

81

28

46

grouping pupils by
ability within a class

23

54

7

31

building on the level
achieved in the
primary school

57

76

27

77

building on the content
covered in the primary
school

33

44

12

20

48

69

35

79

checking your own
assessment of pupils
broad banding or
setting of pupils
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The main users of the individual records were learning support staff, the majority (63
per cent) indicating that they referred to primary records for all pupils, not merely
WKRVHZLWKLGHQWLÀHGGLIÀFXOWLHV2XUGDWDDOVRLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHUHKDVEHHQDQ
expansion in the previously well–established role of learning support staff as bearers,
collators and interpreters of useful and relevant information, which increasingly has
5–14 attainment descriptors as its focus (see Table 1). In the case of many subject
teachers, this is their only link with the primary schools:
7KH /HDUQLQJ 6XSSRUW VWDII SDVV RQ ¶VLPSOLÀHG· LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW DOO 6
pupils to all subject departments, help maths and English compile lists of all
attainment outcomes for all pupils and keep a list of all attainment outcomes
(English and Maths) for our records. (Learning support staff)
While using records more frequently to plan work for the class, teachers are still
reluctant to use it ‘to judge the child’. The proportion of English (63 per cent) and
mathematics (41 per cent) teachers who ‘preferred to use their own judgements’
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rather than rely on the primary records when initially planning S1 work for individual
pupils shows only a slight decrease since 1992. These teachers argued that since the
FRQWH[WRIOHDUQLQJFKDQJHVVRVLJQLÀFDQWO\IURPSULPDU\WRVHFRQGDU\HYHQLIWKH
attainments recorded in primary classrooms were accurate at the time, they would not
necessarily be a reliable guide to the learning characteristics and potential of many
of the pupils once they have begun their secondary schooling. They considered it
appropriate therefore to consult the records, perhaps around the October break, only
WRFRQÀUPWKHLURZQMXGJHPHQWV7KHUHDSSHDUHGWREHFRQVLGHUDEOHYDULDELOLW\LQ
the extent to which headteachers/co-ordinators regarded this as a problem which
had to be tackled.
I still prefer, in the beginning, to make my own judgements. I’m very aware
of pupils who come up from the primary having had personality clashes with
primary teachers, or maybe have been unhappy with the class that they were
in, or any number of reasons for them not performing very well. So I don’t
like to have set in my head that ‘little Bob is a level C’ before I even see
what little Bob looks like. It is nice to know what kind of mix you’ve got in
your class, so that you don’t have a top–heavy or bottom–heavy class. We
do try and mix them as best as possible. But, like I say, I would maybe go
back to them nearer report time to see if there had been any improvement, or
if anybody had gone back the way according to what their primary teacher
had said. (English teacher)
It is clear then that while communications in the form of records have certainly
improved, the perceptions of some primary staff are correct—the messages are not
always understood, trusted or acted upon (Malcolm and Schlapp, 1997). There is
still a considerable gap between the sectors which is unlikely to be given much future
attention, as most teachers in secondaries indicate that they are now turning their
attention and development time towards Higher Still. However, it could be argued that
the teacher quoted above is correct: that the contexts of learning are indeed so different
that the secondaries might legitimately use the primary records only if and when a
checking mechanism is required, and that continuity and progression in learning are
best provided for wholly within the new setting, for example, through the application
RIDSSURSULDWHDVVHVVPHQWDQGRIUHVSRQVLYHDQGÁH[LEOHWHDFKLQJPHWKRGV,QWKH
next section we look at aspects of these within S1/S2.
DEVELOPING AND USING ASSESSMENT WITHIN S1/S2

7KH*RYHUQPHQWEHOLHYHVWKDWHYHU\SXSLOVKRXOGEHQHÀWIURPDSURSHUO\
structured programme of assessment which is part of the process of learning
and teaching… It will be a key aim of the programme that teachers should
be supplied with adequate guidance on teaching the curriculum and on
assessment. (SED, 1987:3).
In the initial consultation document ‘Curriculum and Assessment in Scotland: A
Policy for the 90s’, which set out the basis for the subsequent development of
the 5–14 Programme (SED, 1987), inconsistency in the processes and procedures
IRUDVVHVVPHQWZDVLGHQWLÀHGDVDZHDNQHVVLQWKHLQIUDVWUXFWXUHVVXSSRUWLQJDQG
monitoring learning. The guidance promised to teachers came in the form of the
$VVHVVPHQW*XLGHOLQHV 62(' 5DWKHUWKDQSUHVHQWVSHFLÀFGHWDLOVRIZKDW
VKRXOGEHDVVHVVHGDQGE\ZKDWPHDQVWKHVHJXLGHOLQHVVHWDVVHVVPHQWZLWKLQÀYH
procedures already familiar to teachers—planning, teaching, evaluating, recording,
DQGUHSRUWLQJ WKH¶ÀYHER[HV· ³DQGKLJKOLJKWHGWKHIRUPDWLYHXVHRIDVVHVVPHQWDV
a central component of the teaching and learning process. Schools were encouraged
to develop consistent policies towards assessment which would promote its use
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as a means of monitoring the progress of each pupil and as a basis for identifying
the strengths and weaknesses in their learning with a view to selecting appropriate
further experiences for the pupil and to setting realistic and attainable targets. This
information was to be shared not only with the individuals concerned and their
parents, but also with other teachers as an aid to monitoring progression in learning
and planning further action.
Ideally, if assessment is to be developed as an integral part of teaching and
learning, the assessment policies and strategies should be considered and should
evolve along with the curricular developments. In 1994, we found strong
indications that, following a brief period of whole-school awareness-raising, the
development of assessment strategies and procedures was delegated to individual
subject departments, and the majority of principal teachers in mathematics and
English indicated that they would address the issues raised in the assessment
JXLGHOLQHV DIWHU WKH\ KDG LPSOHPHQWHG WKHLU VSHFLÀF VXEMHFW JXLGHOLQHV  %\
1996, half of the principal teachers of mathematics and English believed that
their implementation of the assessment guidelines was now ‘well under way’.
Just over a third of mathematics teachers expressed the view that implementation
was complete compared with 19 per cent of their English language colleagues,
FRQÀUPLQJWKHJHQHUDOO\H[SUHVVHGYLHZWKDWLQWKLVDVLQRWKHUDVSHFWVRIWKH
implementation, mathematics was ‘further on’. But does implementation mean
the same within these two subject areas?
We found that many more English (84 per cent) than mathematics staff (53 per
cent) consider that the format of the assessment set out in the guidelines is a useful
model, and a very large majority of English staff (92 per cent) feel that there is a need
for grade-related criteria which offer descriptors of different qualities of performances
at different levels. In mathematics, where materials are matched to levels, and
pupils’ attainments are evidenced by scores on tests comprising items linked to the
materials, fewer indicated a need for grade related criteria (29 per cent). Similarly,
concerns were expressed by considerably more English principal teachers (80 per
cent as opposed to 44 per cent) at the lack of match between their familiar Standard
Grade assessment formats and that of the A to E levels of the 5–14 Programme.
Rather more English (92 per cent) than mathematics principal teachers (62
per cent) felt that their assessment had a high formative element; and similarly, a
Table 4: Changes as a result of the assessment guidelines
(Teachers of mathematics, and English language 1996 —
per cent of questionnaire responses)
happening

likely to
happen

already at a
satisfactory level

Math.

Eng.

Math.

Eng.

Math.

Eng.

37

41

17

39

39

17

more integration of
assessment into teaching

31

46

15

32

43

15

a more learner–centred
approach to assessment

24

33

24

39

34

19

greater uniformity
among teachers in
assessment methods
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rather higher proportion (78 per cent as opposed to 49 per cent) felt that more work
needed to be done on the implementation of the assessment guidelines. The results
of our questionnaire probes into the trends in the changes to assessment practice
are presented in Table 4.
Overall, our data suggest that although many teachers of English language
KDYHDFOHDUHUYLVLRQRIWKHIRUPDWLYHXVHRIDVVHVVPHQWWKH\DUHÀQGLQJLWPRUH
GLIÀFXOWWRDVVHVVSXSLOV·DWWDLQPHQWVLQDVXPPDWLYHZD\XVLQJWKHIUDPHZRUNVRI
their 5–14 curriculum guidelines, than their colleagues within mathematics, where
the structured nature of the subject and the previously-used summative end-of-unit
WHVWLQJSURFHGXUHVÀWUHDGLO\ZLWKLQWKHIUDPHZRUNIRUDWWDLQPHQWDQGSURJUHVVLRQ
set out in the mathematics guidelines. And English staff appeared to be struggling
DJDLQVWWRRVXSHUÀFLDODQGFRPSODFHQWDQDSSURDFKWRVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQW
Because what we’ve discovered in the standardised tests and things that we’ve
made up is that you end up at some point testing comprehension rather than
any listening skill. And you’d have just as well have given them a reading
comprehension. So what we’ve agreed to do this year is to provide grades
or levels for listening for the school reports, but to make it clear that these
are related to performance in comprehension tests, and do not of themselves
DFWXDOO\UHÁHFWDQ\VRUWRIRYHUDOOOLVWHQLQJ 37(QJOLVK
Many are focusing developments on the integration of assessment and recording
with learning and teaching:
:H·YH EHHQ LQ WKH VFKRRO·V SURÀOLQJ SLORW DQG ZH·YH PRYHG DZD\ IURP
seeing it as separate from assessment and reporting and teaching and
learning strategies. All of these are integrated... We would hope to tie the
HQGVWRJHWKHU³WKHSURÀOLQJWKHDVVHVVPHQWDQGUHFRUGLQJDQGWKHOHDUQLQJ
and teaching, so the pupils see it as much more coherent than they see it at
present. Sometimes the teacher has an overview of things and it’s better that
the pupils have that same understanding. (Principal teacher, English)
And use assessment to evaluate teaching:
I sometimes use assessment that way. So that, for instance, a piece of work
you’re expecting a certain quality from the range of pupils in the class, and that
quality is not coming through. So then you step back and you think—‘what
was it that I didn’t do or didn’t focus on, or didn’t explain more carefully?’
$QGWKHQWKDW·VZKDW\RXGRDQGKRSHIXOO\LWFRPHVWKURXJKLQWKHÀQLVKHG
product. (Principal teacher, English)
In contrast, it was clear from interviews and questionnaire responses that for many
mathematics teachers, ‘assessment’ meant ‘summative attainment tests’, and that
they were comfortable with that restricted view:
Assessment? Well, yes. We’ve always had tests in the department. All we’ve
GRQHQRZLVUHVWUXFWXUHGWKRVHVRWKDWWKH\UHÁHFWWKHOHYHOV$QGDWDQ\GLHW
of tests, we have three tests running. We have one that covers level C and D.
We have one that covers D and E, and one that covers E and beyond E. And
the overlap questions are identical. (Principal teacher, mathematics)
In some schools, they had collaborated with their associated primary school staff in
devising common tests as end-of-unit assessments which could be applied in either
sector, but there were indications that some mathematics staff were struggling with
the more formative requirements of the assessment guidelines. Although 62 per
cent of principal teachers claimed in the questionnaire that their assessment had
a ‘high formative element’, the interview data indicated that, in the view of many
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respondents, assessment is being used formatively if tests result in the accurate
placing of pupils according to ability on the appropriate level of materials. And when
this had clearly failed to happen? ‘I don’t know how we get over that one. I really
don’t,’ said one principal teacher. It appeared that the idea of assessment as part of
a cycle rather than as an end-point was something that only a few had recognised
and were struggling to get to grips with:
,KDYHWRJLYH\RXWKHKRQHVWDQVZHUDQGVD\WKDWGLDJUDP WKHÀYHER[HV 
keeps coming back to haunt me. I keep thinking, you know, if that is THE
ethos of 5–14 then I’m not in deeply enough. We are a department who are
committed to regular assessment of our pupils. What we’ve done is level by
level, getting more and more complex. The ethos of the cyclic style, as I say,
keeps coming back to haunt me. (Principal teacher, mathematics)
Some who were conscious of failing to address the more formative elements of
assessment suggested that this was simply due to other more pressing priorities, ‘...
PDNLQJVXUHWKDWRXUFRUHWH[WLVVXSSOHPHQWHGWRÀOODOOWKHJDSVDQGWRFRSHZLWK
things where we feel the text is not good enough, and to bring in the homework
and the revisions.’ Clearly these activities were less challenging to established
practices.
The developments in assessment were intended to help inform teachers about the
previous attainments and the potential learning needs of their pupils to enable them
to be more responsive to the diversity in these characteristics. Differentiation had
been most frequently addressed in both subjects by the introduction of differentiated
materials and, as a consequence, the majority of learning support staff considered
that differentiation had improved for the less able pupils (78 per cent mathematics
and 68 per cent English); rather fewer said it had improved for the more able pupils
(55 per cent and 48 per cent respectively). One learning support teacher who had
been assisting different departments to produce materials for levels B and C, and
extension work for more able pupils in S1, said:
5–14 is allowing us to do what we should be doing, which is looking at the
curriculum and attempting to make the teachers realise that differentiation
is what it is all about.
With respect to changes in teaching strategies, 64 per cent of learning support
UHVSRQGHQWVEHOLHYHGWKDWPRUHÁH[LEOHWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVDUHQRZXVHGLQ66LQ
English language departments, and just over half indicated that this was also true
of mathematics, although in some departments this was indicated by an increase in
individualised learning and, in others, by a decrease. Learning support teachers,
who have a cross–curricular overview, were asked whether in their view pupils were
experiencing greater continuity as a result of the implementation of the assessment
guidelines: 41 per cent responded ‘yes’; 45 per cent considered it ‘too early to say’.
However, just over 60 per cent indicated that they had reviewed their own assessment
practices in mathematics and English as a result of 5–14, and 34 per cent that they
felt that the assessment guidelines had helped teachers to plan their courses more
effectively. However, the range of experiences was clearly diverse. One principal
teacher indicated that: ‘There is still an attitude of “fresh start needed” by many
staff. National testing remains the main means of assessment. Assessment is not
used to plan next steps’. Nevertheless, the majority considered that improvements
had been achieved, or were yet likely to come about, as a consequence of the use
of the assessment guidelines.
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DISCUSSION

For those staff willing to engage with the Programme, 5–14 has clearly offered
opportunities to address long recognised weaknesses in the early secondary provision:
more than 70 per cent of all staff groups indicated that its implementation had
‘prompted us to take action on changes we wished to make anyway’, and between
a half and a third indicated that the activities had been a ‘professionally rewarding
experience’. Nevertheless, as our data indicate, considerable weaknesses continue
to exist in the three key mechanisms which reinforce continuity and progression in
the pupils’ experiences.
Undoubtedly, some of the most vital information at the points of transition has
a strong social element. Both the secondary teachers and the S1 pupils whom we
interviewed indicated that the primary pupils’ visits are successful as the initial
induction into this hierarchically-ordered and unfamiliar social context. Teachers
in both sectors fully understand the informal discourse commonly used to discuss
the relevant characteristics of, and the potential problems associated with, pupils
ZLWKUHVSHFWWROHDUQLQJDQGFRQWURO³ZKRLVJRRGEDGGLIÀFXOWRUEULJKW7KH²
guidelines offer them an alternative framework for professional communications
across the sector divide, which is related to the curriculum and levels of attainment.
However, the formal language of the 5–14 curriculum is new and unfamiliar.
Although the language of the descriptors of the attainment targets is comprehensible
on one level, many teachers expressed the need to establish, through curriculumIRFXVHGGLVFXVVLRQVDQGH[HPSOLÀFDWLRQH[DFWO\ZKDWWKHGHVFULSWRUVPHDQ
Mathematics teachers appear able to tie the meanings narrowly down to coverage
RIFRQWHQWDQGSHUIRUPDQFHLQWHVWV7KH\WKHUHIRUHÀQGOHVVWKDWUHTXLUHVGLVFXVVLRQ
Their English language colleagues, grappling with the complexities they recognise
LQOHDUQLQJZLWKLQWKHLUVXEMHFWÀQGWKHOHYHOGHVFULSWRUVPRUHSUREOHPDWLFDO7KH\
IHHOWKHQHHGWRQHJRWLDWHDJUHHPHQWRQPHDQLQJVDQGWRVHHH[HPSOLÀFDWLRQVRI
these. However, because of the shortage of time for regular and extended cross-sector
conversations, the opportunities for exploration and adoption of common meanings
are curtailed, and the staff of learning support play an increasingly important role
as the carriers and interpreters of key information. Prior to the introduction of the
5–14 Programme, most learning support teachers had a well-established role with
UHJDUGWRSXSLOVZLWKVSHFLÀFOHDUQLQJRUVRFLDODQGHPRWLRQDOGLIÀFXOWLHV+RZHYHU
the implementation of 5–14 has clearly formalised and extended their level of
involvement at the interface between P7 and S1. The establishment of learning
and teaching policy groups reported in some schools, and the positive responses
by teachers reported by the SCCC to their teaching and learning initiatives (SCCC,
1996;1997), also give hope that the contexts for optimisation of learning rather than
the traditions of the subject areas are at last being given consideration and some
degree of priority in the secondary schools.
$VHFRQGDUHDRIGLIÀFXOW\LVWKHQDWXUHDQGFRQWHQWRIWKHSULPDU\VFKRROUHFRUGV
and their consistency across schools. Over the period of the introduction of the
5–14 Programme, which has encouraged the formation of co-operative associated
school groups (ASGs) or cluster groups, there have been other policy initiatives
which have promoted the autonomy of schools, particularly devolved school
management and school development planning. The dynamics of the development
of associations of groups of schools as they deal with the competing forces which
drive them towards both autonomy and confederation has proved fertile ground for
researchers (see, for example, Thorp, 1991; Busher and Hodgkinson, 1995). There is
as yet little information available on the extent to which the different kinds of cluster
groups have been established across Scotland and the circumstances in which they
DUHSURYLQJHIIHFWLYHLQÀQGLQJWKHEDODQFHEHWZHHQFROODERUDWLRQDQGDXWRQRP\
However, it does appear that very small primary schools are sharing procedures in
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a more co-operative way than larger schools where increasing autonomy from the
local authorities has been relished. Within cluster groups, democratic procedures
for agreeing the adoption of common procedures such as the format for reporting
are not well established, and the development of a variety of reporting schemes to
suit the internal purposes of individual primary schools has inevitably led to the
diversity of information which is offered to secondary staff. The report Improving
Achievement in Scottish Schools (SOEID, 1996) recommended the development of a
national standard transfer form as a means of ensuring effectiveness and consistency
in the information which passed between the sectors; and, in an attempt to deal with
a similar problem south of the border, English primary schools have been offered
similar advice from a central authority (SCAA, 1996).
7KH WKLUG DUHD RI GLIÀFXOW\ FRQFHUQV WKH WHDFKHUV· XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG XVH RI
assessment. Although the terminology of formative assessment has clearly entered
the vocabulary of the secondary teachers, there is evidence of a lack of clarity on
the purpose and use of assessment which appears to be related to confusion over
summative and formative approaches. In secondary schools, there has been a wellestablished culture of summative assessment—end of unit, end of section, end of
term, end of session. Traditionally, assessment meant tests. Tests are for passing
or failing, and the most important ones are used to sift and sort. Experience of
innovation has shown that it is easy to re-label old practices and disguise them in
the rhetoric of the new. The introduction of formative assessment in its fullest form
requires nothing less than a paradigm shift for teachers (Simpson and Hayward,
 ,WLVQRWVXUSULVLQJWKHUHIRUHWKDWDOWKRXJKLWLVSRVVLEOHWRÀQGLQQRYDWLYH
examples of the application of the concept of the cyclical interaction of assessment
and teaching, and of the involvement of pupils in the setting of their learning goals
and their informed monitoring of their progress, these practices are not yet widespread
(Simpson, 1997b).
The forces acting against the improvement of practices likely to improve
continuity of pupils’ experiences are significant. The principal teachers are
formidable gatekeepers, and negative attitudes or poor vision and leadership on the
part of individuals can be the key determinant of the quality of action and achievement
of whole departments. The initiative has been considerably under-resourced,
curtailing the face-to-face interactions which are essential for the development of
common language, understanding and trust. Nevertheless, there is evidence from
our study that, in the early stages of S1, many secondary teachers are now more
alert and responsive to the different levels of performance—as indicated by the
assessment of pupils or as communicated by learning support staff—that there has
EHHQDGLYHUVLÀFDWLRQRIWHDFKLQJPHWKRGVWRFDWHUIRUDYDULHW\RIDWWDLQPHQWOHYHOV
and different needs, and that the contents of the S1/S2 courses are being revised to
offer a coherent two-year course. These changes in themselves are likely to enhance
the continuity and progression of pupils’ learning in S1/S2, but they are not yet
ÀUPO\ HVWDEOLVKHG LQ PDQ\ PDWKHPDWLFV DQG (QJOLVK GHSDUWPHQWV DQG WKH RWKHU
subject areas lag well behind. It is not auspicious for the continuing improvement
of pupils’ learning experiences in S1/S2 that the impending introduction of the
Higher Still programme is now the acknowledged priority in secondary schools,
re-instating the importance of the subject focus, the curriculum specialist and
summative assessment.
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