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- . PREFACE

* - -
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There can be no doubt that today's educators are "accountability
conscious.” Numerous articles and texts have appeared in recent years
discussing the topic, and the agenda of most regional and national educa—~
tion conferences are likely to include presentations devoted to account-
ability. Several state legisiatures have passed laws requiring account-
‘ability programs, and many states have laws requiring ?assessment"-programs.

These accountability programs offer a unique approach to educar
tional planning based in part on statements of educational goals and
objectives with proper attention directed toward cost benefit analyses,
However, accountability programs will make positive contributions to

» education only if the information generated from them is understood and™
utilized by citizens, educators, legislators, and other audiences. Unfortu-
nately, the practical and theoretical guidelines necessary for accountability
dissemination do not seem to be available at this time. ;

. The Michigan Department of Education, working with the Cooperative
Accountability Project’ (an ESEA, Title V project of the Colorado Depart- .

ment of Education), has attempted po'fill this informational void in the ,

production of this three-part document, A Dissemination System for State

Accountability Programs. This dissemination system will not present

designs for report forms or informational booklets to be used by state o
accountability programs. It will, instead, present interpretations of the ’ -
overall communication task presented by the initiation of accountability . ©
programs and the typical communication pit-falls created by the programs.

An understanding of these areas will hopefully permit the reader achieve

a better appreciation of the importance o6f qualit?fdi&sgminagion attivities
and _the general manner in which such activities should' be designed. This
report, Part I'of the series, is devoted to an’ examination of current and
past accountability models along with the reactions of various publics to
these models. - ’ ) . oo .

- -

‘ . . rs
- .
. . . *

' . ' " ¥ Thomas H. Ffshe&,,Coo;dina;of
Accountability, Dissemination Project
Michigan Department of Education
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INTRODUCTION ‘ -

4 ]

The people of the United States have always taken a direct and

personal interest in' the operation and achievements of the public school

systen in this country. -The public schools had their genesis through the

' efforts of small groups of parents who baﬂded together and ‘taxed them-

1Y . - .
selves in order to hire a teacher who might provide an education for their

children. As the country grew in gize and.complexity, the ability of

. .

small groups of parents to support an adequate educational system was
strained. School districts'comorised of even larger groups of parents

were formed and taxing powets were given to the citizens of each district.

—

Eventually, those districts became associated with towns and cities. The

i

model for public-education, howeﬁer, remained in the hands of the citizens .
and was not generallz/gssociated with other political entities. School ~
'boards. were elected by- separate vote of the .people (not appointed by a .

mayor or a city ebuncil) In most states, the taxing power for public

“a

education still rests most-directly with the individual citizens of

separate school districts.

Today, the problems of publi¢ education have become extremely

’
-

gomplex, but the interest of the citizenry othhe country still remains

as direct 4nd personal as it was two hundred years ago. No ionger does

the local school distg}ct provide all of the money for its public

schools. State' governments are becoming responsible for more and more
of the -finances for public education. The Federal government has<4poured *

and will continue to pour billions of dollars into public education.

*

As these larger governmental units have taken on more and more responsi-

[ y 2

’ . ¢ . L .
v ‘
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bility for support of the public school systenm, thes alse Lzve 2o

more and,more control over, the systen. As school systens hove grows, the
L]

influence'of individual paxen:s 2nd citizens cver the edocation ¢f thelr

el

children haa dfzinished

4

As,the persozal a.bility of parents to comtrol the S€tails of Ssedr -

. - 4
child's educatioh has dininished, their sndiminished imtérest in tiat

chi¥d's education has increasingly been turned into pressure oo Ebe_ggliz—

- [ 3 -
. cal bodies responsible for the funding of public educaticn. Iz turs,

. ’
- thoge politica] bodies have responded to pressure by genazding az 2zcommt-

ing from the educational systea. ' ) ; -
. e .3
. If a hypothetical look into an average parent s mind cas te ¢ ,er-

mitted one night find the follawing argupent taking place. ‘“1 Ciﬁ t

flgure out what those . teachers are teaching Sally. I pay good nq:zy for

their edueation, and no one tella oe 3 thing I an going to wréte my .

Le

State Senator."” When the State-Senator recéives the letter, he attemrts

to answe; it. 1If he cannot get a c}ear,.underscandable-reyly fron tgep
individuals in charge of the eeecational systea, he‘perhEps canqeg be -
blamed for thinking: *What are‘theée penﬁle doing with all the nc?ey wve
.gave them?" They can’t_even answer simple questions about what they:zze
doing. ﬁe are going co have te demand an accounting £ren then,” ]
Although the example is clearly’ gypochetical and too sinple to
fully account for the growth‘of accountability systezs, it cam be argued
that variants of Ehis strain of reasoning are responsible for the curreat ®
emphasis on state and local accountability. Additional factors vhich

have affected the growth of educational systeas~include (1) the contirues

)

1z
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exposure of the public to'various types of performance data, {2) the z

exposere of the public to some.of the conditions affecting student perfor; .

mance, and (3)tthe involvement of segments of the public in helping to

determine the goals of education and expected levels of performance. )
. The problem faced in this report however is basiﬁally that

telling an individual or an organization to "be accountable" is not

sufficient If no mechanism exists’ for repo/;ing back to‘the various
publics th t originally demanded accountability,‘the frustrations respon—.
sible for producing the Qemand fdr.accountability will remain unsatisfied
g;krhe three-part report develops a dissemination model outlining
potential strategies for the appropriate reporting of ‘the results obtained
from the application of educational accountability modéls.’ In this paper,
Part I of" the report, current and past accountability models are examined
along with the reactions of various pub1ics to; :those models, A second o

paper, Part IT of the’ report, examines current disseminatiOn policies

within the framework of contemporary communication theory to develop a

,.rationale for the construction of an appropriate dissemination model,

»
The final paper,,Part III of the report, outlines a dissemination program

and specifies,its relationship to,educational‘accountability.

-
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SECTION 1

DEFINING EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY

L 4
>

Most.of the

~ .

sources identified and all of the individuals contacted
. ; ? ‘ o

suggested that "Educational accountability is necessary and ées;rab;e."

~

Agreement with that statement is easy;. however, finding sim;lar‘agfeement

" with any single definition of ‘educational écc0un§ahil;ty is not easy, ¢

The Cooperative Accouﬂtabilit&’?;oject.says that:

Educatignal accountability serves to explain the results that
areagﬁing achieved by.public elementa;y and secondary schools.
It provides a basis for developing an understanding of the,
relatiogghip between quality in education and avaiiable re-

sources in order to make educational improvements.,

d Anozher attempt at giving meaning to the term "acéountability" is

-

i

provided by William Turnbull, President of  the Educational Testing Service:

During the past few years, there has been a rapidly growing
interest in educational accountability. Although thig con- '
cept appears to have somewhat different meaning~for-d}fferént
people, most interpretations involve varying proportions of
‘two elements--the quality of educational experience and the |

-

cost of achieving a specified level of educational excellence.
The State Board of Education in Michigan takes.a slightly differ-

ent approach to defining educational accountabili;f bi condensing. specific

¥
»

attempts into six categories:

-

1COOperative Accountability Project, Information Quarterly (Denver,

Colorado: Cooperativg Apcountability Project, Colorado State Department
of Education, -August, 1972), p. 1. .

2Eduaational Testing Service, State Educational Assessment
Programs (Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service,. 1971), p. iidi.

-
-
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1. Identification, discussion and dissemination of common" .
. goals for Michigan Education. ’ )
2. Approaches to educational challenges based en perfor- .

e ’ mance.objectlvesaconsisbent with the goals. A ) "‘
- 3. Assessment of educational needs not being met and - S
o - Which must be met to-achieve performauce objectives '
N and ggals. ' ? -
.»4. Analysis of the existing “(or planned) educational v ) v
W delivery systems in light of what asseésment tells .
us. b ’
. 3. Evaluation and testing within tﬂb newwor existing - R
! . delivery system to make sure it serves the-assessed
needg. 3
6. Recommendations for improvement based oh the sbove.
Although these thrée definitions contain slight differences, they 4

are representative of similar atﬁempts to define the ‘term "accountabflitx ~

The_ thrust of a11 three de@ihitions, and of: similar definitions, is to. N

"Tell us what fs happening, how much it costs, and is it effedtive." -
Y .
* Educational accountability, as~it is defined in these’ general terms, has

proven to be a very persuasive concept. Some twenty~three states have

already passed "accountability" legislation, and sixteen others are

. currently considering such 1egislation.4 . v '

‘ As state legislators digcussed and’ finally passed bills aetting

up the accountabiIity concept, educatots reacted by attemptingxto develop

/
the operational steps necessary to make acQOuntability a reality. To )
' "\ . .

further cope with the growth of the accountability. concept, the Cooperative

‘ Accountability Project (CAP) was initiated in 1972. This\organization seeks
4 : ’ ' .
- L - ‘/ ‘ N Iy iy

4 ——

4 ] 3Michigan Department of Education, A Position Statement on Lduca—
tional Accountability (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Education,

1972), p..2.

CooperatiVe Accountability Project, .Legislation by,the States:

Accountabilit and Assegsment in Education (Denver, Colorado: Cooperative
Accountability Project, revised April, 1973), p: vi. '
¢ ¥
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to bind’together the states of Colorado, Florida Haryland Miohigan,

-
; Minnesota, Oregon, and Wisconsin to "deVelop a comprehensive program to .
serve the critical accountability needs of states. "3 f
' The fact that almost all segments of the public agree that- account-
ability is desirable has not eliminated criticism, The problem lies,
perhaps, ‘with the way in which "accountability" has been operationalized
"It Ys not sufficient to be able to agree that one must account for what .
is being done in a school system. Some set of operational steps must be
developed which in effect become the actual definition of ! accountability.
Iﬁ'many states, a decision was made to include assessment, i,e., the
determination of student performance levels through testing, as an inte-
gral part of their accountability models. As we shall see, fthis decision

has been responsible for much of the criticism directed at educational :

accountability models.

Before examining the current"!inkage of assessment with account-

ability, it will be interesting to note that, historically, public educa-

\
tion systems have always been under various types o( controls, 1If ‘the

.

i

Y B term "edugational accountability" had been coined a centuty ago, many of

these controls could have been classified as accountability measures.
LI

One ‘of the earliest steps taken was to place teachér certification under

state control. Today, all states engage in some form of teacher certifi~

~

-

5Donald D. Woodington, Commigsioner of Education, Colorado
Department of Education, “Announcement: Cooperative Accountability
Project," (Unpublished document Colorado Department of Education, Denver,
Colorado, April 26, 1972), p. 1, . .
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cation im order to insure that individuals teaching in the public' school

_syatems meht minimum standards.

session to receive state reimbursement.‘

’ -
.

Almost all states gather statistics on

the proportion of qualified certified teachers operating within the

various school districts of a state, and some states provide financial

SN

penalities for districts that do not meet certain standards in this field.

Another form of state control in many states is certification

. -
* ' W
*

related to school construction. All new school constyuction is planned ) ) -

. . b .
against state staﬁdards, and, when state funds are involved, school con- :

P

struction usually is inspectéd by state inspectors.

Many states have graduation requirements which are sometimes
expressed in terms of the number of credits a student must take to graduate
from high school or sometimes expressed in terms of certain state-standards

each stndent musy meet. Another form of state direction comes in the

form of wminimal tandards*for the_number-of days a school must be in‘
5 ‘ re In Michigan, fpr example, a

school must schedule 180 days of school a year or lase a portion of its

\ i . . .
| . ) .

state funds. '\ \ .

.

A - ~

oY
The Council for Basic Education has pointed to a number of other

areas in which there is either’ direct, or indirect controi of the educa- ,

&

tional system.

The vocational, agricultural and hot lunch programs and other
‘programs supported with federal funds, are -Bubject to federal
regulations. Driver training programs are state regulated.

Accredi:ing agencies dictate who shall qualify to teach and

e
‘ »
+




schools of educatioh and profesgiondl asgociations are influ-
ential in deciding what is to be taught .

One may argue that any of these controls are. either. desirable or

-

undegirable. The p01nt here is simply that had they been introduced as

"decountability" meﬁfures, the operational definition of accountability

would have been assqciated with these measures. The desirability of
educational accountability for ‘the public would have been equated with
the desirability of whatever méasures were used to achieve ' accountability.h

This discussion is, of course, speculative. None of thesge measures
havepas yet become directly associated with educational accountability.
They may be‘relevant to the successful ooeration of the’public school
8ystems in our states; they'may be absolutely essential to that operation;
but ‘they are not thought of asg achieving educational accountability.

"Accountability" and ' assessment" have become inextricably linked

"in ‘the mind of most of the general public and oi many of the groups' o«

. . .

:_—closely’linked_to-education (e.g., legislators, school boards, teachers,

etc.). A brief look at history will serve tgkestablish the current
relationship between accountability and assessment.,

>

' Turnbull suggests that the 1nterest in educational _accountability
wasf"kindled by the launching of Sputnik in the 1950's."7 National

attention and interest were forcibly turned to the quality of the educa-

tion children were getting. In the mind of many critics, the schools

g -

6M‘prtimer Smith, ed., Council for Basic Education Bulletin
(Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education, May, 1972), p. 1.

7Educational Testing Service, State Educational'Assessment

Programs, p. iii. . - ‘
) . - [




must not have been doing a good job because "They, let the Russians beat

-

One " of the first decisions made at the federal level was to pump

us.

' massive amounts "of money into the public school systems. Thus, the - o x

fedéral government provided biTIions of dollars to schpol districts during

-the41960's under a number of different bills. States were encouraged to

“increase their snpport to local school districts, and most states responded.

Local voters were faced with ingreasingly larger and larger.millage- votes, N

and they too responded during the early 1960's. ) -

Had the United States launched the first satellite, or had the

amounts of money we spent on education not been so large, it also might

be possible that ‘the concept of accountability would have died 1931t8

'infancy. This 1s not the situation in education tqday. Instead of

-y

dying out, interest in the public school system remains at an all time

* high. - rhe varying groups respousible for education responded to the

interest in.p&blic education by advancing assegsment as a prime instru-

B v . . /
- ment of educational acgountability. \V) .

o

Dyer and Rosenthal suggest that three events had a considerable.

2

_impact in making the equation between assessment and accauntability:

The first was the formation in 1964 of the Exploratory Com-
mittee on the Assessment of Progress in Education, which
eventuated in the.National Assessment program now underway..
Thé second event was the enactment of the. Elementary and
Sécondary’ Education Act of 1965, which included a require- ) .
*° . ment that, scho&érsystems assess by objective means the . . .
effects on dtud@nt .achievement produced. by federally funded . *
programs for the educationally deprived.¢ The third was the .
publication in 1966 of the Coleman report on Equality of
hducational Opportunity, ‘which attempted to assess; again ; -




. —n-

T o in terms of measured pup achievement, the quaiity of ser-.
' vice the schools were supplying to various segments of the
popixlation.8 -

4 4

Although all three of- these efforts insisted on measuring the performance

- of students as a criterion measure to determine the effectiveness of school.

systems, the Coleman report received the widest public distributién; and

might well be considered the most  important event in linking pupil achieve-

~ ment with the quality of education.

4

‘Most recently, assessment has been linked to financial account-
1 . .

" ability. Tlie performance of students is measured and compared to the-

dollars that are being spent on those students. For the public, the
. .

apparent éssumption is that if péfformance ig low and.eﬂpanditures are

high then the schgol is not doing an adequate job. The assumption may

well be unfd;tunate, but it is one of the factors with which a 'dissemi~

- .

nation model must:cope. -

To sutmarize, the séquence of events that resulted in- the present

situation where accountability and assessment are treated by many'segments

of the public as synonomous terms was:' i

¢d.. As a result of international events (e.g., Sputnik,
the national civil rights movement, etc.) the nation
focused its attertion bn the public school system.
2.7 The public féund the school systems wanting in many
respects.. ) -
3. Local, state, and federal governments provided billions
, .~ & of dollars to the school systems for their support.
" 4. The increase in taxes necessary to support education
led to demands to account for that money.

w f

8Heﬁry S. Dyer and Eisa Rosenthal, "Overview of- the Sufvey
.~ Findings," State Educational Assessment Programs, p. -ix.
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5. The demands for accountability led to proposals (e. 8. ’

‘ the 'Coleman Repott) -to use performance testing as the
criterion for determination of educational. success.

6. The demand for financial accounting then led to attempts :
to link performance testing to financial suppott of
the school systems. : t

e

Assessment and testing, is highly visible to the gaaetal public. ‘Accéunt-
ability, as a conceot, is complex, and less well defined in the mind of the
general public. Despite the efforts of State Boards of Education, Teacher

-

Associations, and Local School Boards .to point out that gssessment is not

the only measure of accountability, the linkage has become firmly fixed.

3
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, SECTION.IT B

A‘BRIE HISTORY OF TESTING AND ASSESSMENT

< ]
- ~

Tests are not ew to the public school systems of the nation or.

to education in genera . It is likely that all societies, even the. most

/4, 5
primitive, devised.som way to measure what the children of that society

. -

had learned In one '8 ciety, the measure of learning was the ability to
kill a lion. In:other , it was the ability to kill-a man. In the United
States, every childieﬁer enrolled in a’public school, from kindergarten
through his college wears, has been exposed to testing.

What is new,.in education, is the wdy ‘in which the public seems to

-

view testing. In the past, the student was tested for the purpose of

. L4

diagnosing and evaluating his own progress and perforyance. If he "failed"

a test, he did not graduate he had to make up a course, or he failed to

‘ .

be promoted. The test was designed to eValuate the studentdand,was used
to make Judgments about the ptogress of the student.. With the advent of

assessment, the test is viewed as a way of evaluatiggﬁthe school system

l

itself. If a high proportion of -students” "fail" a test, the public blames

-

’the teacher, the pripcipal, the school superintendent, and the school

board. Testing may not have been designed to be utilized as a method

of evaluating a school system. However, the public does view testing in
6

this fashion, and this view will have to be accounted a failure of

current dissemination efforts.

. Testing-on a §tatewide basis also is not a new concept to edu-
‘,\ . N

cation. The New Yotk State Regents Exanination has_been in existence

for a long time and helped determine whether the State of New York would
- ’ ¢ Iy
)

T
P
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admit the student to a college or university; The State of Illinpis

tested all high school graduates for many years, again with the aim of

providing proper college placement for the’ student. In 1968, the o . *

Educational Testing Service conducted a survey which established that

there were some seventy-four different state testing programs operating

»

in forty-two,states. Eighteen states offered two or tore different pro-

grams.9 "Most of these programs, however, were degigned to help the indi-

vidual teacher guide the efforts of the individual student.

- Because these state testing programs were designed for individual

guidance, they received little public criticism. The results were known

to individyal teachers and school personnel and given {when they were

given at all) only in individual form to parents and students., Thus, there
A . N v v ’ ¢

1]

was less emphasis on showing that one teicher did a better job ‘of teaching

than another, no effort to show that one classfoom was hetter than another,

angd-no publicity showing that ‘one community did better than another. In

other words, these sgtate testing programs were related to individual

-

. o~
results, not comparative district or school results. As shall be estab-

-

lished later, the problems with assessment are comnunication problems. ’f/’

" There are clear differences between the way assessment is viewed by

educators and by the general public. The problems with assessment began

when the results of testing were: (1) published widely, (2) published in

comparative form; (3) related in news stories to,the performance of the f

‘school system, not the performance of the student; and .(4) linked to

school ‘financing. ' '




i f' .
\ *

‘In 1968, state testing pPrograms were not required of all school

-

systems in a given state. ,Only seventeen states had provisions to use - !

the results of state testing to help evaluate and guide instruction. -Only
2
thizteen were using tests to measure student progress. in’ academic sub-

]

jects.lo ﬁbre important to this paper, however, is the fact that in 1968
there was almost no publicity concerning the results from- ‘statewide

testing. The news media did not tie testing to the success or failure. -

~

of education. The state legislators did not view the’results of state-

. . A
wide testing as a criterion against which to base state appropriations. .

Individual citizens did not ‘have the dpportunity to charge that "their"

school was doing é—pouf job when cdmparqd to another school in their

community or a school fifty miles down the road.

Current Assessment Efforts

Today the picture has drastically changed. State assessment

-
v -

is a reality in many states. Although the nature of the testing
is different across the country and _although the results of testing are

used and disseminated differently in the various states, there 1sy&learly

an increasing emphasis on using-the performance of students to evaluate

+
t

D

the performance of the schools.

A rather complete account of current legislation relating to

- "

' state assessment efforts is given in the report entitled Legislation by

.

the States: Accountability-and Assessment in Education. "Excerpts from

" 107p14.
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that report are shown below to indicate the direction that statewide testing

and assessment is taking and to show that such testing* “has become an impor;ant

N -
.

additional vehicle for achieving accountability in education.

Arizona—- s : C .
Legislation passed in 1969 requires that a standardized
reading achievement test be given to all third grade
students. ' The tests are adopted by the State Board of
Education and used in all public schools,' The results
are reported for each student, each classroom, and each

. school. Annual reports are submitted with recommen-
dations to the State Legislature., , .

-
H

, California~- o ' LT
All school districts in the state are. required to
administer. specified tests and report the .scores to
the-State Department of Education and to the local
school boards. Testing is required under the Califorfia -
- School Testing Program and the Miller-Unruh Basic .
Reading Act of 1965. With all tests required in
California, results are reported to the State Legis—
:lature, and certain amendments in state -educational
programs ‘are made as the result of the testing.
Colorado~-
Colorado has passed accountability legislation which -
requires the evaluation of student achievement and
performance. The- local school districts are currently
in the process of defining goals., Assessment data has
. been collected for the past two years. The agsessment
_program is voluntary, with 112 of 181 districts parti~
cipating in the past year's program, *-

-
P

- Florida~-~ ,
_The Florida legislature passed measures in 1970 and in.
71971 relating to educational accountability. . Both

measures were initiated by the State Department of
Education. The 1971 measure directs the state commis-
§ioner of education 'to develop an assessment gystem
based in part. on criterion—referenced tests and in
part on norm-referenced tests. , Assessment has been
vconducted in 1972 on three levels within each district.
A sample of students were tested, not all students in
all districts., * | %, !

K%

‘Hawaii-~ ‘
_The Legislature passed a resolution in 1971 calling
for the development of state-wide testing. Hawaii has




» - -
used commercial tests in statewicle testirg for
Rjny years. The legislature resoluticn specified
that the interpretation of test scores irclule
the ixportance of the score, acd ttat the style ;
- + of report writing be clear, conprehensive, 254 - -

(Y}
\

. " accurate “for, use and ‘distributicn to the geoeral o
*  public. , . , e
. 'Illinois—" . R =
Illinois has kad a state-wide systex of testizp .
5 - for high school juniors for Eany years. In the o
) - 1972 legislature, bills were introduced and pazged . - 5 i
by the Asgerbly to provide for an anmual assescment SREA
of pupil perforrance and fiscal efficlency of R

education. The bills have not yet been passed by
the State Senate.

i 3
??}fé.ine-—- . . X :
*The state legislature introduced a resolution in
- 1967 calling for an acecountability p_rogzmn."ay R :
1972, the State Board of Education asked theslegis- I
lature for funds to begin a state-wide assessmerit I - £
program. Maine has collected assessment data - . . ;

(tied to the National Assessment of Educational . 7 R
' Prpgress) once and plans to contimue;

’ - . g -
~ New Jersey-- - SR ” . =
The Governé& of the state requested the Commissicmer S _
* of Education to institute a state-wide testin SV . , =
. program with emphasis on reading abilities for a}l * fiias e
. public schools. Tests were conducted in all 4th Ind T,
N 12th grades in 1972. The testing program has been L

challenged iglcowt by the New Jersey Bduca?::j.on .
Association. ’ ”

e

’

Pennsylvania—  ° £ . . e e
The School District Reorganization Act of 1963 o S
' ' called for the development of the- Pemnsylvania’ .. . -
e ‘Plan for the Assessment of Educational Quality. , 4 2 .
- " Pennsylvania has'used both national and state- . ré;‘f' . T L
developed tests, dome .cognitive and some affeétiv%h . e
The program is in active operation in most distric ey . . -
_although it is'a voluntary plan. .. : .
' S L g

.
-z
. .

llDr. Gordon Ascher, Director of State Assesswent, Hew ‘Jefsé’y,_-

State Department of Education, Trenton, N. J., Priyate comzunication, ..
March 27, 1973. ' -~ - . AR
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. ructions to it, a "brief-restme of the Hichigan program will be useful.

T The State Legiahtuze passed an educat:[ona’l agssessgent .
- act 4n 1971, but did not fund the act until July, 1972, - .. ] L
when $26,000 vas provided for planning activitiess - .,

-

Yo state-wide testing program currently exists, ~ " . s

although the coliéctidn of ass t data ;f.s e_xpécte& ) G A

during the curtent school year,' . SR e
7 Onzy a nxple of current legislatiou and activi:t:ies anong the .
?uious 31::::3 hu baen dizcuued here. ’I’he sampIe suggests that state
mmt at Trj,dely different :uges of developnent in the states'.
In soue, tesd.ng now is bei':ng done and reports are being made. as: to the .
rmltt of that" testing. In others, testing does not yet. occur, but e o
ym:ims have been mdde for it. In stm others other measures. of ' o

educarioml accoun:abﬂity ‘are being used and state-w!de testing hasg not

' been linked to accotmtability models. ~ ,

The State of Michigan was aot nentioned in the above suple o£
stttu. It aeserves special j:teatnent :ince Michigan 1s gerhaps further
alon,g than any other sute :ln developing ;n& using aueu-ent as. a p:g

of an e&ucatinml xccozmtability nodel. Hithout attelpting at thit point

“to mluz:e the w.chigan Bducational Aueasnent Erogru, nor asaeu the . o

The Hichéggzduc'atidnﬂ Assessment ?tc:&tm' . — - o

The Hichigan Educational Asseasment Ptogram was initiated by the '
State Board of Education. Legislation; authorizing the program and. pro-.

vid:!.ngiunds for_ it was passed by thg L_e_gisl-atuz:e and signed :Lnto law by - - -

4

1

, .

25 uCooperative Accountability Project, __gislation By the States:
Acconntabil:lt and Assessment in Fducation, (Denver, Colorado. Cooperative -
Acco:mtability Project, Hovem’ber, 1972), gassim. .

k ad

. . s < -
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the Govérnor‘in August, 1969,

This initial authorization was in.the form

’ of a paragraph in the—Department of Education 8 1969-70 appropriation bill.

. Thé actual "assessment bill"

ER

was. not passed until 1970. Essentially, the .

Program called for state~-wide testing in basic skills atreas for all fourth

and all seventh grade students enrolled in the public schools 0

.

K2

f Michigan.

The first tests were administered to students in January, 1970

~
L

The skill portions of the test vere related to vocabulary,

reading, LT

mechanics of written English and mathematics.

v

n\addition, each.student :

completed a "Pupil BackgroundéQuestionnaire.'

This questionnaire pro-

vided information .about the student 8 fsmily socioeconomic status and

asked questions in three attitude areas:

attitude toward schools, toward

school achievement, and toward self.. . .

¢

In'June,

-

1970, analysis of ‘the results was completed and a report

_ summarizing the results by region and community type was prepared and

released to the publicﬂ'

Each local district also received a.summary-of

-

its own résults. - ( T

In January, 1971, tests were,administered for the second time,

This second test version though lengthened to permit reliable scores to

: Qe reported for individual pupils; utilized materials in the same skill

areas as the' first version.

The attitude items were revised slightly,

and the socio~economic items were revised extensively in an effort to

re3pond to criticism of the instrument that had been found offengive by

certain parents and administrators. In May, 1971,-the local district

and school results were released to local educators.

A public report of

[ ]

the same local district results was prepared and released on February -

’ each school district was reported on a

¢

14, 1972, In theepublic report

g

28
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percentile basis thereby tending to encourage comparisons of districta

'

reLative rankings by the news media, .': :‘_

‘ In January, 1972 tests were administered for'the third time; No -Gt;:
attitude items were included and 1o socio-economic items were includtd. o -
In N6vember, 1972 locsl district results were again publishéd» .

and released to the public. Again, each schoolvdistrict's scote was pre- S <:§

: sented in percentile form. ’. Lt o
At the present time CApril 1973) Michigan hag completed the fourth,

(sndllast) administrstion of the statewide normative tests. The Department
of Education is preparing to introduce objective referenced tests to

£

replace the normative tests in the school year 1973~74.

Several additional comments need to be added to this brief resume
of the-Michigan Educational Assessment Program. First although the first
tests (1970) were fiot considered individually reliable, the/1971 and »
subsequent‘tests were individually reliable and met the usual stsndatds R '.i,é
" for- standardized tests and msnuals. This point is important in the iight ) ' ::j;
of certain criticisms raised about the tests, which will be.considered in —
Section R2s of - the Report. o i S e T

G Secéndy there was'copsidetabie criticism of the program from its
Beginning. We shall detail the criticism later, but it should: be notéd
here that criticism was present from school administrstora and other”

' public segments from the beginning of the progtam.

Third, after the first yesr of the program, assessment ‘was_tied to N
a compensstory‘educstion funding program. "Section 3 of the State .School

1]

Aid Bill of 1970 provided additional funds to ‘schools that measured

5.
~ . -tz
. . - &




'.,ééti idw-on the achievemeﬁt tests. Although public hEarings Were held on

.-

>

- » S =21

>

the Section<3-1egislation and all achool districts were. notified, the - -

linkage of funding to‘asseasmen; received very little mention in the news

3

media...‘

- -

Finally, it.ahould be noted that assessment is Only a portion of

-Z;

the total accountability program in Michigan, The third report of the »

1971—72 Hichigan Educational Assessment Program,lisfed some twenty-two,

state-wide" measures associated with educational accountability in Michigan.13

&

-_ These measures included measures in the categories of human resources,

district financial regources, student background, dropout rate, and dis-

trict size measuress~infaddition to the achievement measures. These :

'additional measures received Very little publicity, and the total impact

oﬁ the program, so far as the general public and the press was concerned
came through the academic agsessment portion of the program. While the
test results were reported by the State Board of Education in standard v

score units and district percentile rankings, the latter received the

“,more-widespread publicity. 1In contrast to most "education news' which is

buried on the back pages of newapapers, the results of state—wide testing

in Michigan appeared in front page stories in many: newspapers in the

L

state and was the subject of numerous radio and television news programs,

The Michigan situation illustrates the point made earlier in '

" this paper, It is certainly the case that educators and legislators do

‘ - .
13Michigan Department of Education, Local District and School

. Report: Explanatory Materials (Lansing, Michigan:. Michigan Department

of Education, June, 1971), P 9. . , ‘ ‘ =

dyed
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not,think -of "accountability“ as'being the same thing as assessment s

) But, when a strong assessment prqgram is 1ntroduced as part of an overall .

‘-’accountability program, aasbssmenﬁ is likely to come to mean accountability

‘ag far as the general public is cdncerned. s ' s
- he ¢
. .
> i
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Accommnnmc, Asszssnmr AND commrcxrxou S

: .
L

In ;his section of the paner; reactions of various groups to ’
accountability measures will be’ reviewed. Although some-of the examples
';}E”'. | used come from general accountability'measures ‘developed and used in

various states around the country, primsry empbasis will be on the
‘ \‘, reactions of specific groups to assessment in Michigan. ’

A brief orientation to the communication Process as it relates to
educational—accountability models will set the -scene for a detailed
S _ examination of the effects of 1ntroducing accountability models. Educa-~ .
| tional accountability ‘was demanded by the public- as a,result of dissatis~ .

faction with their perceptions of the way in which public education was '
'being canducted, with perceptions of unequal opportunity; and with the4 . ., .
sharp riae in taxes during the 1960'8. In essence, the public was saying, '
"Communicate with us.- Tell us what you are doing and why it costs what.

it does " ] . i

‘

The public put pressures‘on state legislatures-~pressures which

were felt By state education agencies, as well as lncal school officials.
The reaction was to agree to institute accountability models through

N : various forms -of legislation. HOWeVer, in instituting various types of
accountability and assessment, local'and state officials generally have
not come to’ grips with the question of how to report back to that pUbLiC

fi ‘ : whose requests were largely responsible for the initial decision to

o institute the ppggram. A ' ' ‘ ‘

:’t"
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‘ Dissemination Batterns

| skill and cgntent courses.f The objective of the dissemination approach

'to this~goal was "To make.such evaluations available to eéucational

Two-patterns generally have been followed in developing dissemina»

tion models to accompggy.accountability or assessment models. (1) the - ' c;f

5
results are disseminated only to- state and local officisls or—to state
legislatures, or (2) the results in aomewhat simplified foru are released

to the.general_pub;ic through-the-newssmedga. A look at some of the
AR - , STy, : L
individual states wiil illgstrategfhése;two forms of dissemiuntion..

N

»

Arizona, Arizona supplies one of the clearest examples of a state
where the law as passed provides for very limited accountability. The
Senate 3111 (5.15-1134) states,  : ' _ B

'The results of any uniform tests administered té pupils under .
this articie shall be reported to the State. Board of .Education.
The results shnll include the. score of ‘each individual pupil,
the score of’ each classrooh, the score.of each schdol -and -such

-, othér inforiation or- ‘copiparative. data ds the State Board of o

e -Education may: by tegulation- require. A copy. of such: results

;shall,be retained in the office of the gtate: superinteudent.
i« JAn. annual report shall be- submitted to tﬁe State Board of
Education, -to "the. legislature, -each - districz boatd of educa— .
tion inythe state and. all superintendeﬂte.

California, The California School Testing Act of 1969 stated as

' one of its objectives “...evaluating the effectiyeness of the5pubiic schools

as \houn by the*competence snd progress'of'pﬁblfc school. pupils in bdsic

agencies and the public as a basis.for the correction of deficiencies...

1400 erative Accountability Project, Legislation by the Staﬁes,
Novembet, 197 » Peos 1-‘ .




" “The Department of Education shall prepare and submit an annual report

-25- * . 3

Hoéever, in accomplishing this objective, the bill goes on to state, ,

- to the Legislature, the State Board of Education and to each school ) -

'

district in the state...of the'resglté and test .scores of the';esting

program in basic skiIls-courgses...."l5

14

'bolorado. Colorado is in the process of implementing its account- -

4

ability model. The legislaéidn does specify objectives and the medns for

accompliéhing the ijectives: ‘fhe Educational Accouht#bility Act of 1971

states that the legislature desires the exploration of ways of: "Reporting

to students,‘pa}ents;'boafds of education, educators, and the general
public on the educational'perEOtmance of the public schools and ‘providing
data for an appraisal of such performance...." In the Section of the Act-
requiring reports, it states:
" Not later than March 1, 1972, and each~ye§£7thereafter, the
" State Board of Education shall transmit to the general . .
asgembly a report of its activities in developing and admin- ¥ '
istering the educational accountability program, including
the progressﬁéf the state and local school districts toward
the achievement’of their respective pgoals and objectives,"!
To date, the Colbrado,prdgram.has been voluntary in nature. Not all
students have been tested. One hundred and twelve of the one hundred

eighty-one districts participated in the testing program. The ‘state -

board produced an assessment of learner needs in the form of a report

" that was fed back to the local ‘districts and reported to the legislature.

The dévelopment of educational goals and objectives is being handled at

s 4

s

151p1d, pp. 2-3. 81514, pp. 5-7.

-
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the local district level on arvoluntary basis, and excellent cooperatiow

ﬁas been secured Rz _ f“; ’ 1"3 o 1' o o }: e
- In these thee examples, the emphasis is on making reports to state

ﬁoards of education, state legislatures, or. local officials. Note that

‘_ the legislation in these states does not forbid,public disclosure of the.

Iesulte of aesessment or the use of’an accountability model but neither

£ ’ 4

‘ does it either require that the general public be informed or encourage

such disclosure. There is no question but that gome of the reports that

are made to various official bodies may reach the news media, and, if they
dO, they will also reach the public. Dissemination activities may have

been planned to include official agencies only, but release of any informa- )

-

tion to any source can be, expetted to be eventually receiVed by the public

5 =

in some form. o o

¥

'."‘ There are some states where either by design, or by practice,

reporting of the results of testing or of’the application of other account~

’

¢

ability measures does reach -the publlc. ;1

y

. e

Florﬁda. In Florida, the Commissioner of Education is charged
with developing a state-wide system ‘of assessment based in part on

p

criterion-referenced tests and in part on norm-referenCed tests.f The

Commissioner is then chatged to' .
...make an annual public report of the aforementioned assegs~
ment T¥ésults. Such report shall include, but not be limited
‘to,.a report of the assessment results’ for each schoolk dis-

'l

4
.; _ v . X L ) / ’ v . - ) ' i . ”‘.
P ) g 1;—-—- et bl it ' , . ‘;
br.- Johu Lrion, Accountub(llty Lonsultnnt Colorado Statc
Department of Ldncutlun, Denver, Colorado, Private communicatlon, March

)7 1973. o
. - 7/




"trlct and thc state, with an analysis uud recommcndntion )
concerning the ‘costs. and dlﬁferential effectiveness ofif*‘
instruetionsl progr‘nms.18 o :

Lo

‘ﬂht report prepartd by ‘the Lommissloncr was‘distributed to each local
district and eac& disgrict was responsible fbr communication with the
. public ‘and: the news media, Iheareport was also given to the capital '

\c

~:f'px:ess corps at ‘the. statellevel 19

f . - v"'

Haﬁaii. Hawaii does not require state-wide testing, but -does-
encourage 1t,” Commercial testsrhave been used on a state-wide basis for
a number of years, and moxe formal assessment is being considered. It

“is interesting to-note that staii recognized one‘of the major problems

" in disseminating complex reports to the general public when it urged con-

- N

tﬁsideration with respect to"’"Style of report writing that is cIear,
‘comprehensive, and accurate for use and distribution to the general
-ﬂpublic n20.- ’ ' 'f‘ L ly.i¥ : ,'—Z _ .
chigan. The status of assessment testing in Michigan has
already been mentioned. There was no. legislative mandate requiring
release to the general public of the district by district results from ,
the first year of the program. In subsequent years,‘both legisglative
mandate.and State Board of Education ?olicfncalled for public'release,

EREN . Y

—

18CoOperative Accountability Project, Legislation~by the States,
. November, 1972, ppP. 10—11. ~

. 19Dr.~James Impara Director of Assessment Florida State Depart~
ment of Education, Tallahassee, Florida,. Private communication March
27, 1973.

20Cooperative Accountability Project, Legislation‘by the States
November, 1972, pp. 12-13, . K .
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The results of the’ first year s results were distributed to local d1stricts,
and public pressure was, in part, responsible for release at local and

, state levels of the results from.subsequent years., *

" These examples illustrate both patterns of dissemination (i. e.,
dissemination to official agencies or direct dissemination to the general
'public). Obviously, in some situations both methods are used and results
are announced publicly at the’'same time they are released to official
agencies. ' - '

It can be argued that it makes very little “practical” difference

which pattern is used. If results are released to state, legislators only,

or to state’ and iocal officials, there will inevitably be "leaks" of the
material to the news media, and subsequent publication and interpretation
-of the results. If results are made available to the general public as
:well as official agencies, the news media will publish those. results along
with "background" commentsuobtained from local or state officials. The
result is- likely to be that it becomes impossible to separate "official"
 releases from "unofficial“ releases. '
The problem stems from at least two sources~ (1) a fallure to under- )

stand the nature of the. communication process, and (2) a failure to under-.

. stand’ the term "general public.” Tp,explore both of these sources, the

- experiences of Michigan during the last three years will be useful.

"

¢

The Communiication Process

In its simplest form, communication is a process through which a
, ] -
Source conceives and transmits a Message through some Channel to one or




-gg,'

: -

“ar group of Receivers.21 Sources may be either individuals or institutions

such as state boards of education, state legislatures, newspapers, docal

shhool boards, etc. A group of individuals who have identity as either

- 4

a Yegal body or a socially identified group will be treated in the mind

of receivers as a single individual. For example, it is doubtful that
i 3 .

very many members of the general public"'could identify any individuals
within the Michigan State Department of Education. But, many members of T

the public might be able to say that an article or report had "come from

the education people in Lansing." 1In spite of the fact that reports are
)
prepared by ind1v1duals and issued by indiv1duals, receivers tend to treat o .

'(sources in terms of their official identities and not their individual

‘t ’

identities.

Messages .are the physical mahifestationsaoﬁwideasmandvcﬁncepts.
. EERBRIRES < An g
AThey may appear as stories in a newspaper, oral reports passed to an
audience, a -radio bulletin or a teleVision documentary, or-a formal report“

.

!
detailing the results of a study.” A distinction can be made between the
I
message as it 1s conceived and gieWed by the source ‘and the same message
as it is viewed and interpreted by a‘receiver. There may be a high

- degree of correspondence between the message as cond’ived by a sourceJ

and received by a receiver, or there may be little correspondence.

~y

« 7 g, an extended discussion of various communication models the
reader may refer to The .Process of Communication by David K. Berlo (Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1960) or Persuasive Communication by Erwin P,

Bettinghaus (Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1968).




Channels refer to, those ways in which messages are typically trans- -
jmitted tosa receiver. These may include the mewspaper, radio and tele-~

vision station, individuals who" serve to act as'a trahsmitter of tﬂs
Y \ . . . - P .

*

message, or the type of gituation in which the message 1s transmitted
s N . . r 2

(e.g., a group situation or an individual reception)-

Receivers are Slmply those individugls who are exposed to and ‘

vq..-
>

attend to any given message. For.purposes of this.analysis, receivers

can be'inided along SGVeral different dimensions. One may refer to

w

"intended" and “non~intended" receivers, i.e., between those individuals

v

for whom a message was specifically designed and transmitted-and those
individuals who were exposed and attended to the message even though it
was not intended‘that.they receive it. A distinction should also be b

made between an "informed" receiver and one who is "uninformed." An’ v,

9

"informed" receiver is one\who has received,background information before.

‘ (

receiving a particular meséghe versus an uninformed" receiver who has been
exposed to the message without being aware of "the background tsat produced
the message. Other characteristics’qf receivers important to the development

of a dissemination model are discussed in Part I1I of this report, but

- L 4 —

the two distinctions raised now will help in identifying some of the

problems which arose in Michigan over the attempt to disseminate informa~

-

tion about state assessment testing.

A  FIGURE 1 illustrates how the communication process can become
. \ e . ,
complicated when various organizations and various receivers are involved

in the situation. InsMichigan, the steps\izvjpved in-disseminating infor-

mation abOut asgessment testing ‘can be simp ified for the purposes of

this discussion. o : "

-
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-

' - .7 1, 7he State Department of Education tested all 4h . - . . )
- . and 7th grade students within the state, and - . ’ O
’ -prepared a series of reports covering varicus : .
. o -. . - . aspects of that testing. ... . T _ - e

2. Tﬁe State eraﬁ:im: of E&ucation prepared v;iious :

. news releages which were received by -the neéws , - S

: -  media of the state. . These releases were published - - S
' ~ -¥ith varying Jegrees of fidelity within the néws = . = . °
mediz of the state, In addition, the.nevs media )
: Téceived-the actual reports covering the testing.
R : . Program, and yarying stories were prepared and -

. appeared in the tews medis which reflected a A ST

« - © "reporter's view" of the repbrts. o R R

’_: 3. An eventual body of teceivirs (the. "general yubli::c‘:') - "
= . recelyed Informaticn dbout- assessment testing from ’
: several pés:ﬂgl;e sources: . -

2. The original report. : - - | - : .

b. Directly from news media. teports.. ’ L

c. From a Boutce who had been exposed b ot
to either (1) or (2). ’ o

: d. lz'r;m some combination of (1),.(2), ax. =~ - : FRGEES

- . - 3).. . ' . - ) : o

S -t ‘ '_ _4.7 The emml body of rc't:givets- iﬁterpréf:egi thé nes-?- ' . ) s

sages they received in ways vhich were dependest oms ﬁ\j
4. The actual s‘duréééi&so@g“‘ from | ' - i- Lol

. : ‘ vhich they received their informs~ . =~ - " RSP
7 ) ‘ L ti.oﬁ' . i - - N ) - - - ,‘ - :':

: - b.’ The degrée of rélationship they held - T e T

e ] to the public school system: .~ - : :

) o c.. The level of information they held- . i
= s .- prior to receiving a message about’ -

T ' - - assessment testing. © = = -
© e . d. The attitudes they held ‘about the
. - ’ school system, about education im - T .o ’

- o ' general, or about any variable which : Y
R might enter into their judgement. of . .
- a news story. - . . ‘ .

e Reactions of the Gemeral Public - y
S . — - - .

"" Even though one offen heatrs f:eferér;ces made ‘to "the general

-, - public,” there 1% no such entity. The term seems to convey -a vision of




. & large, amorphous mass of undistinguishsble individusls-who :eceive a
nessage and react'tn it with a single, collective response. This'is,
of ccurse, a naive view of reality. & more precise view is. that the

_ggneral ‘Public" is conposed of various publics oggg_gups of individuals,

e
each group distinguishable by characteristics which make it probable that

they will resct to a.message in different wnys.*'

This view can be illustrated by looking at the reactions fromn -
" some of the groups who received and :esponded to messages abOut sssessment
testing in Michigan. These groups include. 1y educstion professionals and
professional orgsnizations, (2)-governnental‘ugencies, both ‘'state amd local,
(3) the news media, (4) quasi-governmental or professional organizations
(e.g., the PIA and the Chamber of Commerce), and (5) groups of parents

and taxpayers. ‘ >y

Reactions from Professionals and ProfessionalAgrggpizations
Theiterm "professional" reférs to teachers, ‘principals, superin~
tendents, testing specialists, psychologists, educational specialists in
instftutions of higher edubation, and similar groups of individuals having
a direct relationship to the puL}ic school system. Several characteristicsn
governed the reactions of professionals to assessment testing. in Michigan:
1. There are few attacks on the concept ‘of assessment.
per se. That is, few professionals stated flatly .
that Michigan should not engage 'in testing or
other accountability efforts. In fact, most of

their statements were of the nature, "I believe
in educational accountability, but...




. g i - N

_ . . v - -
w - . ‘. - - -

T N -fubst of tbe conments fxon professiouals-were : C . . ) g
S T guardediy negative. The- -closer an indiwidual . R
R - WaB -to: pccupyinga .political rdIe, the mreT o ’ D e

LT guardedkhie response. . The Host severe attacks RN - G
© <., onthetestihg cane from'd committes chiaited- by . - I

a,protessor of -administration and higher‘educa~ R
tion, School.superintendeuts, on ‘the other :
. hand, were Iikely to xésporid-by saying,ﬁ "y am’ s L
. o ,in.faupr of assegsment,. but: I also agreé with . - S s
A 'many~of‘the<criticiiﬁé T have ﬁeard." ,7 e SR TP . e B

L3
s

3

i

i

\

’ 3; In’ spitt of the fact that.neither the State o

’ Legihlature nor the State Depertnent of Educa~ = . .
tiot ever nade ‘statements ‘suggesting that the - L
Assessment ‘Program was to. ‘bé considered the e e R,

' total accountability progran.fon-ﬂichigan, an . - R

. almost.unv&rying theme.running through the -~ e

o respon3e3 of profeusionals 18 the" -statement, . .

"Testing is only a part of accountability. -- T

"You are unfair in showing only a part’ of the .-
pictnre.?- : 3

With theae characteristics in mind consider a sanple of some of:

& - 0x

1vthe reactions of prefessionals and organizations of profeseionals

-

'«

v

Teechers. ‘There are relatiVer few>1ettere or connents from . : o

,~individua1 teachers in Michigan. In faet, a search of record: of the A

' %
v ., .
Fra :

kResearch Evaluation and,Asseasment‘Services filet revealed only ten

7 letters which cou1d be clearly identified is mwing beeh wEitten by , R,

' m:'an individual‘classraou teacher within the K~12 system in,Michigan. There Ze

';were letters from individual teachers who were representing a local. - L,

' - teachers group, bnt few letters from individuals. ‘Most of the letters T '

; _that did come into the offices*of the Michigan Department of‘ﬂducation b !

- 'S e / ’ o
£rom individual teachers were cr;tieal only of the socio-economic queations .,

- ] L
on the first two asgessment tests. Exanples of sone of the comments will . . )

L4

_be uaeful to illuatrate “the pog;tion_taken by those Eew lndiyiduail

s L




) ) < ‘-‘ B R ~ ‘ “-5 4. °. ‘:'?_'
~35~ I P
T ~‘teachers who did ‘éoigijndn;[catg‘ theit concerns in writings . - :
. --2 _like to protést’ the use ©f the Michigan. Assesstent Tést in - - 0 Tl

R -jf~QUfiﬁ@513¢?éch°°i$é-'I7ﬂh§5f§1n¢ﬁ3ﬂtf?0i5¢miﬂ¥§§9¥’tﬁ&»' .
o7 77 test from the.time I-had received it and rightEylly so. - . i ,
- @hgapetsggaiaﬁag@tg*of the questions were most difficult - . X -
o for 9%&é§r¥pld}éhildren.tQ;QPQﬁréhénj and answer tryth- - - ' -
T " fully as they knew they. should., ...I don't feel these - - - L N
", - childztén should have to «cope wi;ﬁ‘gﬁesg\yggy3§¢x$bh314 IR .
© . questions., ‘I feel ‘thé remainder of the test (the skills - <. .
.test) is perfectly valid, but Iwould.ask that the fifst. . .
part be eliminated from thé Michigan Asgessment Test. . .5 . -

We are extremely ‘appalled ‘and shiocked with the.report that .
the.miconSOLidated~schpql-Boa?d'gaye~t9 the -public in a . -

five page report before ﬁhé;pdﬁlic;;.ridigﬁligg:qur-iine., N -
staff of teachers and’ belittling ome of ‘the<most con- )

" scientious- faculties dn Michigan for their poor showing
on the Michigan Assessment Tests....Not only did they do B ’

this, but we were subject to further-harrassment by seeing
“the ‘shorter item published in the -«»Press, Was it the

purposeé of the test to bring humiliation and irreparable . . ~
damage to the sgtaff..,? Before the tests were-adminis~ ] o

tered, articles in;the;p;pet‘sta;gdythat the teachers ) . Rt
would not be‘ridicule&‘or‘blamed for-low scores, “What" ) S e
happéned that our boatd .was given ‘the authority to. - . .
degrade our staff? = - | = . PR

it

" - . ‘s - - N
. -+ «1 wonder hgw you can' justify spending forty thousand
.. dollars io‘obtainAinformation that you could have obtained
‘from any teacher in the .stdte: ,We all know that.children - ..
. who come from middle-class backgrounds séore higher on - " ]
. _ achievement tests. than children from lower class back- .
grounds....I feel the same way about the trend toward
teacher accéountdbility. . I have two degrees from the .
finest .universities in. the world, and enough experience
to know that I pour my heart and soul, my experience and A C
a large portion of my saiary into my work with children
. and I still cannpt make up the deficit my childten bring
" to school....I'm to be held accountable because a childg,
who lives with. his parents .and baby sister in the top
floor of -an old barn'without heat or water can not -com~
pete with a ¢hild.who.lives in a four bedroom, two-and a- _
" half bath home -on’ a mini-estate?. The people who should : e
be héld’accoungable are thé ones who*have insured that - .- R S
for the.dast two years my school- district has not been A
. able to buy books or pencils or crayons” or films or toys RN

1

-




P ,’or games or anything thatvmight give the children a . ; e
et chance: That's like Pputting-a sutgeon in'a mud puddle ‘
' ‘and telling him to perforn.a heart transplant. PR '" .- o

Three different viewpoints'have been deliberately selected fron
‘the responses in letters from individual teachers. in Michigan. The first
:letter is’ most representative of the few letters that were written. The

second lettet is an expressibn of shock at.finding that spme teachers ) . ’\ff';

-  might be blamed for low scorest and the third letter attempts to place_

~ the blame on conditions outside of her jurisdiction within the school’

-

_districﬁ in which she works, e. to suggest that other g; ups are

accountable.

'Education Assnciations. Teachers, of course, are both individuals,

<

" and members gf educational associations, associated either locally, with

i
¢

a state association, or both. One might argyue that one of the reasons for ;
few letters‘from individual teachers is that teachers expected their edu— ‘ / ‘;f

" cational associations to make their vieWpoints known.» In Michigaa, the ‘

educatiOnal associations did respond both at the state and the "local

level. In general such groups opposed the use of the Mighigan
‘- .
Assessment Tests. Fqgeexample, the Michigan Education Association passed

the following resolution at its annual meeting in 1972:
- The Michigan Education Associaiion views with growing concern

the misuse of. standardized achieyement tests in the state of

) Michigan. After three years of using these tests in'the = . .
state assessment program, no. significant contribution to T
knowledge has been made as a result of that program: The
 current Michigan asgessment program is expensive, unpro-
ductive, and tends-to mislead the public. The difference
between the-educated and the uneducated person is not
primarily a matter of test scores. Repeated findings show
that - the correlation, between years of school completed and

4




) ffloter,success is muchuhigher than the correlation hetween -
" - “'test “scotes and: later success.” It ‘i3 unwise, therefbre, .
~ to: attemptfto'evaluate a. schooi’s performance by the . ~- =
'*_— exclugive -use: ofﬁstan&ardized cogniti»e ‘tests limited to
" deagsuring vocabulary, reading'comprehension, and.arith-—'

-~

k2 ) ) - -' 3 “' T
¥

‘;» o Therefore, he-it resolved that the Michigan Educatzon et
. Association oppose vigorously the -uge .of standardizede o -
_achievenént testing for- purposés, Which do not'benefit T

_ the ¢hild and'may be harmful to his welfare

o

many clties and school districts. The conclusions of one of the smaller

district.associations are similar to those of the larger, parent body.
Lo We believe the substantial problems in the.assEssment pro-
gram, nany of which are outlined in the attached,paper, are

- im heightened by the general lack of respect which: ‘both .pro-
- fessional staff- and,students have for ity and‘by at'least
- Some parental.complaint about’ certain. .quéstions asked..y.u
“ For yeats, the district has administered national stan= -
&ardlzed.tests*whichﬁhave ‘been validated and‘are;generally
‘“actepted. The, ‘current State’ assessment programldoes not
- have: the benefit ‘of that" -long experience in developiug
. its'norms and instruments.‘/x, .i,L,,-,»i - 3 "W »

S

; .
N

Although this paper will not attempt to evaluate the nature of

of.the.Michigan Educational Aséessment Erogram were found,which State

) I

that "teachers ate professionals and thus ehould,not be held accountable
for their performance." Neither is there any suggestion from the pro-

fessional associatons that teachers shouid not be judged by the perfor-

P . R R L . PR 44
.o - ‘ — . * - “ - ~ ”

- . 1 - - s

P L . R ) o

uzzAction taken by the Representative Assembly of the Michigan
Eﬂucation Association, April 20-21, 1972 :

.-

23Livonia Education Association, Livénia, Michigan.

An unpub~
lished-memorandum to the membership, October 26, 1971, )

3;1";metic skills. SRR T ,'.:, ,‘i: )

The Hichigan Education Association.has smaller affiliate,associationS'in

not likely to be remedied in the near future. Our concern :

the’stand taken by any group, it is interesting'to note that no criticisms

.




'mance.of their students, an argument freq ntly alleged to be the reason

'why accountability measures are opposed-by t:achers. All of the data

located suggest that educational associations, he professional associa—

- -

tions for teachers, obJected to the assessment te ing on grounds that | : .-

thé'tests were‘unfair, that they were poorly concei 'd, that parents and

students bhjected to them, that they should.not be use to.make financial

..
de . - - .

judgments or that they'were poor measures. of accountabili‘ . None of the

statements argued that teachers should not be judged in some\way by the ‘

performance of their students. -

School Administrators. This classification includes prfmar ly

school principals, school district superintendents, and other purely -

.

aadministrative personnel‘_ Such individuals are, of course,.responsible
- _—

to their school boards as well as to the’ staff who work in the schools

N -

'themselves.~ Their concerns arecreflecte& in questions about the quality

] of the tests themselves, the use to which the.test IEsults might be put,

the possible relationship between.test results and state,funding,'and the

-

-

‘potential damage that might be done to ‘a d1strict by public release of

the test results. These concerns are illustrated in a resolution signed

by a number of the state's. school superintendents:

Respectfully, then, ue request the State Board of Lducation )
to take the’following action concerning state wide assessment: -

1. That results of the 1971 Stafe Assessment tests
will not be used to judge the quality of lndi~ )
;vidual school district programs. - i

“ 2. That results of the 1971 State Assessment tests
-, . Will not be used to influerice curriculum -
- changes in.1nd1vidua1 school districts.

- St -
. - A i L
- . 3 . .. .




’ :; ' tes . ‘ i *— “ . A o N -

‘ \{u'bggf RERTR ¢ ‘That cesalts of- the 1971 State Assessment tests )
T A SN will not be used for any :allocation of funds
T other'than currently required by‘State,Law.

e T & That resuLts of the 1971 State Assessment tests . .- T s,
‘ s for specific Tocal school districts will-be T R
- released~only to local ‘School officials,as was T . ‘ b

done in 1970. o T ’ ‘

s

. ] * 5., That a broad based advisory cowmittee be L

B established immediately to gtudy and, recommend -
chianges in. the currentﬂState,Assessment Pros T .
“gram and thése “fecommended: changes ‘be incor~ - AT <
porated by - September of 1971 into a,revisal of )
Assessment Report #7.24 . 4 T ST

e

',;, A specific conment from one superintendent points to the confusion that

2

‘ might result in the minds of citizens: ,: . - o E o

T It makes little difference how good or how ‘poor the State's
Educational System is, -the result of releasing the scores
_z- 1is to ipdicate to the residents of a school district:whether
" - . théir children are achieving above; at, or below the.State
average, academically. Statistically, forty-five percent .
of the, schools will be placed above the median, forty-five = .
percent below the median and ten percent.will—comprise the
median....If the State of ‘Michigan has an educationdl 8ystem
that is outstanding and excellent education is provided for
all, a.wrong situation could‘develop. “Those persons re-
.siding in forty-flve percent -(those below the median) of the
districts would be told that their schools are-not, doing -
the "job." Conversely,‘&f the. State s Educational System"
., .1is not sound and all Districts are doing a poor "job,"
'+ those.persons residing in forty-five percent (those -above
the median) of the school districts will be told. their .
schools -are doing an excellent "job." Both assumptions
- would, of course, be untrue.2 . ' <

In a number of .school districts m Hichigan, superintendents, with the

M

’ ’ N Y

24Action taken by representatives of forty-one Michigan School
Districts, February 8, 1971.

] " yetter from one Michigan school district superintendent,
February 17, 1971.

s « N -
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. approvai of their boards of education, threatened to w1thhold the test

"tesults unless some of the questiqns they had about the tests could be
‘answered 2§ Eventually, all districts did report ‘scores to the State
Board of Education, but only after much correspondence had passed between
the superintendents and officials of the State Department of Education.
Many of the questions raised in this correspondence were concerned with

1

the eventual use that would be made of the data and with the"image

Y

. 5that "pbor" results ‘might impose on the district and thus on the adminis-

‘tratiVe staff These concerns are*essentially communication c0ncerns
that might have been‘solved with better pre~planping for dissemination. :

of the results,, ) i
. o LA

P
14 -

University‘Professors.. Almost every state has a Cbllege of

-

' Education within its houndaries. The individuals who serve as professors
of education feel directly responsible for at least some of the success
of any educational program catried out within the. boundaries of che state.
I Michigan, the assessment program came under severe attack from a group
associated with Michigan Colleges and Universities. An»analysis *of ‘the
I«vMichigan Assessment Progran is seen in a séries of papers produced by "The
‘Task Force on Educational Assessment and Accountability of the Michigan
AsSociation of Professors of Educational Admin1stration."27 The. Task

Force was chaired by Herbert C. Rudman, Professor of Administration and

-

26Sec footnote 24,

Z/A comp]cte st of all papers produced by ‘the task forco is
given in Appendix A ) S
. , oAt e




- . . t

Higher Educééion at Michigan State University. - It began its work in 1970,

and released a final report in Aprii, 1972 Thus, its work covered
essentially the figst two years of the assessment proéram:
The response of the Task Force to the Michigan Assessment Program

was on three levels:i (1) a concern with the specifig~iﬁ§trumgnts being

M

3y
. T} - - . T
.used in the proggﬁm, (2) 4 concern with the relationship between assess~

ment and accountability, and’ (3) a coécgrn with theé procedures usedftoi

’

introduce the assessmént pgpgramfié Michigan.

- It is not thévaim of this report to discuss the validiéy of the
technical criticisms raised by the T;;k Force. Replies to these technical
criticisms weré made by other technical specialis .28 Although some of |
tﬁe technicai questions raised on both siées may be related to péor commu-
nication, more impsrtant for this p;péf‘afé those recommendations 6?h;he,
Task Force that scem more gegerally related go the development of a ‘
dissemination modei} ) |

. &he Task Force produced twéiye recommendations to improve, in

their'vieW) thg Michigan Assessmént Program. .Tﬁeir commeﬁts fall in three
major aréas%'(l) criticisﬁs:relatiqg to the‘;eleaSe'of information to vari~
ous publics, (2) criéicismS'concetning the‘relationéhip b;tween assessment

-

and éccountability, and (3) criticisms relating to the manner in which

the program was introduced. ) . .

L

28geference may be made to: Donlon, Thomas F. "Reaction-to MAPEA
Document: A Teehnical Analysis of The Michigan Assessment of Basic Skills." -
An unpublighed memorandum of Educational Testing Service, June 12, 1972;
Michigan Department of Education. "Staff Re ly to the MAPEA Task Force
Papers.'" An unpublished® réport prepared by the staff of the Michigan
Department of Education, June 19, 1972 and W isbrodt, Jerome "Review of
Professor Rudman's Report." An unpublished emorandum of Educational
Testing Service, June 15, -1972. - " ’

, SO*f -
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:.;‘ ”iﬁbsétigtéﬁgepééﬁiéns rgiéted,éb the wai in ﬁhiqh~inf§fhaiionlis

Creleaséd-to ithe public ineluded: | '
\ﬁgcdmméééégiéﬁ:#ﬁ? Lfithg sﬁége of Michigan find§ it hégf§l~ -
. to.rdnk its-school systems on a percentile rank. basis, then.
the'dist:iég"ssfank should be  given ir‘terms of range rather .
" ~than a single point. ' RO o -

.Recommendation #6. Data reported back tpo the state should
¢learly indicdte the followirg input data about  the school
district: (1) a measure of scholastic aptitude as measured
by a. reputable standardized test; (2) socioceconomic data
such ‘as (a) ocecupation of parents;, (b)-years of schooling
“of a@ultsrin.the/commuﬁiﬁy;agé'25|ahdjo?g;,.and‘(c).medién
- family income. These input factors afejtheaonly ongs which
seem to show-a moderately high (.50+) to high (.90+) posi-
. tive relationship to thé output data as indicated by -
achievement test results, . C .

Recommendation #7. The state should,identify those input

- data which have a low positive or negative: relationship .
".to output data (+.20)....It is to .be hoped that once these - -
: Jow-relationship variables have been:i&éqtifigd3‘new legis-
lation will be drawm which will, correct the -erroneous: e
assumption, that cost factors as an input are related to
aqadémic“pévfbrman¢e’ésnahwoutput,qf tbe-schdoI$@29’ S

’

~

"

ihésefrégomﬁendétiohs of the Task Force which are relidted to their per-
cepiiohs"of the,apbrdpriafe rélatignéhip_bétweéu:éssessment;gndzaccaunc-
’ - . X . A B / ‘ ‘ : *

ability were: {

Recommendation #1.  Those ir charge of the Michigan Educa~
tional Assessment Program must reexamine thequndamental
,"assumytions which seem to be implicit in their approach to
- assessment, Of particular importance are the assumptions
dealing with: . S '

a. the uniqueness of a Michigan curriculum.

b. the dppropriate sources for performance,
objectives and goals of the curriculum.

¢. the relationship between educational

" expenditures and schplastic -output.

=

. 29Herber; C. Rudman, et al.,” The ﬂichigan‘Educational Asgessment
Program: An Abstract (unpublished document approved by the Michigan Associa~
tion of Professors of Educational Administratiqn?ﬁApril 25, 1972), pp. 11-12.
: ‘ v Fa - )

e
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. " Recomnendat fon #3.- If ithe. State wants a unifiéd state

ciirriculun, thew 1t must develop: its goals: and, pérfor~

) mafice: dbjéctives. based i part upon modern instructicnal - .
[ materials.,. ST T P S »
 Récomnéndation #4,. Rather than ‘spénd éver $1,000,000,

-to. produce -a patchwork test. .the state should seek. to

use a mationally produced, carefully constructed stan<

.dardized achievement test which can provide national,

state, local district and local bnilding»no:mg.Upbni

3

which state and. local dgcisiogg;éagfbe:régcheq,aa'

:Rgcbmﬁendétigh?#&,;~Abiiit}*hgfm§iEﬁbﬁldﬁbe establishe&ﬂ‘

vwhich could serve as'reasonable.indicators to establish

districts in the stite...

the effectiveness of school learning within, and between

Recommendation #10. The state department should con-
centrate its efforts on the substantive content--both
cognitive and affective--which the schools will teach
and the children will learn. It: should de-emphasize

the "gimmicky" dimensions of step 4 in its assessment
model, i.e., year-around schooling, performance con-

tracting, experimerital and demonstration schools), -

alternagivé,égcupacipnal;qghpblihg and the iike...

Reéqﬁmendé;ion{#;z. While appropriate aésessment‘
techniquesare necessary to the: development of an

accquh;aﬁiliéy.sxs;em for the State of Michigan, it
should be recogriized ‘that it is ohiy‘a:portion’of an

'accountability model and.a good assessment program

should not deter. the development of a total account-
ability system for the evaluation and improvement of

public edqcation.in the State of Michigan.30

There is one recommendation in the report of the Tésk ance which points

| 'réthertsﬁatply, to a criticism of the program based on the pre-plénning

-

activities of the State Depar&ment of Education:

4

hE

Recommendation #11. The State Board of-Education, the -

‘0ffice of the-Superintendent of Public Instruction, and

" the State Department of Education should involve teachers

and administrators in a meaningful way in the planning
and implementation of the accountability program. These *

‘agencies must seek out those whose views run counter to

their prevailing departmental views so that the account~-

A

1bid, pp. 10-14

——
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ahility program can hsve a wide base of genuine suppo:t.
g out only thoge vhose viéws SUPPOEL the ‘State' - -
oard-of E¢ ation, and,iﬁs professional staffkhas f'“
gilted an will continue to result in widé-spread
istan ca o what coald “be’ an important part of edu~ g,;h: T
’ A_‘s‘ion—making.{’l ; e

Eagg of the recommendations reported’hére @ati begyiewed as related

4 to auéommunication problem between the State Department of Edudntion and

the Task Fbrce. Those recommandstions (5 6, and 7) relating to the :_ﬁ'.
telease of data to the public thrnugh the news media\arefones which ask ‘
for a different method of expressing the data, more clarity‘in reporting,

R 4 -
T Or more complete reporting of ‘the data.. The second aet of recommend

.

L the questions completely. The State Department wouid undoubtedly reply

s - .

.to these reeommendations that they had given carefnl consideratioh tq
{- v

“the points raised. It is not a mmtter'of concern here‘whether. in fact
;these and similar questions had been discussed carefully>:'Rather, the

'ipoint ia that there Were strong feelings on the part of Iaskabrce E

s

,‘members that ‘the Department of Education had not carefully considered

a11 of the alternatives. ' '—f'"l',* e ,3'

PR . N :‘ . s ey

The finsl recommendation (Nbs 11) is perhsps the most interesting.

’

‘The recommendation makes it clear that this gronp felt strongly that°
aome of its members, or other similar professionals within higher educa~

.tion in the state, should have been consulted in the esrly planaing.

e o .
N

= o . . .

“Hpid, p. 14.




o sgages of the program and not after the program was. under way. Again,

*

%the concern is not,yith the. question of whether this particular group:

a should have had an,influence on the assessment program, - but vitb the

2. ’

'f.wdissenination questions raised by Recommendation ll

h

(This recommendation, -

‘
with its implications for developing a.dissemination mgd 1 will be -dig- =4

- -
. e . o
'{,\. .

. Leussed\gore fuin in Part II of this,document y o b R

- I R

. Although the Task Force‘members produced the: most detatled criti-

'cisms of the Michigan Educational Assessment Program, they were by no

means the only/specialists to respond to the program.

Y
-

are shown below.

Lo~

Two such criticism7

-

R T
...attitudinal portions of the tésts must be grogsly &nreli-

-able and of questionable validity due to thgir brevity'if _ g
nothing else. " To meaSire.- ‘such subtle char cteristicsg ag™
attitude requires nothin grmore than a dozen ideas. What

'Lc . qualifications does E.T (The- Educational Testing .Service)
' bring to this task? . . .

L 1
11 you of the misuses and abuses of -~
sment Yresults which have emerged’
£ the data through the medii, .
criticisms professional educators '
ment program at its inception remain

T am sure I need not te
. the 1971 Michigan asses
from official release o

.»++The most fundamental
leveled at the assi

largely.unanswered.3

H

- There were a number of - other responses £rom the professional members of :

various school - systems;’

Most of the criticisms were directed at techpical

problems seen within the testing*procedures or at the way in which the

»

- media treated the test results.

The latter subJect will be treated at

greater length in succeeding papers., - .

s

4
E 2 I

Psychologist and a guidance counselor, : ™~

”

' ' 3ZI.etters from a school
{espectively, no date,




’ Zeacticms frsn@“?er:ne:tal &ge:::ies, utateandLocal o - - -
- , .

! Withig rhis category are iccluded local Mardz,of zauca:ion 2nd L

State Ltgi:lz:frs zs the prizary gtoups cpz:cemed vith the Iﬁchigan - d Lo
- ht-etsn:::: Program. A distizcticn bas beex mae benrecn Board nf Edmz- ‘ o -
. tion mesbers as slmea officials z=d the pzévim rategory of school

-'t

racxizigtrators. It shulﬂ be notea bcvevet,_.tha: scme of the x:atetials

?mgnpm&&zmimlarm&mmnby&ewpemmdmts .
<f tiose distriefs. State Lezislztors o?wio.mly recei?ed -many let:era ’., ’

- - -

mﬂ comme=ts frcom their cons tit,.ents regardf::g the nevspaper «repor:s that

- %

zppeared slen zl‘ze :e;scrts were naﬂe ;Ju’uiic Theit raspcmses, however,
mtomkeiguiﬁesaftbesmepepm for'waysin&‘hich the "_a_

H

- . letters might De am:vered.

In gezeral, Scards of x.&ccation were conterned abont the s'ay in

m:aeizredﬁzdist:intnigntsmupinthemﬂtscftheassus-
m:testi_.gprogm. neyverealsocoxcemeda'bm::hevayinvn.ch .
tte zesalts of the tests :ad been releaged to the press. Some comzents

-

- from severai Zoards are zrpropriate: ’ .

1. Tke...Zoard of £lccation Rias discussed the recent assess~
mext tests alministered to 4th zrnd 7th graders. It is
aposiﬁmoftbezoarﬁthztztauppcnstheposition
of some sciools relative to cbjections to the asses;

- meat tests relative to content, evaluaticn znd intehr
- . of gse for F=3ing. 33

2. ...a:roo:.cemisr.cttobeco&smedasaresiﬁ:«me ) -

to aceqmrability. Oo thegipontrary, it is a policy of ”
- mistﬁoo.distticttm::yoewprogzzmdesigncm-
taia a2 daiit-in evalvation plar\ The Michigen © .

- -

3%1*11@: passed Xy the b'ard of educaticn of a small-
sized ¥icLizen school district, =s.¥ate.

. ¥ .

L
N,




" Assesstent Program, while billed as providing the citd- _ .
~ zens of Michigan with Juformation about the Progress 6f
" .- educatdon ‘does fiot, .in fact, Pprovide triie accountability,
- ~.-The Board zesolution to approve the...data for trang-
o mission to. Lansing included one provision in addition
F7 ¢ to this letter: that a-delegation of Board members
“and’ school staff be dppointed to. 'seek a méeeting with .-
the State Board of Education in order to present. our
. ‘concérns in greater detail ‘gnd to respond to questions
.- - from members-of the State Board.34 P T

‘3. Statement in the form of ‘& resolutioen. Whereas; the"
pupil background and attifude questions on.the socio-.
. -economic section of the state assessment tests are
' . unnecessary; ‘unwarranted, costly and an invasion, o
privacy, which interferés with the individual 'sybasic
- freedons’ and...Wheress, ‘the academic portion of the
fest Is narrow in 'scope and of questionable value in . . -
terms of measurement which leaves suspicions as to
. its validity,...Therefore, be it resolved -that the-
+..Board of Education will cooperate by returning
the 1971 test answer sheets but at this, time serves i
notice that unless the State Board .of Education
' Shows a willingness to listen to autherities in the
tield of measurément aid parents to provide for .
gtandardized tests that will remove the aura of sus~
"Plcion and concern now. voiced by educators and citi-’
“'zens over the entire state regarding the current
testing program, that the...will not cooperate in -
the state assessment for the year 1971-72.35

¢

- Evident in these and other statements from school Board t;':emﬁets is the,
concern they had about: (1) the way in which the results from their dig-
- - « . o
trict would be reported; (2) the gocio-economic portions of the testing

1
progran; and (3) the dack of cormumication prior to institution of the

tésting p;‘ogzjam with -the State Board of ‘Education.
The State legislature in Hichigan originally instituted the

- -

_'3{’Zesolution passed by the board of edixcation of a lar:'ge—sized
Michigan school district, no date. .

] 35pesoivtion passed by tke board of education of a oiddle-sized’
Michigan school district, o date, ’ .

56
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HiChigan'Educational Assessment Program in legislation described earlier

in this paper. After the assessment program was under way, however, ‘some

-

Iegislators apparently‘had second thoughts as a result of the letters o

and comments they teceived. Before reporting on some of the major concerns '

_of legislators, however, it should be noted that the record shows rela~
tively few comments from individual legislators. Access was not obtained
to the individual letters that state legislators might have sent—to ‘their
constituents, but the absence of public statements from the majority of
. legislators indicates a willingness to stand behind the legislation they
original}y passed. ‘3

Perhaps the strongest statement about the Michigan Educational
Assesshent Program from anyvmembers of the state legislature came from
five State Senators who objected strongly to one of tﬁe individual passgages

LIS
on the reading portion of the test which they felt uas "auti-free enter-.

q L

grise and anti-industrial.’ In news releases which a?peared in a number

€

of news media sources around the state, the five Senltors called for a

v

moratorium on testing until the ob#ectional passageJ'could be eliminated ’

from the test. Tbeir call for a Senate Resolutio%/pbgecting to ‘the

i

'passage did not Treceive support fron the remaindernof the Sepate.
In discussions with several legiglators or with their staff

members, the point was made that while there was considerable public

1

interest generated by the public release of thé’test results during the
second year of testing, the general furor over state assessment testing

had died dovn and state legislators were recelving very few letters on.

’

the subject from constituents. This co:men?ois consistent with reports
. ; )

»

»




-f ?»{f*fron :he State Department of Eaucction.th‘also report that the flurry . ] "

_of Ietters regarding state asaeaanent had_dininished ove:ethe three-year

~a

C -perioa. 4':"': l{“ - G ‘:~ :n S ; : i =

-‘Reactions fron the News He&ia

“The success—of any’ program‘which night be controversial in nature

eet] _depénd in part on the reaction and reporting given fhe program by

the various newa media within the concerned area. Before reporting.on )

sone of the news stories uhich appeared relative to the assessment pro-

gran, it ahould be suggested that most .of the stories vhich appeared,were

. stories written about the particular set ‘of scores appropriate to the

- individual district-that was covered by a particular hewspaper, radio,

television station. In general, thege stories were relatively brief and

simply reported the»district,s ‘rank, usually providing a comparison with

other” districts that might be conparable to the district in which that

news source was particularly intereated or vithin the circulation area

of the paper. It is inportant to note that although- the figures for

individual diotricts relative to the results. of the asaesément tests

themselves were available, 2long with a number of other

accountability

measures, most news stories focused only on the results of the assess-
~

ment tests. Few stories made any attempt to go beyond the simple district

rankings of asSeaoneht test results, This fact is significant and will
be dealt with ip'folloving papers.

Two additional types of news media megsages deserve attention.

The State Department of Education, like other governzental sources,

issued periodic news releases relative to the developzment of the assess-

- pme

a
58 - ‘
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‘ Rt pfogtiﬁ. ‘Hbst ‘of the news'atories‘exdminéd were either st6ties

e

3using the news reIease~almost Vefbatim or oneS‘ﬁhieh.aimply réﬁfote and

8hottened‘the Vofficial" neﬁB~teIea§e issued by-tﬁe State‘Depurtnent of

>_'Edueation. Relatively few ntoties atfempted’to ‘20 beyond" the officiel . KRR ;

new réléase to report comnents of other officials, either state or locil.
In fairness to the news medie, i£§:hould be stated that many‘indi;ioual
. new&papers do fiot maintain a Lansing offipg and thus would not ﬁave re-‘
] porters -on the scene. But, evenuin the latgest.news areas examination ‘
,—-revealed only a few nevs stories which added substantively £, the N . .-
| offieial release. h - S 2
The final isgsue relative to the reactions from'the‘news media is
ielate& to editorial comments, Researcb revealed apptoximately thirty .
newspaper editorials About the'Hichigan Educational Asséssment Program
spread over a three-year period. Access to accounta of television or
radio editorials was not available, however.
The editorials appeating'in the- first few uonths afte:<announce-

mén: of the program were genérally fhvorable to tbe progran and its goals.\

1_.

An excerpt from one edftorial will illustrate the type of‘comnent being
made:. - ' S . . : (
pioneer effort in testing Hichigan students as to basic

" skills will be made during the last two weeks of this
month. The results will be viewed with<more~than passing

+ interest since they bear importantly on the asaunption : -, .
that equal educational opportunity does not presently
exist. throaghout the state's elementary and secondary -, .
schools, ) . ' »
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o I£ the asaumption is true, the teets nhould show wide : ,
ditcrepancies ‘between areas and “schools. If. not, then: ) . oL

S - .7 “some new thinking will be in Order; but it is-almost - o e L
o - certain that the discrepancies will “be evident... ,:’ Co DA Tl

Tt . .

TR Ihe State Board of Education isg: to be congratulated in . - LTl
e ; _ ‘taking this first step, for “tha. informat:ion -gained will . T
= 7 - be waluable ipn determining-pro‘l‘:len ateas and charting a ST
S future,course. _ e T ) 'c_‘: e ‘”-.‘ Lo

e T After the first years experience with the assessment program, the'_' B

- nature of many editorials changed._ ;L'here were Tore questionz raised L
about the program and more "negative" editorials. In part-icular,

) editorial writers were quick t:o pick, up the Iegislative coments about

-

-the reaaing portions of the tests and coxments about- the attitude and .

sociorecononic portions of the tests. Some éxcerpts from an editorial in

tbat period will be useful in establi;shing the tone used.

- The. state-wide achievenent tests given every fourth and . . o
seventh grade public schiool pupil recently by the State s Cs
Departaent §f Education under a $250,000 grant from the - - T

_ Législature® leave a bad taste in our mouth. - o
The announced purpose of the tests was to conduct an
"agsessument .of buic skills. vee - ” i

e An examination ofnsome -of the material reveals ardis-

. ' turbing slant. Here ig a portion of.one part of the .

reading comprehension tests given seventh graders‘ Let® .

- me tell you about the very rich. They are different

from y8y and me.  They possess and enjoy (wealth) early, _

and it Hoes souething to. them-~it makes ‘them soft where- - N
we are hard, and. =cynical where we are trustful."...

Fourth and seventh graders were asked to fill out a 26-
question section on "general information"” which has
-questionable political and sociaz,implicationa...

—~—

.

36Editorial The, Record Ea Eagle, Traverse City, Michigan, January
1z, 1970 .o
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-+ 1 We sée the tests as something moré thad an educational -
"o "assessment of basfc #kilis." We ses.in the tests ... .
- i elements of questioniable ndture that-have 1ittle to do.- -
© ool vith achievement.37 . U o0 oo )

-

- In'the current year, very few editorials were written about the assess-

’ ,:‘\" o : llént program, ) Tizpsé 'Io’cat;:ed wéié- critical, but were pritig:igl';ai_g,ely'gr;

z't:be_-‘g"_r’ouﬁ&s that t&e .ptb‘g-:aigﬂd_ﬁfpo.‘: seem to"@é' piodqcit;g zjuch new
" ingomtim Lo ‘ R - o
. A . The J_.n_prggs'ion one receives from. exanir;ih'g"tbé:ne;ts x;e_dj..a"m '

- handliﬁg of the develppiqjant and administration :of the Mictiigan E@ycatioual
'Asseé_smehg Program can be summarized as foiﬁovs: v

1. -Stories apj:earing during the f:f:rst year pere generally
fayorable to tlie program and reflected the information
coming. from the State Department of -Education.

"2, Pew ‘;néig_s Stories :éco'ggnj._z‘ed'that;rés‘sjéaéﬂignt}tei‘tﬁ'g_'
o was desigred-to be a part of a Iarger-"accountabiiity”
- © - model for the state, - - e o S

o

" 3« Almost no public information linking the assessment - .
"~ . testing to financial funding -under Section 3:0f the
State Aid Bf11 could be located. - That important  ~
-~ 1inkK apparently was. missed by the news media, : .

- .4 After the first year's testing was completed, the ~
‘news media reported the results of the tests for
their districts, repuitad.the objections that had .
been raised to certain portions of the tests, and
reported some of the .technical objections that had
been raised. " S e .

5« Pollowing the first year's "flurry" of articles
and edito¥ials, there was a distinct dropping off
in news coverage. The majority of stories simply .
reported on mnews .releases from the State Depart--
ment -of Education, or reported on the test scores
achieved by students in their districts.

‘ 37Ed£toria1, Marquette Mining Journal, "Marquette, Michigap, January
30, 1970. - .o . :

o




>Reactions fromeuasi-Governmental Organizations L, Co-

4 -

In every state,

there are alyays groups of citizens who represent

special interests and who take Hy

ositions .relative to questions of'public

policy. Such organizations might include the, Lcague of Wbmen g%
Vo Chamber of Commerce,

ters, the

the Parent~Teache: Organizations, or the units of

’organized laﬁor. In Michigan, The’ Hichigan Chamber of Commerce has been

extreneiy active in the field of educational accountability. Their o

‘ activity stems from long-range goals of examining different areas of

state government with a view ‘toward making them more efficient and less

, costly.’

Two specific sets of activity can be reported from the Michigan

Chamber of Commerce activities relative to assessment testing. First,

© -.: a number of local Chambers of Comnerce objected to the reading tests that T

were included in the first Year's testing program. The Ypsilanti Area

Chamber of Conmerce is representative of'other sucb local or area groups.

The Chamber sent the foIlowing letter to various officials vithin the .

- state protesting the assessment program as it was, _then constituted:

- This letter registers the Ypsilanti Area Chamber of Commerce's
formal protest to portions of the Michigan Department of Edy-
cations "Michigan Assessment of Basic Skills" test recently
conducted in Michigan 8 public school system.’

Specifically, we qnestion the “agsessment value"eof ques-
tions 1 thru 26 contained in Forni SMI, grade .4 and 7. It
is difficult, if'not impossible, to correlate answers to
such questions ag °’ 'Does, your family have a dishwashing
machine or does. your family have a vacuunm cleaner,” to an
assesgment of bBasic skills among school children in the
fourth and seventh gtade. It i3 more reasonable to
conclude this is a "socioeconomic study"” in whish case

we believe it is wmore appropriate, if at all, to so’
label this section, . .

.’ »
L2 78

¢
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We ate conpeﬁa& t:b noit lftenﬁduely o“iiject to a;d Iabel S
, -, a8 anti-Auerican propaganda' Form SMY, Reading Section
-3;-page-15° (chu-l 2§:  The spécific text attacks the - . : R
- Very economic founﬂatio& Of odr state and nation; b ) : S
_ - _degrades #nd- ctefier the "ffee entérprise systen." We © ' s
Do - }; dfe-dppatled that acusations dnd impIicitions of this. L ' o
.. Tatureidre: coﬂf‘ained‘ ig & stite spoiudredf docmeﬁt‘. T S e

We Feet the. eitizent of rp.nanti and. tﬁe Stite of Xfchigm L
| are entitled to a full publie expldnat‘::ton' of how this Tan~ . - T
gudge and th:[loaogB)‘ were dnclided i & stite spondoted . - o
evaiua;iom Further, we join othér concerned citizens and
- organizations i urging. yout office to ingire that -similar _
~ ¢ircumstances dre ot aIIm_v_e_ci(to ré-occur, We are conf:t~ , . e
- . dent ‘yoit share m;‘ conceru in& wi:lI gIve thit -attef yaur N < ST
) pronpt atténtiom . 3 : . s o s

~ -

- <

Thi: letter wae addreued fo the Govetnor of the State of Hicbigan. Bow~

ever, it was also dent €6 newe media and to ot:het state officials, It

received w:lde at:t:etftion and formed the basis for a nuuber of ed:ltot:(ti

P

conent& irf"va:ionl nmylpetn 4','. ""’.‘:'.' ~ —. e ' o ‘, T

- " v

- o . ,

On the otﬁer hand tke éfforca orf the Stat‘e Chanber of Mce

- x
- - -

‘ _;‘ nuch 1ess press“ attention, aitﬁough spec:f.ai reportt ftml the Iﬁchigax

- - '_ State Chanber of Co-nerce were ciz:cnIated widely £o neabers and vntﬁma T

"state officials; The Stat:e Chamber of Comerce sﬁppozted ‘the usessment:

testing program, but: support&d it within a cliﬂace o£ a full accouufabilit:y

-

"iprogram for the 8tate. ‘rﬁe Chanber deveioped a nuﬂ‘rer of prdpouls to

!

'—

— inc::ease class size, xelwve teacher t:emxre, increase the use of pard-

>

33£eccer to The Eonotable Willism G. Hiliiken, Governor, State of
Hich:lgan, frolr the Ypsﬁanti chhigan, Chatber of Commerce, January 30,

1970.
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Iprofessionals;

iclassrooms.39 These proposals, although obviously controversial, were

advanced as- ways of increasing educational efficiency and reducing the
expenditure of tax dollars. Examination of newspaper accounts would _7ﬁ
) \suggest that these circulars received rélatively little "plap“ in cbmpariél
son to-the single letter from the Ypsilanti Chamber. One major differ-
ence, of .course, is that the Ypsilanti letter appeared at the height of
the testing furor in 1970 while the State Chamber 8 more complete report

. appeared in the ‘summer of 1972, '

- With any social problem, there are quasi-governmental organizations
that interest themselves in the problem, investigate, and make public
.reports abdut the problem. Any dissemination ‘Plan must take account of
the efforts of these groups 8ince they .can obvioysly play an important
. role in the acceptance of solutions advanced by an official~agency. .
Furtnsr -dotice of the role of ° quasi-governmental organizations in the

development of a dissemination model for state accountability models will

be ‘made in ‘a later paper. - _ ,

Reactions from Parents and Taxpayers

" To date, there have been no systematic studies made relative to
the attitudes of parents and taxpayers to the Michigan Educational
Assessment Program, There have been districts that tabulated the parental

reactions they received.at the Board level or at the individual school

-

39M‘:[chigan State Chamber of Comnerce, Education/Taxes Special
Report (a series of three circulars issued by the Chamber, Lansing,
Michigan, Aprii, May, and June, 1972).
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B leiéi;‘but';hgseqbbyibugly'do~pog iéﬁréséﬁt_the ;igizenry of thg~s§a;e
B taken ‘as' é_ whole, - Vgry few lettéré wér.:e rééeiyed at t.he_state level

?pﬁﬁt the Michigan Educational Assessment Program which could be clearly

iﬁéﬁ,t—é.fiegi» as coming from a parent 'oz:’a' t(a_x'p’az&et' who 'had no otl}gf aff{li- e

;o

ation.

Excerpts from some of the letters will help determine the tone of .

individual citizens: - LT e , ‘ - L A

1, "We have just received the State-wide Test of Pupil
Personal Services (sic) that my “children will be ) ..
asked to answer in schools my taxes help support.
We strongly resent ‘our privacy being invaded with
-the questions asked. We have instructed our child~
ren not to answer. If you wish answers, please

" contact us, the taxpayer. ) . .

2. I object to my son being asked questions in a fourth
grade class such as: who acts as your_father? who )
acts as your mother? family vacation rast year? ete. : )
1T persondlly can see no reason for state board
‘needing such information. If they do, census data : N
or an inquiry to the parents themselves would Be much ’
more appropriate. ’ S .

et

3. We attended a school  board meeting in- ouf...school ’ - : s
district at which our Michigan 4th and 7th grade ‘
tests were made public. We were told only that our
school distriet-scores were slightly below 50 per—
centile-composite scoic, : ' '

We were ‘told that no school distzict can make any
improvement on‘the;r scores in following years, -
because. these scores only reflect the ability of
"the children, and changing in teaching methodst .

cangot improve the children's ability%ﬁ,,

-«+Can you advise us what yardsticks are available
to evaluate our schools'.performance? Are there - )

correlations between taxes, average' income, pro- -
perty evaluation, average expenditure per pupli,

teacher-pupil ratio, ethnic mix in the schools,

)
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.'progressive 28ucation vs. traditional methods and
state tests?

- Pal ‘. . - .-‘,. R _“\-
P o

B Nb letters could be found which objected to state~assessment per

ae, but oniy objections to tbe specific tests which'were used in the

kS

"}first two years of the program. State Officials report that the volume .
.'of letters has dropped/considerably in“the last year and that it is

_relatiVely rare for a Ietter to arrive from an individual,who is clearly
‘,:a patent or taxpayer and not representing some other group. _.:“iq.

’ In the absence.of Specific,studies 1ooking at attitudes toward
assessment and accountability, it is difficult to draw conclusions about
the general state of the citizenry with Trespect to this issue. However,
‘1f the volume and nature of the letters received by state officials is
any'indicator, the whole questionuof educational accountability is one

+

which interests only a small percentage of the population.' This state
) of affairs, however, is not confined to accountability. Host public
. < ,—‘

issues do not attract the attention of large proportions of the citizenry. ¢
Nevertheless, there was a'body of individual citizens who became interested
in assessnent testing and took the trouble to write letters about their

‘ concerns. As is evident from even the few letters reported herein, ’
there is much misinformation regarding the program. Any. dissemination
-odel has to make’ provisions for going beyond the technical audiences to ‘
accommodate the citizenry who may, ultimately, be responsible for the *

success or fajluré of educational accountability.

+

.

40Letters received from citizens and filed in the Research, Evalu-
ation, and, Assessment Services Area, Michigan Department of Education.
IIdentifying information of letters withheld.-
* 4

-
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'/?Pnﬁlic Reaction“ Summary j . :ﬂfﬁ-l SR ~”'1iifﬁf;}¢; _' 1S

-
‘

This 'ection began bx‘suggesting'that tne general public is not-.
“‘ﬁa’large» unseparabie nass of‘individuals, but.rather consists of‘various
separate and distinct groups of»individuals possessing various backgrounds,,
”"needs, and concernsn Ample evidence was provided of the way in,which .
Eﬂvarious publics reacted to the'Michigqn Assessment Progrsn-fparticulariy .

-

7in the first two years of that program. - N
N It isnof_interest to conaidor‘uhat has happened to-public reaction
in recent'months._ Consultations with various public officials (see
APPENDIX B) suggest that the picture ‘has changed since 1970 The volume
of letters has dropped considerably from all of’the»ggrioys publics this |
report, ‘has considered. In part, this can pcrhaps be l;iz\t the rem oqpl
of the attitude and socioeconomic items from the latest rounds of £ tgng.
"'In part, it may be laid to increased acceptance of the,assessment concept:\\~\
In .part,- it‘can perhaps be laid to the piacement of the assessment progrsm
within a broader accountability'model It is this latter possibility which. :
deserves fina1 consideration in this report, since it is considered to be

important in the eventual deveiuyment of a dissemination model.

The ;ﬁchigan' Accountabilit-y Model

-
For the past two and one-half years, the State Department of .

Education.has been developing an accountability model for Hichigan. The -
. model as reported before, can be condensed into six general categories:.

2 1. Identification, discussion and disgsemination of -commmon
goals for Hichigan Education,




"2. Approaches -to educational challenges based on:
‘ performance ~objectives consistent with the
-goals. -. = . o S

3. Assessment of educational needs not being met.
. and which must be met to. achieve performance
objectiVes and goals.\

. Analysis of the existing (or planned) educa-
.tional delivery systems. in light of what
assessment tells us. ;- -
Evaluation and testing within the new or
existing delivery system.to-make sure it serves
the'asSessed needs, .

A\

6. Recommzfdations-for improvement based upon the
T above.

There is still reported criticéism of the Michigan Mbdel and many groups do
not yet understand the complete accountability model. Members of ‘the
Research Evaluation, and ‘Assessment Service in the Hichigan State

. Department of Education have been making appearances at maetings of
educatots in various areas around the state, however, there are still

”

questions and some hostility. There ig no indication that the public yet
understands that whire assessment is a part of the Michigan Accountability
Model, it is only a.patt and should not be équated with accountability.

. While newspaper articles continue to report assessment rankings,

thete have been few stories which deal with the total accountability model.

Those few stories which have concerned themselves with accountability have

done 80 primarily in editorial fashion, calling for account;bility but
X 1 .

'not explaining it.

41Hich igan Departrent of Education, A Position Statezent Op
Educationsil Accountabilit (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Departcent of
©  Edigation, no date), p. 2.
- . } -
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