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. - . - THE STANDARDIZED TEST : USES AND ABUSES
/\ ) - ' 7
' - . . . -
» _ ) RPN
’ " The issue surrounding the use and abuse of standardized tests

S . . R ~
has frequently proven-more an emotional than an intellectual one. As so’

often happens with emotional issues, standardized test discussions tend

" té dichotomize people. " This is reflected in debates like "criterion vs

7

normreferenced testing'", "to br&idsyatch or to educate", "quantitative
7 . vs qualitative aspects of education". The ultimate in emotional outbursts

LT is exemplified in the title of a kit recently developed by the National

- "Council of Teachers ofaEnglish, "A First-Aid Kit for the, Test—-Wounded".

. ~A close rival is reference to tests as "prejudicial educational traps" in

!

an article entitled "Shot Down by the Tests" (Skinner, 1968, p. 13). The

defiant tones of one camp denouncing the péssibility that a worthwhile

educétional objective can be quantified is matched only by the hushed tones

of the other camp who view the score derived from a.succession of squiggles

(PN

comprising nothing less %han a magic number - a magic number that can be

’ j .
viewéd in absolute terms. Risking the role of a "fence-sitter'", I submit

) -that tests, with a few notable exceptions, are neither good nor bad. Like

. . ' . )
' - . . atomic energy, -standardized tests can serve useful functions; they can also

easily be used against a child. This point must be emphasized - a test will

never "wound" anyone nor willvit'"trap" anyone; the decision of "wbunding"

) . ) N . . e .
' ~ or "trapping" lies within the prerogative of the test user. . -
. R 4 ! ) \\

In this discussion I propose to summarize very briefly the '
. \

differentiation between norm— and criterion-referenced testing; abuses of

norm-referenced (gtandardized) tests and their uses. The reversal of the key *

words "abuses" and "uses'" in no wa&y represents a bias, but rathex a cohgern to

7

end the discussion on a positive note. :\‘?\\
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) . DIFFERENTTATION BETWEEN CRITERION- AND NORM—REFERENC%D TESTING

' .
' ¢
-

’ . .' * : .
Tests are desiﬁned to answer questionsg that educators raise.
. . N A

"What is. Jason's .specific problem in reading?" '"How wgll is'my class doing
1n relation tQ'élasses elsewhefg?" hDid I do as good a job teaching this
year as last year?" '"Should I shift emphasis in my teachipg program ‘in
word ideﬂtification skills?" .Which of the questions are to be amswered ' -
will.be determinaﬂ by the choice.of'type of test- E;iterion or nérm~reférence&; o
Space 'does not permit a detailed discourse on ériterion—referenced

v

~ testing nor is it necessarily within the interest of the present ‘discussion to
[ - ' :

i '

do so. However, a brief differentiatfon between the two types of testing is -
presented. : . )

The major'difference between norm— and critéfiqn—referencéd'teéts
lies in'the way the items are developed and selected and the way in which the
“test is to be interpreted. C(riterion-referenced tests implyathat a student

‘ L3
is assessed in comparison to an absolute standard rather than in comparison
P . . ’ . LS

to other students taking the\ same test (Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975, p. <155).

These tests are developed to yield measurements that can be intefpreted' &
directly in terms of specific performance objectives. For example, "The

. L4
learner can identify the main idea of a paragraph 95 percent of. the time".

Note that there is no implication as to whether this is good or bad. Only

the teacher can decide this. Note also that the conclusion based on testing

the objective clearly implies direct instructional needs. From this standpoint

. ' the criterion-referenced test is useful in’ aiding ‘on the spot' de&isions

regarding instruction.

Since criterion-referenced tests have their base in performance of

object1;7s, the tests are subject to the same weaknesses and strengths as

P ' _2_‘A
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performance objectives themselves. “Such testing involves breaking down a .

v

-subject arca into small instructional units so that all students can master .

; @ commonly agreed ubon set of skills. One of the major obstacles facing

—

s

proponents Jf criterion-referenced testing has been the question of agreement

»

L d

on the domain of skills to be included. 'Anofher problem has been the lack
of agreement on criterion levels. (Is 80 percent or .]00 percent méstery

+  minimum Performance level?) Perhaps the greatest hazifd has been the
4 ’ ) )

temptation to test those skills which submit readily to statements in

\

AN
performance terms. "

)

Norm-referenced testing is not concerned

L4

mastery levels; it provides meaning to a student's

of his test performance with that of others on the

with 80 or 100 percent -

score only by comparison

same, test rather than

. ) <« comparison’ against 5; absolute standard. Whereas, crlterion-referenced testing

denotes high scores, or "bunching" scores at the top level, normreferenced

testing spreads stddents'.é;ores as far as possible. This is complished

"
14

percent of the students
. s

by posing questions that roughly 50

’ .

correcfly and that are responded to
]

. respond to

«

correctly more often by students who attain
5

achieve a relatively low total score.

>
.y

< high total scores than by those who Norm-

referencing, by definition, denotes that equal numbers of students in the norm

sample score above and below grade levels.
- B .

«

Compared to criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests are
typically, although not exclusively, designed to evaluate more global aspects

of the curriculum and thus have less relevance to immediate in§tructional

—~ application.
In summary, then, what is it that we are attempting to accomplish
in standardized (norm-referenced) testing? Basically,.we are obse;ving a
sampling of a student's behavior from which we are making an estimate & his

"true" level of competence. This estimate may be used for predictive purpgées,

}
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or

agd to determiJ\\what clanges in curriculum and instruction should be made.

Whatever the purpose, fhe assumption generally is that testing conditions,
»
. A

terpretation of the test are optimum. Blind acceptance

the test, and the

of scores from standardized tests has often led to varying degrees of abuse.

b

ABUSES OF STANDARDIZED TESTS -

1Y

Failure to recognize limitations within the testing situation that obscure

the "true" level of competence.

T

.

"Any cdndition within the test situation that reduces the {eliability
of a g en test masks or obscures thevcompe;ency level attained by the testee.
Perhaps the most critical factor affecting the reliability has to do with |
anxietieg ganeréfed within the testee. Seiler (1970) attributed fear of test
situatibné as one of the ahxiety-producing'variables. The aura or mystiqﬁe
shrouding Ehe_test, he }elt, created anxieties which accounted for reduced

-
productivity. He reported one survey Ehich revealed that some adult applicants

for testing thought that taking a test was like a medical examination requiring

various stages "of undress. In the same survey one applicant interpreted "test

-

battery" as demgnding knowledge of electricity.

Anxieties spring from the,inF,Lnsuspecting sources. A precocious
S
kindergartgn child overheard the psychologist tell the teacher that he would

be back in the afternoon to "wind up" the rest of the testing. The parent of

the child called the school during lunch hour reporting her.child's.relucéance

to go to school because a stranger was going to "wind her up".
" ’

A further factor that affects both reliability and wvalidity of tests

.1s the formaé in which the item is cast. Comprehension, for example, is

¢ -t

measured in many ways. If a child is working the items on the Stadnford Reading

—~—

-4 -
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Test, he will be given a cloze paragraph with response choices at the bottom--

of the paragraph, If he is doing the comprehension test from the Monroe-
é .

e ' ’
Sherman Diagnostic Readﬂgg‘Test, he will be confronted with a question first,

will then read the pgragraph, and then circle one of several choices to answer the

question. If he is tested on compriybnsion with the Durrell Analysis of

Reading Difficulty he will simply try to recall the‘ideas he has read in a

paragraph. - e
Misinterpretations of test results frequently stem from another

y I .
type of item which requires the testee t¢ circle one of four or five words

that best co;reéponds with a given pictorial stimulus. Frequently, the
obscurity oiythe picture or the eiperiential background of thé child limits
his ability to identify the picture correctly and, of course, ultimately his
ébility ®o circle thg correct word.

Frequently tests are interpreted without reference to the resbonse
level ;;quired by ghe tesfee{ For examp}24 there is a substantial difference
betweef mere reéognitio; and identification. If the testee is re&dired to
r;cognize theAword "fqgny" in the series, Jfair", "funny", "flew'", "folly"
his response level is different from thé.requirement that he identify the
word "funny” without aid.

~Closely linked with format of the test»item is the inclusion of vaiu;
or direct experience-based items. Schiller (1974) refers“to an item on the
WISC which state;,‘ylf your mother sends you to the store for a loaf of b;ead‘
and Lhere is none, what do you do?" The child who answers, "I go back home',
is consjdered to be intellectually inferigr to. the child who says, "I go to
another gtore'. The point is that many childreh in rural areas havq\only one
store to go to. It is also conceivable that a child in-a‘'city gets instructions

to go to a specific store and feels that to go to another could be interpreted
*

-as disobedience. Dreskin (1965) gives an,exémple of hdw choice of vocabulary

~ . =5 -

- .
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on intelligence tests often favors children from "better class homes". When

children from "better-class" homes and "lower-class" homes were confronted

with the analogy, "Symphony is to®composer as book. is to (paper, sculptor,

author, musician, man)," the first groS£ scored correctly 81 percent of the -

time against 52 percent for the second group. When the analogy was re—worded

to "Baker goes with bread as carpenter goes with (saw, house, spoen, nail,
m&n)!" the two groups scored evenly in checking "house". If the objective of
the. item is to ascertain the learner's facility to deal with analogy, the word

“symph{gy" ¢ertainly appears to have set up a barrier to differentiate those

learners who can handle analogy from those who can not,

* A further source of misinterpretation can arise from the fact that

r

some may not be familiar with forhmal test-taking-behavior. ‘Ruddell (1974)

[
»

attributgs low achievement scores of some children to:

‘ Pupil unfamiliarity with labels and concepts used
in test situations, i.e., failure to understand
the task required to respond in test items; and
unfamiliarity with labels apd concepts being
evaluated by-instrument (p. 384). : ‘

A final source of misinterpretation may arise from failure to

v

recognize that certain items on ‘comprehension tests can be answered without

dependence on the written passage. Tuinman (1973) found that probabilities -
of correct responses on test Passages not read by students in grades four to

-
six were well above the expected chance level. Average probabilities of

correct responses with no pPassage present ranged between .32 and .50. -

In summary, failure to recognize l{mitations within the testing

situation can well obscure, the testee's "true" level of com etence., The
. . . p

varying formats, content and test conditions can only too easlly lead to the
situation described by Dreskin (1965). He reports the IQ scores of a girl

whose father was in the armed forces and had been stationed across Canada.

The parents were understandably confugfid by the fact that their daughter's




' L]

intelligence ranged all the way from lowvaverage to superior depending on

vhere she had been tested : 110 in British Columbia, 90 in Manitoba, 115 in

T . A : ' '
Ontario_and 125 in New Brunswick.

Making decisions on the assumption that the score derived from the test

tells all. : , . '

A test score can be interpreted only in the lighé of the degree to
‘which the items sampie the domain of the construct represented. vF;r examﬂlg;
a silent read%ng test does not tell us nearly-everything about the testee's
re;ding: Reading is a highly coﬁplex/COgnitiva and affectivé process. ‘What
we are, getting froﬁ'the'student's silent ;eading is a.émall sampling of the
gro@uct of his readiAg ~- very little about the process. yAgain, item format
has some bearing on this. It would appear that analysis of a test castlin
cloze format yilelds more information on process than questions answered
subsequent to pafagraph re;ding. The anomalous nature of part scores on
reading tests is nowhere more evident than it is in the case of reading
comprehension testé (Traxler, 1970. P. é23). Many comprehension tests consist
largely of factual questions yhile othefs emphasize aspects of criticali(
inferential and creative reading. Meaning can be attribu%%dlto the 1ea;ner's
score only 1n‘Fhe light of a close examination of the test domain.

Even rate of reading is not ‘the simple procedure it appears to be
superficiélly’(Traxler, 1970. p. 222). We havé to be concerned with rates

[N

rather than one rate. Content 1s an important determining variable of rate

’

from the standpoint both of conéept familiarity and load and personal interest

——

or motivation. Further, interval of time is an important f?Stor in determining

reading rate. »Traxler recommends a sampling of at least three to five minutes.




Making décisions on the assumption that reading and intelligence tests

measure exclusive domains.

It is not uncommon to hear school personnel reflec on the cumulative
report of a child in the following manner:

I don"t understand; Charles had an IQ of 110 when
he was tested in grade two, 101 in grade four, and
now two'years-later he is down to 91, almost a
candidate for a special class. No‘gonder he has
trouble reading. .
! There are at least two related problems. First, if the child has

been given a group test which is likely, his inability to read is going to .,
reflect cumulatively in the intelligencé tests. This does not take into

account additional problems of failure complexes and increasing lack of

motivation. g -

« Further, ﬂntelligence tests sample content closely akin to reading
comprehension tests. Aftef all, reading is thinking. Traxler feels that the

bettér and more searching the reading test is, the greater this limitation

V)

becomes (p. 224). So, scores on reading tests really represent-a composite ,

4

\

5

of reading and intelligence.

-

. . ) ~
Assuming that a standardized test can give specific direation to an instructional

N

program. . o ' -
! : ¢ " .
Because of the highly generalized nature of most standardized \f)
’ ! ' . ’ “, . " .
achievement tests, they do not measure the specific objectives for a particular N

student (Ruddell, 1974. p. 384). At best this very global assessment can give
4 ’ :

\ 4
First, if, say, a reading comptehension test samples a wide spectrum of.

very general directions for inmstruction. Two possible exceptions come to mind.
8- 1
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'c?mprehensi?n tasks ranging all the way from factual récall to inferential
reading, a careful item analysis will aid in revealing specific instructional
needs. Second, if the test is designed to yield a‘diagnostic profile, specific
instrucqiovél trends can be revealed: .Genegally, however, group tesgts are
designed to measure the achievement éf groups rather than the e@ucétional

placement of individuals.
¥ N [}

Interpreting results wifhout reference to the .composition of the norm gfoup.
‘ ) N . : Ve :

t

1t has been mentioned earlier that an individual's &care on a

standardized test is interpreted in comparison with the performance of the

v

norm group. . Ruddell (1974) states exglicitly that: ' '

Because’the "objective" scores students receive
on a standardized reading achievement test are
determined by the norm greup to whom.they are
compared, fhese tests tell little about student
achievement unless this norm group is completely
and accurately defined. Boards ©f education,
the community, parents, and even professional
educators often misinterpret achievement test
scores for this very reason (p. 385).

&

|

Making the assumption that anyone below the 50th percentile is a disabled

learner.

A

-

X

:> As mentioned earlier, the very nature of a normreferenced test means

that scores will be spread out or to put it another way, «hat the test will

differentiate between weak and strong students. If we administer a reading

achievement test to a group of students similar in composition to that of the

\

norm group, we can expect approximately half of the students to fall below the

f

! -

50th percentile.

./"

. %3




Giving special instruction to enhance performance on the test,

Pressure generated through lack eé\gfderstanding has frequently
’ b 4
resulted in specific instruction to raise acores on achievement tests. This
form of corruption negates any value to be gained from the test results.

Again, this kind of pressure can result from a misinterpretation of the basic

.

4 . X
notion of normreferenced tests. If, for example, superintendent X finds

that School A's achievement is consfﬁerably beyond that of School B, and
communicates his concern, pres;ure may be felt to note and select foy special
emphasis particular areas from achievement tests. There may be good reasons
why the achievement of one school is different from the other - socioeconomic
level, teacher turn over to mention only two. There is no suggestion here to
discourage close exam%nation of test resulté on a%cpmparatfbe basis to raise

-

hypotheses about curriculum and instru&tipnal practices.

w*

1]
-

Treating a grade score on a reading test as a functional reading level. N

e
L

’ ) Standardized tests suffer wide abuse from over-interpretation.
Assuming that a grade score of 5.0 on a group test indicates either an - *
independent or instructional reading level 1s too typical. Again, the global

nature, itém selection and group nature of most standardized reading tests

denies such interpretation. Functional levels are_best'35certa1ned'by allowing

a

the reader '"try-outs" with actual content material or by administering an
) :
- informal reading inventory.

.




Using test results to separate)studentE for status purposes (assignmént of

v

"of content selection and the fact that most tests are designed to assess

.versus heterogeneous assignment oX groups. There is, however, sufficient

awards, gradeg, etc.) - . /‘

. * ’ ' ’
Little needs to be said about the folly of using standardizgd test

Tesults for assignment of grades or promotion purposes. Again, tHe nature
18 g P purp g y t )

4 ~ . .

o . .
achievement of groups places the validity for such purposes ‘into serious

question, : °

Using test Pefults for permanent grouping or streaming. . et

L}

kY '
The widespread use of standardized tests for the pufrpose of grouping

continues inspite of clear evidence of the invalidity of such practice.

Perhaps,‘th7~most conﬁincing évidghce that reading achieve?ent test scores -
do not differentiagé specifically enough to ensure homogeneity is that
provided by Balow (1962), He\fQund‘iﬁ his investigafion that when four
classes of fifth graders were "streaming" on the basis of—reading test
sgores, the groupé still were essentially heterogeneous, When specific
subskills»were evaiLated there was considerable overlap between :the

highest and lowest streams, What, iﬁ fact, happens is_ that the global
comprehension score masksASpe;ific individual‘instructional needs, It is
not within the ihterest of this paper to debate the: pros of homogeneou;
evidence to support heterogeneous‘assignment even if'we could determine

methods of "homogenizing" groups. There is no implication here that short-

term gréups should not be formed for specific¢ skill instruétion. The point

xu
T

To11-,
¥
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is that a survey achievement test cannot adequately accomplish such a

di€ferentiation. . )

After such an extended discourse on the ab&é’. of stagndardized test-

ing, it seems incredible that any value could be attributed to the use of
tests. This is not the case. JJsed for their intended purposes,‘con—‘
siderable value can be;agrived from their use,

.
.
~

'USE OF STANDARDIZED TESTS

Using the test as -an aceountability check.

: . 4
Traxler (1970) considers the most important ‘value of a reading tesé;

or any other standardized test, to be the definiteness that'it lends td"

our thinking about a pupil or group (p. 226). To use a tedt as an ex-

ternal monitor adds a degree of objectivity lacking in class ox even '

’ -

B ol -
schoolwide tests. One a class, school, or system-wide basic, a
standardized program can serve to provide a-basis for evaluation of

global aspects of the program, This applies both to ascertaining

S

P ' . N ‘
changes in achievement over a number of years as well as to determining

effects of a program on a shorter term basis. The important caution is

that the basis is pot as solid and dependable as the 'bald, bold figures"

suggest (Traxler, p. 226) because of the limitations reviewed earlier.

Using the test as a screening device to determine further diagnostic needs.
'

* A systematic approach to identification of learners who need special

- - .

instruction is requisite to an efficient program. TIdeally, this identi-

4+
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; 7 ] - 7 ; .' \

fication begins with. gross measures applied on a whole-class basis.
At this level the standardized survey test is the reasonable choige,

’

Subsequent measurements become succesively more specific and precise for,

say, a small group of children who have beéen screened by means of a - ~

v

1 : . -
survey test to indicate problems. Harris (1970)- presents a pyramid modelg‘

of successive levels of screening. The model is illusfrateq here:

General Wholeclass - 30 pupils Gross . 3
. Assessment *, \ 20 pupile Measuremenp
Analytical 10 pupils - )
Y. Agsessment . _ ‘
, 5 pupils Fine |
Case Study nd. child Measurement
f : .

\ Successive Levels of Screening ‘(Harris, 1970, p\ 95)

" . . 3

At the analytical assessment level, it is likely that a group diagnostic

test would be administered. This would be supplemented with various ' -
informal diagnostic.téchniques. At the case study level, indfvingl : &

\ tests and observational procedures would be employed.

\ “ -

\ ]

Using the test to generate hypotheses regarding instructional needs.

b

ot , An atmosphere within a school that stimulates use of tests to

r
~L

_generate hypotheses about instructional needs is the next best thing to

an in-school research program. These hypotheses may relate to "across

4
v

curriculum" or "within curriculum'" concerns,
-~ . Across the curriculum; for example, the concern may be to collect

data on relative achievement strengths and weaknesses in reading, listen-

-13-
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| ing and mathematicg. 'Suppoée a group or an individual within the class
exhibits the following profile: . . : N
- » L ' ' ’ : ' )
- . - J
-5.5
Al - (%
5.0
’ u———
O 4.5
- - 4.0 -
3.5 - /
f 3.0
2.5 .
2.0
“ \ »
1.5 o
-1.0 ' R i
. — :Q'E ' g
Grade
Scores Math Computation Listening Reading
Concepts Comprehension ° Comprehension
. : :
s .
One thing becomes clear immediately. The learner certainly has the '
capability to improve in rgadinghjudging from his performance in mathe- .
: TR . )
matics and listening comprehension. ﬁThe questions which arise might be -
Epe following: "If X is able to comprehend so well at the listening py
] ) q
' Yevel, obviously able to process information, is it word identification
skills which account for his problem in reading?" "If so, which spécific v
skills are lacking?" )
It is not uncommon to use En acroés—curriculum exaq}nation as a
basis for determining reading expectancy levels, Otthand'McMenemy (1973)
]
suggests use of both mental age (based on group intelligence tests) and
‘ . ; | )
mathematics age as a basis for vomparison with reading age. 'The follow-
T4~ . : 1 4
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ing excerpt shows how the classroom profile is sep-up‘ahd the information

gained from it%

¢ . .
TABLE I
& . - . ,
**" Comparisons of Chronological, Mental, Reading,
and Arithmetic Ages of Severnth-Grade Pupils
: Chrono- ', .- = _ pifference Difference
- logical Mental . Reading ™ Arithmetit Between Between
Pupil Ageé (CA)=* Age (Ma)*x . Age (RAY* . Age (AA)* MA and AA MA and'RA
) 1 12.0 14.3 -15.0 13.2 . -l1 40,9
. . » . < / . q -
2 12.5 16,1 15.0 14.8- . -1.5 -1.1 7 ‘
. 3 i2.4 152 - $.0 141 1.1 L s s0,2
: { ‘ ) " : : ' St
4 v.11.9 16.7 14,6 14.5 -2.2 no-2.1
5. 12.1 11.4 12.4 12.1 40.9 ° +1.0
.o ’ i L4 M - ) t. . . -
6 11.8 . . 12.0 - 9.1 " 11.2 -0. 10" -2.11
< . '-,;. ) ! ’ , . o - . -
) cY % Al ageéﬁépe ig years and fonths. '

”-;f*ﬁiftaken?fé@& Otto Smith and McMenemy (1973, p. 106).

| “IJ’ o -"ﬁa;urabii gméll éiffereﬁces between M.A. and R.A. or A.A. and R.A. -
. ) . .
o ﬁaVe to be ignored as chance level differences resulting from ﬁeasurémené
. errér5 On the other hand, differences in the magnit&ge of pius or minus
:; 1.0 ét the elementary level should be cause for caréful further analysis.

. Perhaps even'more important is the use of tests to examine.problems
P . P ﬂ € p

within a curriculum area. This is a particularly fruitful area for

stimulating instructional changes., To illustrate how such changes can

come abdut,’ the writer was engaged on a consultative basis in a northern
Lo .
.3 '

Two grade two classes had been randomly assigned to their

-

rese%& school.
classés. 1In May an achievement test was administered to both classes. The |
. N >

Y
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. test consisted of a word Recognition Test (words in isolation), Compre-.

hend&ng(Significdﬁt Ideas, and Comprehending Specific Instructions.
. . ~ .

Profiles were constructed for each individqgl'éﬁild. An analysis revealed
. .

that in class A, 17 out of 24 children were as high or higher in word

- .
.

recognition as in either of the pbmprebensién tests, In class B the reverse

was observed - 19 out of 26 pupils were at least as.high‘in comprehension as '’

in ®ord recognition. An egamination of arese ri;ultsiled to serious dis- =~ “°
. . S . .
cussion about the instructional program éarriedjout in classroom A. . The

changes'in'instruction the following year were mdstvapparent. The -results
2 at the end of the year confirmed the impact.oﬁ:tbe instruction.

A standardized reading survey. test cdn reveal considerable information
4 :

if it includes ' a wide range of comprehension questions. If\theSe questidns

are then clustered (e.g., #'s 3, 7, 11, 15, etc. are main idea; #'s 2, 4, 8,

.. )

14, 19, etc. ate implied meaﬂings and so on), the teacher can determiné

- individual instructional level but can also get an indication of areas

~

where her instruction tends to.leave gaps,
« . b

~ Zehm (1975) xeports findings of reséarch which resulted from the

discovery that second grade students. in San Francisco schools dropped well
. a - . .

: ~‘ below the national norms in rea&ing. The investigation isolated four schools

where the reverse was trué = reading scores were above the national average '-

to determine the sources of ,success. Class size was not the variable; nor

N 4
was’ the number of minority. students. In fact, the researchers found 40 to

100 percent minority students in these classes. . Further investigation
” . - . . v

revealed that neither technique, capit51 outlay or method was the key. Methods,
in fact, varied from highly structured apprdabhes to the more flef&ble style

. ¢ : o ' '
of the open classroom (p.25). - The key to success was found in the attitude of

B ) .
thel teachers. They were enthusiastic, positive, optimistic about their
students' potential, and emphasized Teading in everj“éubject.

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L]

There is no need to de?arize in an attempt to debate whether abuses

of tests outweigh their uses. This should, in fact, never become an

-

issue. We know the value that tests can have; we only neced to avoid the

widespread abuse of these instruments,

N ‘.
.
, @
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