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‘ | school testing’'programs in many cases have been
limited to obtaiming an IQ score and achievement scores inm reading
and mathematics for each student. Testing:in the U.S. Department of
Defense.Overseas Dependents Schools followed this pattern and was .

LAY

- “under attack from many sides. Consequently, the tdsting psg am was
_ suspended in 1971 to provide funds .for an evaluation to. d¥te line'ghé
most appropriate type of testing program to feet the needs of| the
Overseas Dependents Schools. A four step needs assessment, eva uation
‘provided the necessary. informatioan. First; 211 apeas for testing in .
the elementafy dnd secondary schools were identified. Second, the
. relative importance to tedchers and adainistrators of having -
inforasdtion in each of the areas was datermined. Third, probleas
associited vith the 0ld testing program and characteristics of the
Overgeas Dependgfits Schools that warranted consideration in
developing ® testing program were ideéntified. Pourth, the information
'was analyzed to determine the most appropriate purposes for testing.
. at each administrative level of the system, and the most appropriate
‘testsq sampling and administrative procedures for a testing program
fo provide the required information. (Author/Hv) '
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/Iéi]oring a Testing Prqgram to the Needs of Varied Users

- Schoo]_testihg programs.commonly have been“limitpd’to obtéining little
\more than ah IQ»aﬂi;éghjeyement écores in reading and mathematiés for each
studeng. Testing of this type is un&er §ttack'from many‘sfdes: some feel :
the tests are not'va)id predictors of imporiant skills; minority gréubs

.. arguesthat the tests:are’culturajly;biased; some fear that testing has a
,negativé effect on self-esteem; others cémplain that tests do(ﬁot measure *
,critical qu&]ities suéh a§ honesty or ambition; some aréue that testing in

curriﬁu]ar areas such as art‘dhd;science is equally importantf some feel ‘
that testing is an invasion?of individual privacy; and others claim that
;eache§sire1yﬂioo rigidly on tgﬁt results. ‘Many of th;se complaints are
jgst%fie&; some reflect misunderstandings. 3 )
. Testing im the'U.S. Department o? Defense Overseas Dependent Schools -

System (0DS) fo]]owed the trad1t1ona1 pattern and was subJect to all of
the.attack§m The schoo]s of the ODS primarily serve the minor dependent
children of Departmen; of Defense personne]. Centrally administered from

. the Péntagdn,by‘the Dirgcéorate for Depéndents Educqfion,'the system is
dividgd'into three areas: Pacific area schools adm;ﬁisté}ed by fhe

Air:Fbrce,{Atlantic area schools byﬂtheﬂﬂavyg and Europeaﬁ schoolé

; (including schools ldcated in the Middle East and Africa) by the. Army.
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With an enrollment of almost 175,000 students, it is one of the largest

,AﬁeriCan school systems. However,/the ré]atiQe isolation from American’
1ite, the extreme mobility of the /tudents, the frequent turnover of staff,
difficulties of cannunicqtions wiz:in the system: réqdirements imposed hy
the laws of host countries, and the vagefies’of tnternational refations /
_pose prob]ems that dre unique among Amer1can schoo]s. . f

The prob]em raised by the Department of Defense in its evaluation of _
the ODS'testing program required a decision as to the most impoqtant pur--
poses that it should serve.y Determination of the important purposes of a
_testing program called for a needsﬁassessment evaluation that wouTe collect
“4nformation and process.it objectively and would compare present'yith
desired practice for each of the purposes identified.‘.The steps of the
needs-assessment evaluation are explained below as they were app]ied to

* the problem of evaluating the need for test 1nformat1on in the 0Ds.

Determ1n1ngﬁthe Purposes the Test1nngr_gram Shou]d Serve ' » Y,

' In an e]ectjbn, a write-in candidate usually hes no real chence of -
winning. The more eomplete the Vist of names on the ballot, the moreds,
-4 ikely the results will-reflect the opinjags of the electorate. Similarly,
if teachers and/;;;:;\strators rate a cdmplete list of areas in which

testing m1ght be conducted, the results would reflect the 1mportance of
various types of test information. Therefore, the first task in conducting
the needs. assessment was to draw up a ballot that presented a complete list

v 0/'/ v

of affective, EOQnitive; and psychomotor areas in which testing could occur.

~ / i




"

A major roblem in conduct1ng this type of “election" is establishing

e very general they would be perceived to include areas of varying

/ importanee and thus would be too ambiguous to rate. Analysis of haterials .

from the 0DS led to development of -a 106-item ballot for elementary schools

and a 105 1tem ballot for secondary schools. Three purposes from each
ballot are presented in Table 1 by way of examples. One ballot for elemen-
tary and one for secondary scheol personnel called for them to rate on a
f1ve po1nt scale the 1mportance of hav1ng test 1nformat1on about each area.
Complete llStS of purposes on the two ballots are presented in Churchman,

Alkin,-Hoepfner, and Bradley (l9722;

Insert Table 1 about here ' Ve

-----—------—‘

Determining the Importahce of Areas in hhich Testing Should Occur

*

s - The results of any'electiontdepend to some extent on who is ?ranchiséd

* to vote. In collect1ng needs- assessment ‘information, everyone who w1ll

need.the information should be: able to express an opinion. The 0DS wished
to determine needs for test information at several levels, including the -

teacher; the school, the overseas area offices,.and the office

.

nerous that the ballot would be too long to complete;' If the purposes -

e o e v
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- of the Pentagon. " It was necessary, therefore, to obtain information from

representatives of each of these levels. 'Schools administered by each of '
R}

\‘ separateTy In this manner, al\ army- administered elementary schools in:
‘ i
« the EurOpean area, for example, were aSSigned to a single sampling cell

' -

and a random sample of the schools in that cell was drawn. Similarly,
each school in the 0DS was assigned to its respective cell, and a random’
] /éample of.schools in each cell was drawn. ‘»( ’ ’ : / /
lhese _procedures ensured that schools throughout"the 0D would be
sampled, and that each school had an equal opportunity (within each cell)
-'of being selected " Other dimensions of the sampling plan were the
, isolation and the size of the sthool. lsolation of the scnools,‘as
" . measured by distance from other dependent schools, time required to reach
= the school, number of visits frap area-level personnel, hardship ratings,
and the like, probably affect the attitude of the school personnel.
School size istimportant because tne number and‘type of specialized
personnel and'equipment,atha school are Iirgely deterhined by formulas
that authorize'”soﬂmuch of this and so much of that® based.on school
enroliment. . |
Ballots were then sent to each school in the sample; 107 schools, or

_89% of the sample, returned a total of 846 elementary\and 677 secondary

ballots Means and ranks were computed as measures of the relative

-
]

1mportance of each of the potentlal testing areas.

A\]

“the three serVices were sanmled treating eleméntary and secdndary schools

»
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The 'most.ﬁotewort,hy findi};g was that there was little agreement among

the schools 5n'tﬁe samples. Thirty—five‘different cur:ricull{m areas
éppeared among the top.five at one or more elemer':tery schogls; —th?rty-
three different yreas appeared among the to'p'five at one 0} more s_ecopdary
schools. The lack of agr‘eement amfoh‘g.Schools 'In‘the samplles as to the
most ﬁnporfant areas for wh1c edch needs test information suggests that
'lt is. not Justiﬁed to select five or- ten or some other arbitrary number

of areas for testing throughout the entire ODS. Rather, each school

should be frée to determrine sonlelpf the areas for which it desires test -

information.

Each potentra-rﬁea for test1ng listed: 'ln the b§llot was conceived

,p*f as bemg part of a "larger domain. ‘The curri.culum domains that appéared'

at the top and the bottom of the rankings are presented in Table 2.
) g . e k

The unexpected ‘characteristic of these results is the clear rejection
of the 'Importance of test 1nformation for foreign language skﬂBs which
contrasts sharpky with the official concern for personal benefits fr'dm the.

Y

’

Overseas experiende: The bailot findings suggest that tests related to

areas such as honésty, creativity, persistence, criticai thinking, sports--,

manship, and simﬂar individual -attributes are\ot perceived as being ‘
tmpor.tant for testing ' P




'Comparing Present with Des1red Purposes for a’Test1gg,Program

; From -among the scpools rece1v1ng the ballots, a, smaller sample was

N

selected for visztat1on. A three-part<strategy for on-sité interviews

was developed that catled for (17 1dentif1cat1on of 1ssues and concerns

- affect1ng testing programs at the first few schodls v1siteq' (2) 1n-depth

' discuss1on of one or two of these issues with each of the groups inter-
viewed atgthe next few schools, and (3) ver1f1cat1on of findings ‘and
interpretations at the last few schools visited.
strategy ensured that views expressed by 1nd1v1duals were common to more
thap one school and it allowed the interviewers to obtain reactions to
specific suggestions made at other#&chools. ' ’
The 'interview schedule was completed by 375 0DS personnel. The first
set of items in the schedule contained 19 cr1t1c1sms of tests s1m1lar to
those in the f1rst‘paragraph of this article. The respondents indicated
the extent to which thex’thgught each crlticism was a problem in testing
_Children in their particular school. The second set contained 20 state-
ments (l9 for "elementary personnel) that described various assessmentgand'

‘

evaluation act1v1t1es that occur in school settings.

Respondents were to
g indicate how frequently they had used publ1shed tests for each actlvity.
The th1rd set of 1tems repgrted those of the second set,‘but respondents
were asked how important it was for them to have that type-of informatioh
in the future ) .
Hhile w1despread d1sagreement was found among schools*as to.the cur-

riculum areas for wh1ch test 1nformat1on was' needed there was strong

agreement among those 1nterv1ewed regardless of grade le&bl or geographic

:

7

The third part of- fhe s
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T V1etnamese, German) mother had with the tests.

. those of a hosp1ta1 and a school is d1§:1cult for children at military

pictures a truck, a plane, and a boat.

1

aréa, as to the Way tests Were used and should be used! In particular,

- . -
staffs felt that it takes too long after testing is completed to get scores

’ v B
back, and that the results depend too much or”how students feel when they

take the tests.’ Elementary personnel were much Tess satisfied with once-‘ .

[.
a-year testing than were secondary personnel.’

* Both. groups felt that cultural bias was an 1mportant problem with the
Three d1st1nct aspects of this problem were noted. First, there
was the problem that members of minority groups haveVWith.the tests, which
is thelsane as that'in‘the‘United'States Second, there was the prob]em
that ch11dren of an American soldier-father and a non-Amer1can (Korean;
: Th1rd, there were biases
that stem from differences between'civilian and military life. A test

question that asks children to distinguish the pictUre'of & store from:

F

bases where bu11d1ngs are sometimes arch1tectur111y 1nd1st1nct. One item - -

cf one test asks thefchlld to 1dent1fy the way milk 15 delivered and
"All three are correct, depending
upon the base ét which the child is stationed! While the number of such

items is small, one or two such items on a subtest can have a 51gn1f1cant

,effect upon the child's score.

Both the ballots and the interviews suggested that schoo{,staff did
not view test1ng as an invasion of privacy, or a cause of exgessive com- ~

However, they did view cheating as a major °

petition among students.

problém of“testing, and students with whom this problem was discussed

" viewed competition, in addition to the repetitiveness Gf the tests and

s
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the lack of information as to results, as a major cause of the ' 2
cheating | (/gs'

13

The interViéwees discussed many other considerations they felt
‘important in deSIgmng a suqcessful testing Qrogram “The relative; /.
adyantages of teacher vs. speCialist administration of tests was=raised
with the ‘weight of.opinion in the direction of teacher administration. S, - .
The problems of once- a-year testing and mult;ple testing were weighed
-against student mObility pattern¥. The best hour of the day, length of
test, and age at'which separate answer sheets could be introduced the(’. -
type of training needed by teachers to improve adwinistration of tests .
" and factors such as the attitude of the instructor that would 1nf1uence
the success of the'training were discussed The ways that testing con- ;
ditions varied across this worldwide system were explored in order to
enable development of guidelines to improve o!;rai] uniformity and thus
. make test results more’eomparable. Problems of coordinating a testing
program on’a worldwide basis were discussed. The interviewers compared
and interpreted their findings _and- deyeloped a pian to account for
as many of the probiems as 'possible. ’ - . \

Determine Testing Procedures Most Important to Correct R

It was apparent from the interv1ews that tests were not optimally *
used, nor did teachers want tests to be used‘foz the purposes of grading.'
studehts,.promoting students, or accountabiTity of'teachers for Student
learning. Rather, there was a clear preferenceé among teachers for test
intormation that Would provide diagnostic, placement, apd_counseling.l- '3‘ S X

\
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information

It was: unfortunate ipat the tests of the extant test'lng pro—

&

" gram were not des1gned for and would not be appropr1ate tf\used for those ‘

@

purposes.

o

L 4

There was little 1nterest aPrthe area and system level in using tests

to eva'luate 1nd1vidua1 ‘teachers, but there was eoncern with evaluating -

]

‘,priority and exper1menta1 programs, with 1dent1fy1ng -and c‘narif_ymg problems

A

at the 0DS, and with reportmg mog-e comp'letey the accomp'hshments of 'the

‘system to the Congressi of the United States. - ’ ‘ ’ i

that four major d1screpanc1es should be dealt with in designing the néw" ’ s

~aspects of the curr1cu.

The ev1dence accu,mu'lated from the bal'lot and the interviews suggested
testing program. ~First, few teachers used the information collected ¢

bécause it did n provide the diagnostic informétion they needed. Secand:,

‘ such as art, mu-s1c cowercia] subjects, and the.
physical’and life sc1ences, and-thus fell far short of measuring the f!m
range pf achievement of the sc oTs

1nadequate for making decisions ab t the effectiveness of priority or

- innovative programs such as those dealing with minority groups, drugs, or

F3

career aducation. Fourth, even in thode areas measured by' the te‘sting pro-

' gram,r student mobility patterns in and out of the schools made it impossible

to interpret the scores as measures of the schoolf“ﬁ@selves because they

' d1d not 'ldentify the source of the learning that was measured.

. .
L] -
e
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Third, the testing program was 4 '- .
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_ Recommendations . -~ . t " N

‘ Elimination or reduction of the discrepancies noted above requires

’ . » i -
that testing be conducted for six purposes AR
’A. At the school level testing snould.be conducted to:"

| 28 Dlagnose students who appear to be having léarning d1hf1-—

l
{

cult1es i*his f1nd1ng is especially crucial at the/

.:

elementary level and for readlng skills in all grades.
:Za Placg,newly arrived students The~placement tests should

be short, eas1ly scored and need y1eld only. gross place-
A
ment. data.

A L]

3. LEnable the school staff t0 evaluate their prog:am at the
““local level. .
B. - At the distr1ct and area lévels; testing should be conducted to: -
4.A Evaluate the 1mplementat1on, progress, and 1mpact of priority -
and ’experimental/ programs . ‘ )
5, Clarlfy the nature of prob1ems such as those associated w1th
_the chafacterist1cs'of troops assigned to a particulaq‘pase. *
C. At the Department Of Defense level, testing-should be conducted to:-
"6. Enable the Department of Defense to report to the Congress ‘
. . 'factual in‘ormation about the‘eftectiveness“of the .0DS.
In order to meet these requ1rements sRecific recommenda§§ons were

made with vespect to teacher training, testing cond1t1ons student attitudes,

1mplement1ng the testlng program, and the evaluation of program-eva].ptlon

- . systems within the school : Tests appropr1ate for elementary and.secondary

. scheols were 1dent1f1ed employ1ng the CSE Test Evaluation series (Hoepfner,

~ » ’ N
\ . i j \ : 4
’ .
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et a1 1970, 1974), as*berng 1n‘the top4pr1or1ty curriguium areas\of any
'schooT A system to ensure that ‘the' Se]fJbva1uat1on was accountab]e to

h1gher adm1nistration levels oﬁ~theﬂaystem.nas incf"aed/ , e
w oo

Servdce directdrs and selected staft bers of the OD; Reeommendat1ons

A

accurate]y ta1lored to the needs of the dependents éducat1on system has '

3
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been‘1mplemented' N . ) .- _ .
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" Dependents Education, for reviewing this art1cle an adding the note on the
Jway the evaluation report was used by ODS
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. Sariple Purposes of - the Testing Program from the 0DS Ballots ™

-
’ - . h
.

SE Elemeqtafy Leve} Testing Program

- GROP ACTIVITY - SPORTSMANSHIP . © - . .. ,
Is a, good winner and a gdod loser. ‘Can be a leader or-a follower.

"ﬁﬁ; : ~ Obeys the rules of the game. Feels very- jnvolved -in the sport. s
- team ‘spirit.) o e T . T '

INFERENCE MAKING FROM READING SELECTIONS - oLt

Correctly igterprets what is read. Recognizes from the material “read
' what kind of characters are being tajked about. Can tell that the

characters in a story a';'e sad, happy; trustworthy, or not to be
;rustéd,~§tgﬁ %Efnotell why thapacters act as they do. .-

4 " 3
SYSTEMATIC REASONING ~ * * C .

~ Produces and solves complex problems and evaluates‘theiq solufions. -
Considers -all the elements in situations'and arrives at solutions

. "through deductive reasoning. - ‘L . -

.

A

z

- r T

Secondary Level Testirg P}ogram'

-

_ * ATTITUDE TOWARD THE WORLD ,OF WORK - LT, -

3

Is interested in understanding the.world/of'work; both in*its.largeF”' —

*

scope and as Tt relates to_own chosen vocation. «
WRITING - B v B
Expresses self cletrly in writing, using adequate vocabulary and’ gram-
-matically correct sentences. ' Knows, the various types of writing - .
* - (narrative, ‘descriptive, argumentative, and persuasive), and erganizes. .
own writing. Knows and uses the.rules governing various special written =y
forms ‘'such as_letters, appTicatiops, orders, and scientific reports. el

¥

L

VISUAL  ARTS ~ T - - - , ;
) *Has a’'basic_understandjing of the nature and scope of the visual-3rts. K
Is familiarewith the various media,:techniques, and styles of the y ,

-~  visual arts. Is familiar with historical and: contemporary works, of
‘ art in this and.other cultures. Is able to analyze and criticize works

of art. " oo o h ‘.
. . . I , . . . - _\ R
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) . '. Table 2 TR .-

" Most and Least Important'bbmajns for the ODS”Teéting Program

S 2 o

< A T, R
. . Elementary [eve]_Cuﬁricy]ym Domains

[ 5 . /

Moat Important =~ - o Least Impoitant

N »

- “ P Y
~ -

o /Af%ective :

_ o Arts and Craffs
Language Construction . Foreign Language
Arithmetic Concepts - - . * Music .

‘ -.- Religion

4

-

Secondary Level Curriculum Domains

.

b 2

”

./ Most Important - < Least Igportant
- ‘ ,

. %
" ] ~ - . S

W 'g

*

Meptal Health o Mathematical Skills
Intellectual, Functioning Knowledge. of Arts .

Vocational Competence , | ‘ *  Understanding of-§ature
A L . ‘ ' Understanding of *Technolegy "
. - L

\ v

ey
Lo
. ’
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