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o Demands by educauonal policy makers for apphcatx/om of measure-

ment to significant new tasks are having far reaching effects op educa-
tion and measurement. Measurement' professionals are,being asked to

~.help in designing educational programs for, among others, handi-

capped children, gifted children, and bilingual children, These profes-
sionals are also being asked how measurement can help in allocating
funds to schools, determining qualificatiofs for high school diplomas
and college degrees, and evaluating the worth of new educational pro-
grams. Thes¢ new and complex demands have given rise to congres- .
sional debate, federal and state conferences, and extensive discussion
arid developmental work by measurement specialists. Measurement
and educational policy is the theme of this volume, which includes the
ten papers presented at the 1978 Educational Testing Service Invita-
tional Conference.

Current educational pollcy is charactemed by concern with the
needs of special student groups® The first three chapters by Garry R.
McDaniels, James J. Gallagher, and Maria Medina Swanson on thig

. topic consider handicapped students¥ gifted students, and bilingual

-challenges to existing m¢dsurement capabilities. These chapters indi-

students. Each of these gups of students presents a different set of

cate that progress is beirlg made in meeting these challenges and the
critical next steps that need to be taken are identified.
Betause funding is of central importance in the operation of

* schools, the’ ‘possibility that test data might constitute a useful compo- -

nent in formulas for allocating educational funds is currently the sub-

ject of vigorous discussion. The chapters by Joel S. Berke, Fred E.
Burke, and George F. Madaus on this subject point out pitfalls and
safeguards in this use of tests based on both measurement and policy
considerations. .

The use of tests for evaluating and certifying achievement has a
long and honorable history.[ What is new is a strong movement toward
developing and using statéwide minimum competency tests for high
school students. At the college level, there has been a long-term trend

toward greater structunng of state-supported systems of higher educa®

tion. New developments in statewide testing of high school students
and of college students are discussed in separate chapters by Mark R.
Shedd and R. RobertsRentz. - *

. Perhaps the most pervasive relationship between measurement
\'. o vii
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and eduestional policy arises from the clase association between pro-

© grarh evaluation and measuxement. The demand of policymakers for

increasingly sophisticated evaluations of innovations and interventions,
is generating new and difficult tasks for measurement. Two aspects of
g valuation are discussed in this volume. The chapter by Peter H. Bossi
examines the strategy of choosing appropriate programs to evaluate so -
that evaluation resourcesynay be used most effectively. The chapter by
John Ellis provides an insight into the way in which a variety of consid-
crations, .including progrgm evaluations, interact in reaching decisions
about federal programs. ’ ~
The program for the 1978. ETS Invitational Conference was
planned by: Scarvia B. fAndcraon(chairpcrson),,joan C. Baratz, Jack
R. Childress, James R. Deneen, Winton H. Manning, Samuel J
Messick, Warreg W. Willingham, and Jane D. Wirsig.
* The papers presented at thg 1978 ETS Invitatio
provide impressive evidence that the educational com nity is looking
to measurement for help in coping with emerging polity questions and
many able measurement people are responding admirably to these
demands. -

1 Conference

A

William W. Turnbull

[

William W. Turnbull is president of
Educational Testing Service.
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. The citation for the 1978 ETS Award for
\ : Distinguished Service to Measurement
summarizes Dr. Flanagan's many
contributions as scientist,

scholar, and administrator.
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citation: John C. Flénagan. ~

n

-

John C. Flanagan has been well-known to several generations of gradu-
ate students for his wide-ranging technical and scientific achievements—
from innovative research techniques to psychometric derivations to
seminal books and artigles. Over the years, those same students, matur-

« .., ing asresearchers and professionals, have come to marvel at his ability

7~ ¥to translate scholarly work into pioneering applications of social sci-
%, ..+ ‘ence—certainly the hallmagk of his distinguished career.
After serving several years as associate director of the Coopera-
"tive Test Service, Dr. Flanagan organized and directed, from 1941 to
1946, the Aviation Psychology Pr(:?ram of the Army Air Force; this
program was a giant undertaking developed to apply scientific meth-.
ods of psychological measurement in the selectiop of pilots during World
.War II. A demonstrable increase in predictive validity in that selection

. along with a decrease in aircraft accidents justify characterizing this

work as one of the dramatic success stories of applied psychology.

. As foung€r and, for most of the past thirty years, chief execu-
tive officer of Aierican Institutes for Researéh (AIR), he expanded his
military research experience ifito a wide range of social applications.
Of the hundreds of projects initiated by AIR under bis leadership, per-
haps the miost, significant was Project TALENT, the first cohprehen-
sive longitudinal study of educational development. That work led to
Project PLAN, the first comprehensive computer-based program for,
prescribing, monitoring; and evaluating the learning progress of indi-
vidlual students throughout an entire 'chofl system. Findlly, it is char-.

L ' Naw Dirsctions for T&m‘ng and Measurement, 1, 1979 -
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acteristic of JohneFlanagan'’s vision and intellectual breadth that his
attention has turned most recently to the quality of life in American
society; his chief professional concerns now are how to assess the qual-
ity of life and How to develop educational and social strategies for its
improvement. RS T -
It is no surprise that John Klarfigan has keceived many honors

and citations. In addition, his profeéﬁqnal leadership has been recog-
nized by his colleagues; he has been elected president or sectional vice
president of a number of professional orgamizations, including the
Anyrican Educational Research Association, the American Asdocia,
" tion for the Advancement of Science, the Natidnal Council on Mea-
surement in Education, the Psychometrig Society, and four different
divisions-of the American Psychological Association. "

For his niany contributions to the theory and practice of educa-
tional research and measurement, and for his productive career as scien-
- tist, scholar, and administrator, ETS has the honor to present the 1978
Award for Distinguished Service o Measurement to John Flanagan.

pr‘evious recibients of the ETS Measurement Award
1970 I; F. Lindquist

1971 Lee ]J. Cronbackr
1972 Robert L. 'I'horr_xdilic
1973 Oscar L. Buros

1974 J. P. Guilford

1975 Harold-(}ulliﬁscn
1976 R;nlph V;Vinfrci:i Tyler

1977 Annc Anastast .

L4
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Legislation to meet the needs of handica children

» _ may bring about massive upgradinftof. our use’
 of existing measurement tecAnology.
| ,
o,

J

" assessing hahdicapped"studénts':‘
beyond idenfitication

/ garry' |. mcdaniels

‘The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) "“
was signed intd law by President Ford in 1975; it wastobeimplemented -
by September 1, 1978, for children between the ages of three and eigh-
. teen and by September 1, 1980, for children between the ages of three
‘and twenty-one. This act requires that-children be assessed in order to x
determine whether or not they are handicafpqd and to provide data
for developing the individualized educational programs that they
need. The mrasurement community should anticipate new demands
- on both its technology and its human resourcgs as a result of the act.
The purpose of this chapter is to identify two areas of Weakness that
may be uncovered by those demands; the weaknesses, in tirn, suggest
some new directions for the measurement of children over the next five
to ten years. ; /-

* establishing measurement guidelines .
v .

Ly

The creators of Public Law 94-142 assumed that-there was 4
well-trained professional capacity in the United States in.the area of
measurement. They also assumed that this capacity was large enough
-~ and distributéd widely enough to reach most of the childreh and youth

-7 New Diractigns for Testing 'uunmmt, 1, 1979 B 5 ‘ 3
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. affecged by the act. These assumptions must havecexisted, for.in oneof
its sections (P.L, 94-142: Séc. 612 (2) (c)) the act required .the states to.
‘institute procedures assuring that: - . - L N
o : vy , L s
All'children Xesiding in the state who are ha_ndiéappcd, regard-; ."‘
. less of the severity of their handicap, and who are in need of
- "+ special education and relatedsservices are identified, located,
and evaluated. B C S

~g
L Y

¢

!

* United Statgs. _ _ ;o S
This-basic assumption is reasonable. For exam le, one of the
great accomplishments of psychologists during World War I (that was-
greatly expanded duridg World:War 1I) wily the creatioh of the large-
- scale testing program. The group test, the paper-and-bencil f8rmat,
and machine s¢oring were technological breakthroughs;that provided - *
highly trained psychologists with numerous assistants and thus relieved
) ~ them bf direct contact with soldiers except in unusual gases. The huge, - - )
- screening program of the military could not have been carried out using
individual assessaént technology. ‘ ’ . u
The measurement innovations dc\;eloped in the middle of this .
century are commonplace in the United States today. Civilian uses of .
measurement devices are extensive in both schools and businesses, and
the cjvilian work fdrce created to administer those measurement devices
is large. In addition, there is hardly # college or university in the coun-
try that does not offer humerous courses in testing and measurement.
Nonetheless, the creators of the Education for All Handicapped Chil-
~—dren Act were concerned -about the abilitics of the professional com-
munity. The states were directed to &stablish: . .

Thesé children number in the millions and reside in 5 areas of the

Procedures tg assure th'ag testing and evaluation materials and

procedures utilized for the purposes of evaluation and place-

ment of handicapped, children will be selected and adminis-

v tered in the child’s natlve language or mode of communication,.
" unless it clearly is not feasible to do so.

1n addition, the lawmakers directed that “no single procedure [should]
be the sole criterion for determining an appropriate educational pro-
gram for a child™ (P.L. 94-142: Sec. 612 (5) (C)). X .

. The-act also requires that the work of psychologists be made,
more public. A provision of the legislatjon requires that the data used
for child assessment and'placement be open to inspection by parents or -
guardians. A-procedural safeguard that must be assumed by the states

o

<
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(P.L. 94-14%: Scc. 615 (B) (1)(A)) provides: “an opportunity for ‘the
parents pfya handicapped child to examine all relevant records with
tespect to thc\_videhtiﬁcation. evdluation, and educatignal placement of
|the] child and the provision of a free appropriate. public'educationto
such [a] child, and to obtain an independent educational evaluation of
the child.” This should be a boon for those measurement.experts and
skilled counselors who have tried for years to encourage parents to
examine their children’s test results and to use such results as an aid in
planning academic and vocational activities for them. If the parents
and guardians wish to challenge the interpretations of the available
information, they are welcome to do so; #he work of the measurement
community is open to inspectioh and challenge.
B No patgern has yet appeared in the problems encountered by
the measurement community in implementing this act. Some anec- -
' dotal evidence, however; identifies two possible areas of weakness: the
selection and administration of measurement instruments and the use
of data in developing individual education plans. .
Selecting and Administgring Instruments. The lack of compe-
‘tence in the selectiop and administration of instruments can be illus-
trated by seweral examples. For inftance, a consultant in special educa-
tion who has measurement expertise told us, “I conduct workshops
with school psychologists and 1 ask: ‘How many of you use standardized
tests?’ All hands go up. Then I ask: ‘Op what groups were these tests
standardized?” No hands go up.” We glso hav¢ reports that people are
altering standardized test procedures for various disabilities with- no
regard for the dccompanying need to modify the published norms.
‘nd there arg some reports. that people are using assessment devices
that have low reliabilities.. - , ' '
It is perhaps too carly to say that such isolated, events constitute
a pattern. There are, however, definite problems. In 1978, g'pancl was
called together by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped to .
develop criteria for evaluating the quality of local edacation agency
assessnent programs. There was consensus among this group that ade;
quatg principles now exist which,4f implemented infpractice, would .
make substantial progress in eliminating the measigement problems L
most frequently cited. : ‘ ‘
Given the reasoriably wellddeveloped technology of assessment
and the extensive institutional training available to thosc: pursuing
carcers in measurement, such patte¥ns should not develop. A renewed
commitment is needed from the Incasurement community to widely
publicize the standards of its profession. And, if problems persist, thore
training ‘for more people may also be needed, possibly suppl¢mented - '
by sanctions for unprofgssional performance. .

\ »
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. " Developing Individual Education” Programs. The lawmakers
: believe in the heterogeneous nature of children, and they belicve that
the measurement community has the capability to dotument theiridio-
syncratic characteristics. This assumption of heterogeneity underlies -
the mandate to develop individual_ education programs. g
Although Public Law 94-142 asks that children receiving ger-
vices be'counted in one of eleven categories (with specific learning dis-
abilities, visually impaired, deaf, and so on), these characterizations
have no function beyond identifying handicapped children. In fact,
some states have dropped the characterizing definitions (these include
Louisiana, Massachusetts, South Dakota, and Wyoming). However,
three major problems have arisen as a result of these counting categor-
s les. First, some assessment strategids may not go beyond a?grming or
" rejecting a child's cligibility for inclusion in a certain category — a way
of testing teachers’ suspicions that certain children belong in particular
categorigs,/To reducé the occurrgnce of such situations, the Regula-

tions* require that: PR '
B ’ > * ' ‘ . M '
. - The child is assessed in all arcas related to the suspected disabil-:
' ity, including, where appropriate, health, vision, hearing, sécial )
3 and emotional status, .general intelligence, academic perfor-

.

mance, commmunicative status, and moter aﬁﬂi;ies.

The second problem concerns the rclati\(‘)nship between identify-
ing handicapped children and. determining their educational nceds.
Simply confirming a cHild’s etiological characterization does little to™ |
help educatigmal personnel develop a program for that child. Confirm- "
ing a I:hild/soli:)ss of hearing, for example, does little vo delineate the
idiosyncratic educational needs of that child, Mcasurement experts

. have discussed this paradox at great length in this decade: The criterion-
referenced instrument is increasingly being recommended as a means
for documenting a student’s competeney in specific skills, but practice in
using this kind of instrument appears to baylagging behind its advocacy.
Third, and perhaps of ‘more current concern, some standard
+“treatments” have become associated with various ctiological charac-
terizations of children. Some atternpts to assess a child's needs scem to
be dictated by initially assuming that this person is somehow homoge-
ncous with up to a million other children in the counting category. Par-
ents of some autistic children have reported to us, for example, that

[3

s L}

*Rules and Rrgulalioris.wl".(luci;lion of Handicapped Children, Implementa.
tion of Part B of the Fducation of the Handicapped Act. Washington, D.C.: Federal
Register, Augusht 23, 1977, Part I [12”\‘5‘32 ()] !
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since their children have been grouped for counting’ purposes undér
“emdtional disturbance,” the treatment strategies have been primarily
psychological ini character. As a result, the child’s needs are assessed by
a_ psychologist or-psychiatrist who anticipates a dynamic treatment;
thus they become ientitied with the concepts and fanguage of dynamic
psychology, which may not fead to the kind of treatment they really
neel.

The str('n.gth of the assumption of heterogeneity will undoubt-
cdly be seen in court casc;/n the next decade. For instance, a suit is
currently being brought against a local school district-by the Michigan
Association for Retarded Citizens. This class:action alleges that the
defendant “eas fajled to provide institutionalized special educatio
because the education provided has been directed toward chronologi-

. cal groups rather than toward students’ individual needs, Obviously,
the measurement community cannot be driven by an assumption that
views childrea and youth who are handicapped as homogencous. The
data collcctt*?i'oxl a child’s condition or needs cannot be restricted: by
a priors decisions about the categoryin which the child might be placed
or about the treatment possibilities that exist. ’

- )

- conclusion
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act repgesents a
. significant ‘challenge arid opportunigy for the measurement commu-
nity. Rather than calling for improvements' in measurement, techpol-
* ogy. the major. issues in inplementing the act relate to me¢asurement
~ practice and personnel training. However, theé technical skills of maea-
surement pvrsonncl will be on display as a result of Public Law 94-142;
the measurement strat.cgic}\z\h(‘y employ will have to respond to the
assurhption on which the act is based - that children are heterogenepus.
'l‘l}at kind of response will require thoughtful, (‘ompctcm'profcssionals.
Thus, the,new direction in measurement may be a movement toward
the massive upgrading of our capatity to utilize existing technolggy. *

-

. _ . Garry L. McDantels is direcfor, Division of
) Innovation and:Development, Bureau of ..
¢ . _Education for the Handicapped,
¢ ' _ ' . U.S. Office of Education.




New instruments, increased research funding, and
.~ better w:lof taking account of d;[fqrenccs in o

: . environmen® are necessary if we are'to identify  ~.
. ‘ * and serve the educional needs of the gifted
' and talented in our socwty
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| measurement issues in
prOgrams for gifted students

R |

[

(_ o 1ames j: gallagher

The future shape of education for gifted and talented cliildren in the
'United Stdtes depends on a number of factors: the ability of educators -
to conceptualize the special needs of and program adaptanons for these
children; the ability to demonstrate and evaluate meaningful progress -
in special programs for the gifted; developments in the rest of the edu-
cational system (desegregation, accountability, and so on); and the’
attitude of the general public about the desirability and lmportance of
special educhition for the gifted. In this chapter, I shall examine some
eritical measurement issues that mﬂuencc the future course of such.
education efforts. o A
What individual communities and American society as a wholc
decide to do about providing special educational experiences for gifted
. childten probaply depends more on sqq?t alattitudes apd values than
on educational innovations. Gallagh 763 identified four broad
forces that are alive in our socncty and that have influenced such acnon
in the past e
¢ ' 1. Egalitarianism. There is a strong belicf in the necd to give all
/ citizens cqual treatment and cqual opportunity and a‘urclatcd determi- .
nation that there be no “special privileges for special people.” Such
nttitudca, narrowlx applicd can hinder special provnsionu for gxftcd

» Nnvlh‘nm‘om r Tests! d Measurerhent, 1, 1979 W . 9
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* children, especially since “equal education” often getstranslated into

R J

“identical education.”

2. Umiversal Education. The commitment of the United States
to full education for all children through high school has kept many
children of limited Qbility in school. That situation has created a range
of talents and achiedement at junior and senior high schod§ ages that is
difficult to manage within a single classroom. Much of the ptessure for
special provisions for the gifted is a recognition of such extraordinary

stuw:ity and the problems it creates for the conscientious
teac . )

" Decentralization of Educational Decision Making. When cach
scparate school district makes its own major educational decisions, the
need for special education for the gifted does not seem as pressing as
other, more immediate needs. There is greater opportunity for taking
a longer-range societal view at the staje and federal levels. The program
stimulus for the gifted oftén comes from thpse levels of government.

4. Sense of Societal Confidence. As long as there is overconfi-
dence in the ability of the United States to conquer any ok stagle or solve
any problem as it arises, then the pressure to provide qéxi;al educa-
tional help for the talented is quite low. When some of that overconfi-
dence is lost, then there is incréased pressure to build programs thgt
would enhance the education qfthc most talgnted students in the soci-
ety (and thus enhanceour overall ability to meet and overcome crises).

Gifted education has profited, ironically, from World War 11,
the Sputnik crisis, and the current problems of energy, population pol-
lution, and international conflict. Recognition of the social forces that

-~ influence oy détermine-our educational policies is the first step toward

.
.
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.

understanding the otherwise curious reluctance of the society to do

more for the gifted student. _ Ty

*

v

gifted education in America’ _

*»

v, +% In the long- history of “Western man, we have honored many

»
"

h .'1 A

sgifted individuals whe provided us with hew perceptions of humanity

and of our environment..Plato, Mendel, Copernicus, Freud, Darwin,

~Curie, Shakbsl)catg..Brgpte. and Piaget hrave cach Shown us a different
- portrait of ourselvéaand our world. Those changing portraits, in turn, -

- - have resulied. in tfajor transformations both in our society and in civili-

- ’“.
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zatiom.” Arid. although we often do not recognize them, beiow this level
ol genius are layérs of ather gifted and talented individuals who have
made significant, although less gocicty-shaking, contributions. The sci- -

*entific. discoveries, the creative writing; the art, and the music that this

- o sgeond echelon of gifted indiv‘id-ualn has produced ltave also played a

majoi role in .changing; the total fakyic of oyr civilization.
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Ignoring the education of these gifted and talented individuals
cheats both them and the larger society of their true potential. Yet we
hesitate when cousidering special ‘education provisions for gifted and
talented children, and we listen to counsel suggesting that the gifted
will make their cantributipns without any special educational aid or
help. A strong case can be made for the presence of a love-hate rela-
tionship between giftedness or talent and American society. On the
one hand, we revere the gifted individual who has risen from a humble
background. We are proud to live in a socicty where talent can triumph
over environment or family status. But on the other hand, since our

.origips came»from battling an aristocratic clite, we are suspicious of
attempts to subvert our commitment to cgalitarianism. We do not want
a new elite to develop; as a result, we waver in our attitudes. We design

our elementary and sc(ondary programs for gifted students in ways
that can be defended by. cauticus administrators as giving no special
favors and not @pping the scdles in favor of the socictally powerful or
specially endowed (Gardner,*1961). .

Kurt Vonnegut, Jr. (1950, p. 7) has carried one of the-common
feelings about the gifted in our socioty to a logical conclusion in his

.short story, Harrison. Bergeron, which is set in some future society: .

The year. was 20@]1, :fnd cvcryb‘ody was finally equal. They
Weren't gnly ¢qual before God and the law, they were'equal in
every which way. Nobody was smarter than anybody. No one
was bctt(‘r looking than anybody else. ,
The reason for this _cnfo'rccd equality was that people who were
outstanding in various ways were given handicaps to equalize the soci-
cty. There was a government agency, headed by the Handicapper
General, whose Job it was to enforce such equality. Those citizens who
could:-dance well had to wear sandbags on their feet; those who were
strikingly good looking had to wear masks so as not to embarrass those
.who were-not. And what dboul\thosc with high intellectual ability?

.

N :
George, while his mtclhgcncc was way above normal, had a litelé "
‘mental handicap radioyin his ear. He was rcqulrcd by law ‘to

~ wear it-at all times. It.v{y twenty seconds or so, the transmitter
would send out some noise to keep p&ple like George from takt
ing unfair advantage of their brains. -

‘The essentially destructive approach to “equality” satirized by Vonnegut
influences our feclings about the gifted until we reach higher educa-
tion, when a niiraculous transformation takes placc

. The Umtcd States has created the nrost complex and cxtensive

<
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higher education and professional school establishment in the world.
.We may not think of the curricular offerings pf the Stanford Medical  *
School or the Harvard Law School as programs fex gifted students, but
we know that they are; and no apolbgies are made for the fact that only
the “best” students are allowed to attend. After all, some of us may
need a good lawyer from time to time, others may need an excellent
surgeon, and others would like sq(mc,good advicé from a competent

psychiatrist.
. ] .
. current status : L
' he history of support for programs for exceptional children in .

the U, Qffice of Education gives us sgle insight into the cultura)
problems of the gifted aftfl.the talented i& sqciety. The federal gov- =~ .
erninent will provide over $900 million in fiscal year 19790 improve
the education of school-aged handicapped children.. These dollars are
certainly néeded; in fact, they do not provide all that handicapped -
children.need inthe way of special education services. But during that
same year, the federal government will provide only slightly over $3
million for gifted and talented children. In short, for every dollar spent’
on a gifted child for special education, $100 is spent on a handicapped. ©,
e  child. : . S : - - o
Is this the appropriate rate of expenditure for exceptional chil-
¢ dren in our society? Probably not. It is representative, however, of the
political realities that attend omr present’system- of crisis decision mak-
ing in government, Gifted children suffer because they are a “cool,” oz
long-range, problem. Budget and legislative decisions are made not on
. the basis pf what might be of ultimate benefit.to society but on what is’
the greatest immediate crisis ‘or what represents the largest political - .
pressure. Gifted  children may be our best long-range investment in
cducation, but they do not create problems of immediate significance; '
t:  nor have they hadya vocal constituency capable of extracting attention
and dollars from publig policy makers. - 2
Mitehell and Erickson (1978,.p. 13) report fror a national sur-
. veyon current policies, resources, and servicesthat the national picture
of educational programs for gifted and talented children in 1976-77is
slightly bettér than it was in 1971-72: More gifted and talented stu-
dents are ‘being identified ind served; more states fiave statutes and
policy documents concerning their education; more money is being
« allocated to edycatiopal programs for these special childrén; more per-
sonnel are being assigned to work in this area; and more training iay
. available. “They concluded, "however, that, “Despite the fact [that]
there is /'more of everything’ now than there was in 1972, . . . the

~
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United States still falls far shormf meeting the educational neéds of
this special segment of its population,*They also concluded that fed-
eral entrance intd the issue of educhting the gifted and talented did
have one important effect; though modest in its fiscal efforts, the gov-
ernment modified and éxtended the generally accepted definition of
the gifted child. . : '

who are the gifted?

Each culture tends to define gjftedness in its own image; the
definition not only fixes the role of the gifted individual in a certain
" culture, but it tells us something abéut the culture itself as well. What
f would be called gifted in a primitive society may be very different from
what we would honor in our advanced technological society. Some"cul-
tures, such as that of ancient Greece, honored the orator, while' Rome
valued the engineer and soldier, and so on. What does the current def-
. "+ inition tell us about our own‘cultqfe? According to M'arl.a,r‘ld- (1978,
p-'10): : C : P *

Gifted and talented childrén are those idenified by profession-
ally qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities are
capable of high performdnce. These gre children who require
* differentiated educational pro s and services beyond thosc'
normally provided by the regugltg‘nprogram in order to realize
their contribution tp se§f and society.- ) ‘

1]

* Children capable of high performance include those with dem-
gnstrated ‘achievement and/or, potential ability jn any of the
- following areas: - - ' '
1. General intellectual ability *
2. Specific:academic aptitude
, 3. Creative or productive thinking
- 4. Leadership ability
\ * by Visual and performing arts
/ 6. Psychomotor ability . -

Such & defipition is a noble attempt to broaden the idea of giftedness -
beyond verbal facility, but it cannot become operational without ade-
quate measuting instruments and more sophisticated theory.

) .  measurement influences
After six decades of trying to measure individuals' characteris-
tics, we are now engaged in an attempt to undeistand avid predict those

Q E ) . . ; /?i
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individuals’ futyre behaviors and ‘performances. "This attempt has
worked reasonably well in the areas of achievement and cognitive devel-
opment, but it has worked less well in such areas as creativity and}ead- .
" ership. Predictions of creativity and leadership depend, in large mea- * -
sure, on the nature of the specific environment ir®hich an individual
is behaving, as well as on the characteristics of that individual."Thus,
individual X may be a potential leader in environments 7, 13, and 22
but not in 5, 8, or 9. This interactive approach to measuring leadership
and creativity lacks the decisive ring of saying that someone is a “born
leader,” but it is pr\l:ably' more accurate in the long run (Arnold, ,

19773 Stoggill, 1974). ,

' Cultural Differknces. A special problem is encountered in iden-
tifying gifted mingrity group children who have grown up under differ-
cnt*ultural«circunﬁstances than have those children assessed by stan-
dard 1Q measurements. There have been three general approacrnes to
this problem.to date. Th@iffirst of. these can be called a statistical adjust-
ment. Mercer (1978). h: developed a technique known as the System
of Multicultyral Pluralftic Assessments (SOMPA). This system makes
statistical adjustments for students' actual 1Q scores based on the pres-
ence or absénce of. optimum assessment conditions. According® to
Mercer, optimum conditions are present if all students: (1) have had
similar opportuaities for learhing the materials and acquiring the skills-

~ coveredin the test; (2) have been similarly motivated by the significant
other persons in their lives to learn this material and to acquire these ] L 4
skills; (3) have had similar experience with taking tests; (4) have no
emotional disturbances or anxieties interfering with test performarce;
and (5) have no sensory-motor disabilitics interfering\with prior learn-

. ing or with their ability te respond in this test situation. Mercer believes
that when these factors are held constant the pluralistic model assumes
that the individual who has learned the most probably has the greatest
learning potential. Use of this technique has been successful in identjfy-
ing gifted and talented minority group children who otherwise might
not have been located. - _ _

A second major“approach to identifying gifted rhinority chil-
dren is to try to assess with measuring instruments the characteristics in . )
those domains that the cultural subgroup. puts particular stress.on. In
this way, one can identify the special talents in different ethnic groups.

L Forlinstance, Bernal (1974) suggests such a test for young Chicano chil-

dren based on Piagetian concepts and including the Cartoon Conserva- .

tion Scale developed by DeAvila and Havassy (1975). In anotherexam-

ple. Mecker (1978) reparts the work of Evelyn Hahn of the Burcau of

Indian Affairs in identifying gifted Navajo students. By uswg Struc-

ture of Intellect tests that are heavily weighted to Jigural ratherthan to
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semantic are}ls. Hahn was able to find gifted Indian children. The
Navajo children tested had particularly high scores for auditory mem-
ory,”but they scored low on classification skills in thé figural' dimension.
Navajo is a sparse language with a minimum of words for classifica-

. tion, and it is learned largely through the auditory sense. Thus, this
type of identification provides a basis for understanding-cultural dif-
. ferences as well as for plotting some clear curriculum objectives for
Navajo children. '

Torrance (1976) reports two types of special tests designed to
identify giftedness in black populations. These tests are “sounds and
images,” and “thinking creatively with action and movement.”*In'the
“sounds and images” test, children are asked to describe images sug-
gested by a series of sound effects. Test results indicate that black and
white children have equally rich imagery storehouses. However, in the
second kind of test, “thinking creatively with action and movement,”

Torrance found that black children responded to problems with action
* and movement while whiteychildren tended to respond verbally, telling

rather thanacting out wh:}\h‘ey would do. This test allowed Torrance

and his coworkers to use the'specially déveloped talents of the black
subgroup to help identify its gifted and talented memibers.

The third major technique that has been used to identify gi_f}x
minority children combines tests, rating scales, and peer and adult
nominations. This approach is.presented in a systematic form by Bald-
win (1978). She uses eleven different assessment instruments, ranging
, from standard intelligence tests to peer nominations;' to develop a com-

posite score for an individual. The use of multiple measures enables
her to find the gifted and talented students within minority groups
“withiout unduly penalizing students for poor performance on any one
of the instruments. - -

- The identification of gifted and talented students within minor-

ity groups has progressed much more rapidly than has the development
of clear and distinctive curriculum adjustments for therh. Although
some suggegtions have been made (Gallagher and Kinney; 1974), the -
field still lacks definitive staterpents regarding important .distinctive
curriculump adaptations for these youngsters (Baldwin, 1978).
Creativity. Great interest in creativity was spawned by the the-

oretical work of Guilford (1950, 1967) and spurred by the imaginative
. application of that work by Getzels and Jackson (1962) and by Torrance
(1965). This inovement created a blizzard of new measuring instru-
ments of dubious validity and reliability. Such simple instruments, of
course, did not measure creativity, which is a complex process that
canriot be viewed-apart from the subject and the environment. How-
_ever, they did measure gome characteristics of intellectuat fluency and
1
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flexibility, wﬂ may be more matters of cognitive style than separate
- intellectual operations. They miss the essence of the complex process of -
creativity as noted in the study of the creative person (Barron, 1969).

school adaptations ,

The two major objectives of special education for gifted stu-
dents have generally been agreed upon (see Gallagher, 1945):'(1) they -
should master the structure of the knowledge disciplines and under-

. stand the basic principles at the heart of their subject matter. They
should learn systems of knowledge rather than simple facts and assgcia-
tions. (2) They should learn the heuristic skills of problem solving, crea-
tivity, scientific method, and so on, so tha they will become more
~%+ ©  autonomous Jearners and not be constrained y the limits of individual
a» teachers. A number of adaptations have accompanied efforts fo meet
" these long-range goals. .

Content. During the early 1960s, a brief but exciting marriage
between scholars and educators -attempted to produce a systematic
reorganization of knowledge in mathematics, physical science, and the
social sciences: (Bruner, 1960; Goodlad, .1964). Programs-.that were
developed during this period empbhasized the basic structure of a disci- °
pline; stressed the importance of having the student behave as a physi-
cist, a historian, or whatever, and encouraged the introduction of com-
Plex ideas as early as possible in the school program, These are all

-, “educational goals that' fit the needs of gifted childrerr very well. This
marriage disintegrated in the late 1960s when the Vietnam war and
desegregation took over as#najor emphases for schools and scholars.
However, It pointed the way toward a new liaison that can aid the clear
spresentation of impottant ideas to gifted and talented students. ’

" Examp™s of how such synthesis of important ideas can,b§ accom-
plished, as well as verification of the viability of the approach, haye
been presented by two television series produced by the BBC: Kenneth

- Glark’s Civlisation (1970) and Bronowski's Ascent of Man (1973). Each

- series tried to take central ideas and major insights and build a set of , .
illustrative exarnples, conceptual linkages, and consequences around i
them. A few brief quotesfrom the Bronowski series will illustrate major -
ideas that are well within the grasp of the gifted and talented from pre-
adolescence enward. * !

War, organized war, is’not a hu_ma; instinct, It is a highly h
planned and cooperative theft. And that form of theft began
ten thousand years ago when thie harvesters of wheat accumu-
lated a surplus ant the noamds rose out of the desert to rob

.them of what they themselves camld not provide (p. 88)."

:  an N (),»'
ERIC U S

ded by ERIC
- B
A




- —
The different cult 1ave used fire for the same purposes: to
keep warm, te drive off predators and clear woodlanap and to
make sxmplc transformations of everyday life, to cook, to dry

- and harden wood, to hedt and split stones. But, of course )hc
great transformation that helped us make our givilisation goes
deeper: it is the use of fire to disclose a wholly new class of mate-

" rials, the metals (p. 124).

. 1

Easter Island is over a thousand miles from the nearest inhab-
ited island. . . . Distances like that cannot be navigated unless
you have a model of the heavens and of star positions by which
to find your way. People often ask about Easter Island, how did
men come here? T'hey came here by accident: that is.not the
question. The question is why could they nét get off? And, they
could not get off -because they did not have a sense of the.move-
ment of the stars by which to findﬁ;their way (p. 192).

The horse and the rider have many anatomical features<in com-

mon. But it is the human creature whq rides the horse, and not -

the other way abgut. There is no wiring inside the bram that
*" makes us horse riders. Riding a horse is a comparatively recent
invention — less thap, five thousand years old. And yet lt has had
an immense influence, for instance, on our social structure.
Plasticity of human behavior makes that possible. That is what
chadracterizes\as in our social ingtitutions, of course, and above
* all, in our books, because they are the permanent products of

“the total interest of the human mind (p. 412) ' ~

u,

Such ideas can Be the bask of an exciting cumgulum if scholars’and
teachers renew their joint efforts and interests. v

Shills. The earlier noted agventures in search of creativity and
the creative process have focused attention.on.the thinking process and
generated some uséful instructional programs and materials (Feldhusen
and Treffinger, 1977; Torrance gnd Myers, 1970).

»Learmung Enuironment. Several innovative administrative devices
have been adqpted in education for gifted.students, such as special
schools, magnet schools, resoyrce rooms, mientogs, and tutorial pro- *
grams; they are all designed to ¢reate an envirgnment conducive to -
achlcvmg the two major objectives of such special education. But eval- .
uating éducational programs for the gifted has been difficult without
appropriate measuring instruments, since standard achievement#ests
leave much to be desired in this regard (chzulh, 1976): Since multiple-
choice achievement tests must ‘be constructed such that they allow most

of the students to reSpond to each item, thére is no room pn the test for

. {)/
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the kind of knowledge that only the gifted child might learn or under-
stand. - o ' . - -
U ~ Consequently, despite the high scores that gifted students obtgin
- on stapdard norm-referenced achievement tests, one still may overlook -

their real capabilities. For example, standard achievement tests in his-
tory stress much factugl knowledge and some reasoning ability. Such -
tests may indicate whether or not a youngster has necessary informa-
tion regarding the American Revolution or the U.S. Constitution, but
they are unlikely to demonstrate the gifted: child’s understanding of
. revolution as a generic congept and his or her ability to apply that
knowledge to a wide variety of circumstances. Educators would not be
8 able to discern from multiple-choice testing of simple conicepts in astron-
omy or physics or from science achievement tests that a youngster hasa *
grasp of Einstein’s theory of’relativity. It would be couy rproductive
« to place sophisticated items like this on a standard tiple-choice -
achievement test; the vast majority of students would miss them totally,
which would create problems in test %\s[ruc[ion and in norming. e

conclusion . - .

If there were no interest in doing something special or unique
fo@ftcd students, there would be no need to think about better or dif-
ferent 'measuring ipstruments. But if we were correct in ous original
assumption that crisis heightens our appreciation of gifted students ¢
and their needs, then we probably can be confident, looking at our _
immediate future, that the need for special programs (and thus for.
special instruments) will be recognized. ' - e

We must discard standard instruments designed for average .

. students and develop instruments for special populations and unique
educational,objectives; a’ very special and ifique ‘type ofucriterion-

= referenced test is needed — one that is designed to measure maximum
rather than minimum competence, In addition, a new set of instru-
“ments would allow us to integrate knowledge qf the individual with the
classification of common envirg&nmcmal settings and conditions. This
~would help us to properly identify students for leadership and creativ-
ity programs and to find hidden talent in minority groups (Baldwin,
"Gear, and Lycito, '1978). '

» . The chronic absence of research and training money for evalu-
ating and teaching gifted children has led to a disastrous lack of inter- _
est on the part of universities in this topic. The crass financial truth is
that training programs with few enrollees, such as education for the
gifted, cannot pay for thcmsclveA d must have external support if
universities are té become involved. And since most itnovative ideas in
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education still come exthcr from universities or from the rescarch com-
.+ munity, some dcgrcc of incentive must be provxdcd if we are to sce dra-’
matic innovation,in programs for gifted children in the near future.
* Moreover, there is a lack of any deliberate policy to encourage the
devclopmcnt of ncw,,mstrumcnts for special purposes. Instruent devel-
" opment is not considered an approprigte use of limited researeh dol-
o lars. Unfortunately, research cannot compete politically with service
for scarce funds. Service programs provide direct benéfits to their con-
_ stituents and create instant politicdl rewards, but’research may not
L have mieasireable impact until several gohcratxons of polmcxans have
passed by. One solution that has become more and more’ popular .
‘among scientists concerned- with public support lias been proposing
that a fixed percentage of service funds be set aside for research and
development. In this way, rescatch and developthent actiyjties would,
. become political beneficiaries of pressures for increased service. As
. Galldghcr(1975 p. 26) says; '

[}

' . ‘e

One alternatwc to current opcratxons would link pnpnty pro-

ditures. For example, educational rescarch and developh\ent'
could be tied to educational cxpcndlturcs and receive five pgr-
cent of the jgeal, whatever that total id. The more nfoncy spent
o . on'educationtl services? the more money would go to research
and at a percentage level shown to be effective in fields such as
agriculture and health. This would climinate the tcmptatlon
‘ for budget ctters looking for lost dollars to attack a program
~  whose nature makes it more defenscless than programs with
\.' strong emotional support, such as programs for services to the

A ’ : handicapped.

. . ‘ . .
ther observers of the federal scene have proposed: similar schemes.
C, or examiple, Challoner (1974) has suggested.the formation of a bio-
. medical rescarch trust fund that would be tied to the gross revenues of -
.. the health industry or Perhdps to a percentage of health insurance pre-
miums. And Krathwohl (1977 has suggested that a fixed percentage of
. . the federal education allocation go to cduqﬁ\tlonal tesearch and devel-
. opment. Unless some such systern-wide strategy is adopted that will
’ allow long-range goals of great merit, such as the education of gifted’
studeints or the dxscovcry ‘and development of new ideas in mcaau;&
C. ment to be supportcd or wnderwritten, we must continue to livd with
“ * :the less than optimum level of suppolt that now exists.
' We in education seem to support the philosophy that new mca-
suring instruments appear as if by magic — perhaps thrgugh a firm tap
. e
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grams to some sliding sgale related to general education expen- -
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by a fairy godmother. Maybe. federal agencies are afrdid they will ‘be
attacked for trying to subtly influence the curriculum frpm a national
stahdpoint. Whatever the reason, education for the gifted and talented
has suffered substantially from having to put on asuit of measurement
clothes that neither fitg its needs nor méasures its intellectual breadth.
Obviously, the pitifal sun dasignated in the federal budget for educat-

ing the gifted'and talented is not sufficient for research, training, or .

Instrument development.\We may havg to rely on private sources, such
ns, for the stdtesmanship and the foresight needed to sup-
P W measurementtAnd program innovations. Science flies on the
. _(;‘ﬂings of Ats measuring -instruments; ‘'until we, as a nation, recognize
" and.act on that-fundamental concept, our vision of what is possible for
the gifted sjudent will be limited by our owp inadequate instruments.
The prevailing viewpoint of those whe su‘pport special programs for thé
'éifted i8 $immed up in a quote from Arnold Toynbee (1968, p. 24);

*  The-creator has withheld from man the shark'’s teeth, the bird’s
. wings, the elephant’s trunk, and the hound’s or h\orse‘s,'racing
feet. The creative power pla’pted in a minority of mankind has
t6 do duty for all the marvelous physicalgssets thatare built into
every specimen of man'’s nonhuman fell@w creati¥es. If sdtiety
fails to make the most of this one human asset, or if, worse still,
it perversely sets itself to stifle it, man is throwing away his birth-
right of being the lord of creation and is ¢condemning himself to
be, instead, the least effective’species on the face of this'planet
. T4 1
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.- Increased unierstanding of the complexities of
o “. . -bilingual education s yielding better tests
. . h ‘ and more effective use of tests results., -

-~

- testing and -
S bilingual education

maria medina swanson-. -

Millions of students in the United State come from homes in which a
. language other than English is spoken. A growing awareness of their
special ‘problcms has led to the enactment. of numerous federal and
state laws affecting the education of such stiidents. The impact of these -
changing educational pblicies on instructional programs, as wells on = “
educational and psychological measurement, is being felt across the
country. Yet the need to properly identify and diagnose the specific
linguistic and educational needs of these non-English-speaking stu-
+ dents in order to provide meaningful educational experiénces for them
while they are learning English remains a crucial issue for those
involved in bilingual educhtion. |
Throughout the history of the United, States, there have always
been students for whom English is a second ;kne'uagc. And throughout * -
that time, except for a period beginning in the late 1890s and ending '
in the mid-1960s, many of these students have been able to enroll in
schools that offer instruction both in their native language and in .
English (Leibowitz, 1978). “An estimated one million children
attended bilingual programs in public schools during the nineteenth
century, not to mention the continuing tradition whieh started even
earlier in vectarian schools’’ (Zirkel, 1978, p. 48). Such programs were

@  New Directions for Tusting and Measuvement, 1, 1979 .,‘} { ) - 23
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) availablm for cxamp]c in Spamsh

ublic schools in New Mex-
ico, French-English schools in Louisiana, and German- English schools

*. in several ntidwestern and:northeastern states.

Toward the latter part of the nineteenth century, however, due
to a combination of circumgtances (none of which had anything to do
with educational needs)— creasing immigration, rthglous and ethnic
predudice, and nationalism — a wave of laws prohibiting jnstruction in

- any language other than English in public and even private schobls

spread from-state to state. This-attitude was compounded by our
involvement in World War ; uring thosé.years, we pushed the xeno-

_phobic panic button.dt' was absolutely verboten to spcak German, and

speaking any other language was considered suspiciously un-Ameri-
can. Some states went sq far as to levy a fine against anyone overheard
speaking German in a public place. Other states tried to ban foreign
language instruction altogether. The effects of this hypcrnatlonahsm
were far-reaching: by 1923, thirty-four states had statutes requiring
Enghsh to be the only medium of instruction in public ‘schools. Its
impact lasted well into thc sixties, though we still can see some vestiges
of it today.

In the sixties, .our country finally bcgan to awaken. The Civil
Rights Act of 1964 made us more aware than ever before of racial and
ethnic minority groups and their nceds, the many deprivations and

. injustices they suffered, and their emgrging political strength. The 1960
‘census revealed a-phenomenal growth among the Mexican-American

population in the Southwest, which by then accounted for 12 percent
of the total combined population of Texas, California, Colorado,
Arizona, and New Mexico. In New York and other northeastern states,

the influx of Puerto Ricans and wther Hispanic immigrants was also -
cause for concern. Federal and statg governments began to respond to

this growmg ‘constituency: the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission studied cmploymcnt patterns, the Civil Rights Commission
examined legal rights, Congress suspended Englishi literacy require-
ments for voting, and a number of states looked inta.educational issues
affecting the different minority groups. ‘

Linguistic minorities began to speak out as well. They were
understandably dissatisfied with the failure of the educational system
to meet the needs of their children. In far too many instances, schools
would automatically place students with limited English proficiency in
classes two or three grades below thelr age group. hoping to make it
casier for them to catch on to English. The results were usually more
damaging than beneficial. In other cases, such students were placed
with low-ability groups at the clementary level and/or channeled into

vocational programs in )unior and senior high schools. In addition,

*
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unwilling to%4ccept the idea that in order to succeed they must give up
their cultural and linguistic traditions, ethnic communities throughout

y the U.S. began demanding the kind of ifistruction that was responsive
to their needs— bilingual gducation. Their rationale was simple and
straightforward: build upon children’s strengths by teaching them in
their languages while they learn English. And they had the special
ingcn%of knowing that such programs were indeed feasible: the suc-
cessful bilingual program implemented in 1963 at theiCoral Way School
for Cuban refugees in Dade County, Florida, had served as a model for
a few innovative schools in.the Southwest and had helped popularize
the concept of bilingual education among ethnic communities.

* The educational community also became involved. in the quest.

For example, in 1966, the National Education Association sponsored a *
conference on the education of Spanish-speaking children and in its
report strongly recommended bilingual instruction. Other groups '
reached similar conclusions ar'd recommended involving the federal
government. Thus, the road was paved for the Bilingual Education Act. -

Title VII: the bilingual education act

In 1968, Congress took positive steps to help children who could
not understand instruction in English. Title VII (the Bilingual Educa-
tion Act) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (cited in
Schneider, 1976, p. 172) included this declaration of policy:

‘ In recognition of the special cducatw@cds of the large num-
bers of children of limited English-speaking abilty in the United

States, Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United

States to provide financial assistance to local educational agen-

cies to develop and carry out new and imaginative clementary

and secondary school programs designed to meet these special

cducational needs. For the purposes of this Title, “children of

- limited English-speaking ability” means children who come

from environments where the dominant language § other than

' i English. -

At last,?hc “sink or swim™ approach’ which had contributed to a high
dropout rate among Hispanics and students from other linguistic
minorities, was recognized ds ineffective and the English only policy
> wasoverruled. This was truly landmark legislation. In order to provide
“new and imaginative” programs, it authorized such activitics as: .
(1) bilingual education programs; (2) programs designed to teach stu-
dents about the history and culture associated with their languages;
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(3) cfforts to establish closer cooperation bcchcn school and home
(4) early childhood education programs; (5) adult educatio programs
(for parents’ of students); (6) programs for dropouts or Yotent’
drapouts in need of bilingual instruction; and (7) programs ct cted
by a‘redltcd trade, vocational, or technical schools. . # -
Shortcomings. Title VII also authorizeg. planning grants,
rescarch grants, and pilot projects to test the plans as well as the devel-
opment and dissemination of the bilingual instructional material. And
funds were made available for preservice and inservice training of a
variety of instructional and ancillary personnel (Schneider, 1976). Ahe
act, however, had a few shortcomings. Most noticeable among them
was the 2bsence of  a definition of bnlmgual education. This was

remedied in the manual published by the Office of Education (U.S.
Office of Education, 1971)»

Bilinguai Education is the use of two languagcs ane of which is

Enghsh as mediums of instruction for the same pupil popula-

tion in a well- -organized program which encompasses part or all

f the curriculum and includes the study of the history and cul-
tuxe assocnated with the mother tongue. A complete program
develops and maintains the children’s self:esteem and a legiti-
mate pride in both cultures.
)

Another shortcoming was the “poverty clause” requiring that
participating students be from families that earned less than $3.000
. annually or were on welfare. This limitatiop was removed in amend-
ments made in 1972, But what was actually the greatest drawback of
all was the general lack of experience of all personnel involved in
implementing the Bilingual Education Act and the scarcity 6f outside
experts to provide the necessary technical assistance. In order to imple-
ment the kinds of prograns called for in the act’s guidelines, personnel
would have to' be able to conduct linguistic and educational needs
assessments, population studies, and”community surveys; design and
plan programs, including long-range goals and five-year program
objectives; design instructional camponents with process and product

objectives in first and second languages, content areas, and culture .
and heritage (including procedures for evaluation, data collection,

‘analysis, and reporting); acquire, adapt, and develop instructional
materials for student usc as well as training materials for staff develop-
ment; design and conduct a staff development program for teachers,
paraprofessionals, and support personnel; conduct a program evalua-
tion outlining behaviors to be measured, instruments to be used,
methods of data collection, and methods of analysis; and involve
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parents and community in school activities.and advisory councils and
design adult programs for them. In addition, these personnel would be
_responsible f8r teaching students, grading papers, and supervising the
lunchroom. - e '

. It is not gurprising, then, that in 1970 when the Office of Edu-
cation cothmissioned the Rand Corporation to conduct a stydy of sev-
eral of its programs, the findings shov?éq that bilingual programs were
the hardest to implement. “Title VII began with the fewest available
resources and the least developed program strategy” of: any ¢f the pro-
grams, the study added (Andersson and Boyer, 1978, p. 40). The
implementation problems were attributed to inadequate materials,

unrealistic goals, impossible schedulés, and an overburdened staff.

Although the study's authors acknowledged that the relative newness - |

of bilingual education may have been primarily to blame (the study
was made only one year after the start of the bilingual program), they,
also observed 't,_hat.tyl':t}‘ehangcs attempted by some projects may have
been too ambitious. Lack of experience may have accounted for a slow
and rather painful beginning; nevertheless, the dedication and enthu-
siasm of the professionals committed to the philosophy of bilingual
education resulted in continuous efforts to improve all aspects of the
program.’ : '
By 1978, third- and fourth-year bilingual education programs
showed substantial progress in program design and instruction; selec-
tion and development of materials, teacher training, and community
national projects had been established to provide services for bilingual’
instructional programs. For example, the Materials Acquisition Proj-
ect identified and evaluated published materials for bilingual instruc-
tion, and the Dissemination Center for Bilingual Bgultural Education -
(DCBBE) published-and dissibuted selected project-dcv_clopcd mate-
rials; in this way, some of the initial demands of individual projects for
development of materials were met. Progress had also been made in
identifying achicvement, language dominance, and language profi-
ciency tests that could be used in bilingual programs. Many of these
tests had been developed specifically for bilingual students. An anno-
tated bibliography listing seventy-nine project-developed instruments
available from noncommercial sources was published by, the DCBBE
(Dissemination Center for Bilingual Bicultural Education, 1975)..
Assessing Students’ Eligibility. The years betweon 1968 and
1974 made up an imgortant learning period for bilingua educators.
The method of identitying students eligible to participate in bilingual
programs went througg a series of developinental stages. At first it was
not uncommon to find students being diagnosed as limited English-
speaking and thus needing bilingual (}ducation simply on the basis of
-~ .
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their surnames. In other cases, such placement was based on nothing

more than teachérs’ opinions about students’ language dominance as

indicat¢d by.their classroom performance‘in English. Dissatisfaction

with these assessment pracedures led to the use of a combined approach

consisting of (1) a questionnaire designed to determine which language

students used at home, with their peers, on the playground, and so on; .
(2) a language dominance test (an oral interview) during which stu-

dents were asked to answer guestions or to tell stories about pictures or

. objects in both their native language and English (6r they might be

askegd specific’ questions about their homes, families, and schools, or

otherwise engaged in conversation in both languages); (3)‘input fron}

teachers; and (#) direct observation of students by the evaluators.

. Althoygh the combined approach’ generally. resulted in ade- .
quate determinations of language dominance, educators eventually
realized that language dominance and language proficiency were two
different things and that, although language dominance determinedha
student’s need for’ bilingual instruetion, it told very little about the
degree of that student’s proficiency in either language. For instance, a
third grade student transferring to the school after completing the first
and second grades in Puerto Rico is obviously much more proficient in
Spanish than is a third grade student whose Puerto Rican Darents
. speak Spanish at home but who has struggled thr‘?ug(h the first and
second grades using English in the United States. Both students are
Spanish-dominant and both have limited English language proficiency;
however, the first has a relatively rich and extensive vocabulary and
' can read and write in Spanish, whercas thq second, although well-
versed in-conversational Spanish centering opn family and neighbor-
hood topics, has had far less linguistic experience than has the first,
Thus, teachers soon learned that a class of thirty-five Spanish-dominant
students could vety well mean a class with anywhere from one to thirty-
five different levels of proficiency in Spanish and just as many different
levels of proficiency in English, resulting in Excedrin Headache Num-
ber 70 for the teacher. Curriculum planning, materials selection and
adaptation, and instructional approaches and techniques had to take
thesg individual differeces into account. Qualified teachers had to be
able to not only teach content areas in two languages but be masters in
individualization, small-group instruction, materials adaptation, diag-
nostic procedures; and above all else, they must be warm, sensitive,
perceptive, and flexible. ' N :

* Standardized Testing. The complexities that diverse levels of
language proficiency brought to the classroom were compounded in
the area of standardized testing. The needd develop instruments in
the langpage of the students proved to be a very complicated under-

Loy .
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taking. Translating existing English language tests proved unsatisfac-
tory because pegple of.different ethnic and linguistic backgrounds: do
not think in the same way, structure thoughts in the same manner, or
learn cqulvalcnt words and concepts in the same order. A word or con-

“cept that is common and therefore considered easy among English-

speaking children may not be at.all common or even exfst in the same
form in another language. One example of this problem is the English
word pet (DeAvila and Havassy, 1978). There is no such word in Span-

ish. The usual translation is ansmal domestico or mascotapdepending

on the meaning. Both of these concepts are conslderably more compli:
cated than the English pet. .
Obviously, special tests had to be developed for these students.
Psychofogists, consultants, evaluators, teachers, project dirgctors, coun-
selors —anyone who had a good idea —began developing tests durmg
this period. Even one or two commercial publishers decided to give it a

" try. Additional problems soon surfaced: regional differences, both lin-
guistic and cultural; lack of reading skills in the native language; and °

gaps of proficiency i in the native language that, in many ‘cases, were

filled in the second language (English). “Thus, testing a fourth grader's

achievement in scncqcc nmath, or social studies, for example, may have
required giving instructipns, questions, and answers in both the stu-
dent’s native language and English. And a psychological evaluation
had to consider the possibility that a child might know some things
only in one language and others only in the other language.

When the Bilingual Education Act (Title VII} was enacted in
1968, twenty states still prohibited instruction in a language other than
English. However, its passage brought about a surge of activity in state
legislatures across the country. They passed laws to lift restrictions
against the use of other languages, laws to allow bilingual instruction,

and laws that appropriated moneys for bilingual programs. A number -

of states adopted laws requiring psychological evaluations in the child’s
native language and prohibiting any placement of children in special
education classes until such asscssment had been made. In 1972, Massa-
chusetts became the first state to require bilingual education programs
in all schools with twenty or more students of limited English-speaking
ability. Soon Texas, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Illinois
followed with similar mandates. By 1976, ten states had statutes mak-.
ing bilingual education mandatory; sixteen states specifically permitted
it; fourteen states had no statutes but tacntly allowed ig; and ten states

\’\')

state involvement
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still prohibited it in some form or other, although spme of them man-
aged to have Title VII programs in spite of such regulations (Develop-
ment Associates, 1977). Among, the factors that accounted for state
involvement in bilingual education were the nuritber of linguistic min-
ority students residing in the state, the degree of politicalactivity of the
ethnic’community, exposure to bilingual educatiort through Title VII «
programs, and the level of awareness in*the state about the need for
— and the implementation of bilingual education. '

State involvement: really intensified the flurry of acfivities sur-
rounding bilingual‘education. One reason for this was that the state
requirements were considerably more specific than were the “federal
ones. In" the study of state programs cited earlier, it was noted that by
1976 seventeen states defined bilingual education as “transitional” —
a temporary bridge to help students progress into an all-English cur-
viculum. Thus, it became crucial to develop testing procedures for .

 placing students in bilingual programs, for measuring, students’ con-
ceptual growth while inthose programs, and for assessing English lan-
guage proficiency to determine when students could move into mono-
lingual (English) classes. Thirteen states had bilingual certification
requirement} for personnel teaching in these programs. As a result,
teacher preparation institutions and state certifidation boards were put
. to task to determine what specific knowledge, skills, characteristics
and competencies a bilingual teacher needéd. Thirteen states include(i

K in their bilingual programs a cultural component récognizing both the
importance of self-concept and self-esteem in scholastic success and the
- need for schools to be sensitive to cultiral differences in student behav- .

@  ior as well as in learning styles. Eleven states required strong parental
in olvement, stressing the importance of the home environment 3‘{
part of the total educational experience and the need for the school t

nderstand the sociocultural context in which students are raised. o

Thirteen states appropriated funds to implement programs. This
krought about the development of a variety of program models that
were appropriate to the particular needs and characteristics of the pop-
ulation to be served. )

b
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Lau v.'Nichols: a landmark decision

In January 1974, the U.S. Sygseme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols
. brought national attentlon to the educational needs of students of lim-
ited English-speaking ability. In this tase, Chinese public school stu-
dents claimed that the San Frantisco Unified School District was -not
providing them with equal educational opportunity. The court ruled
in favor of the plaintiffs, stating that the district’s failure to provide




‘. progrdms to meet the linguistic needs of the students violated Title VI

-+~ -of the Civil Rights Act. Adding that equal 'educational opportumty' .

goes beyond proyiding the same buildings, books, or teachers, it main-

tained that because these students could not understand the language

of the classroom, they were, in effect, deprivedof a mmlmally ade-

quate education (Teitelbaum and Hiller, 1977). -

¢  Though not expressly endorsing bilthgual education, the Lau ®
decision legitimized and gave impetys to the movement for equal edu-

cational opportunity for students of limited English proficiency. It

brought the needs of those students to the attention of every district

recciving federal aid. It set in motion efforts to providevfederal enforce-

' _ment, as well as techmcal assistance, through a network of regional
- centers. And it raised the public consciousness.of the need for bilingual
education, ‘thus aiding the passage of state mandates. “The Lau ruling

also raised many questions that have become very familiar in bilingual
education. How many target students must there be? Must they be con-
centrated inwa few schools? What does limited English-speaking ability-
mean? Is a student from a linguistic minority who «<an speak and under--

stand English but who readsﬁlow level and undorachleves in content

-arcas included in Lau? What are appropriate remedies? May schools

choose whatever program they feel is adequate? ls\ncultlxral c‘auon *
required? What about school descgrcgauon? '

' . Lau Remedies. Following the supreme court decision, the U.S.
Office of Civil Rights asked all school districts recciving federal-funds
to conduct a language survey to identify studerits,of non-Eriglish back-
ground; this survey subsequently identified over 300 districts that were *
not inn compliance with Lau. The immediate issue was, of course, how

"to go about getting these districts'to comply. A set of gyidelines called
Lau Remedies was developed to provndc guidance te $chool districts in
. assessing students’ language development as well as in determining
adequate educational programs for li\cm After assessing the students’
home or primary language, the districts were required to assess each
student’s degree of linguistic function or ability and place. hlm or lier in
one of five categorics (see DeAwila and Duncan, 1976):
A. Monolingual speaker of the language other than English
(speaks the language other than English exclusively)
B:. Predominantly speaks the language other than English
. . (spcaks mostly the language other than English but speaks
some English) .
C . Bilingual (speaks both the language other than Enghsh and
English with equal easc) '

_ D . Predominantly speaks English (speaks mostly English but

- some of the language other than English) °
E . Monolingual speakcr of English (spcaks English excluuvely)

) Q . ' \N ,"
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Of these catcgbnics, only A and E are relatively easy to identify; the
others present a problem. One is “struck by the loose manher in which

-- these levels are defined. As such, they bear no resemblance to the
> ‘Operational definitions’ . . . given in terms ‘of concrete operations,

such as scores on tests; numbers of items passed onggnd so on” (DeAvila
and Duncan, 1976, p. 247). For example, categ(g C can really cause
problems. The term bilingual can be defined in many ways: native- like

" “conzrol of two languages, ability to use two languages alternately, pos-

session of at least ’6113 of the four basic skills —understanding, speaking,

. reading, writing—in two languages, and so on. In fact, according to

linguists, there are many kinds of bilingualism. Bilinguals are often
referred. to as balanced (or unbalanced?), coordinate or compound,
"natyral or artificial, bilingual or pseudo-lingual, depending on either
how they acquired the languages or how well they command them.
Ong could assume that those who fall into category C are a homoge-
neows group with native-like proficiency in both languages; in reality,’
however, a child limited in both English and his or her native language

"could very well fit into this category since he or she would speak both

languages with equal ease (or difficulty). Categories B and D are
extremely vague. Since no official definition was offered for predoms- -
nantly speaks, it was left up to the districts to decide.

_ In some states with mandates, similar but somewhat more
explicit categories had been developed for identifying students requir-
ing bilingual instruction. In Illinois, for example, the levels of language
fluency were defined as follows (IHinois Office of Education, 1976):

1. The studeng does not speak, understand, or write English, -

¢ but may know a few isolated wordg or expressions.

2. The student ynderstands simpjefentences in English, except
isolated words or expressions. -

3. The student speaks and understands English with hesitancy
and difficulty. With effort and. help, the student can carry
on a conversation in English, understand at least parts of les-
sons, and follow simple directions. .

4. The student speaks and understands English without appar-

- ent difficulty but displays low achievement, indicating some
language or cultural interference with leamning.

5. The student speaks and understands both English and the

-home language without difficulty and displays normal aca-
demic achievement for grade level, '

6. The student (of non-English background) cithez}wpredomﬁ
nantly or exclusively speaks English. '

Whereas the Lau categories emphasize language dominance, these
describe students in terms of English language skills and proficiency as

I
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. observed in a school sctting, as well as academic achievement. How-

ever, this, too, only serves to determine whether or not a student needs -

bilingual instruction. Once that is determined, assessment of the sty-
dent’s proficiency in the native language is essential in order to pre-
_scribe appropriate instruction via.the mother tongue:

‘Resultant Developments. The utgency of complying with the .

Lau requirements has led some districts to develop useful assessment
instruments and procedures. Chlcagos Functional Lariguage Survey,

for example incjudes fifteen items designed to assess the ablhty of the -

- linguistic minority students identified through the state-mandated cen-
sus to use the English language. The first five items test the studeht’s
* ability to repeat sentences said by the rater at normal conversational
speed (for example: “I oftén play with my friends by the fence.”). Stu-
dents are scored on a five-point scale for each item according to accu-
racy, complcteness and promptness of response. The next five items

assess the students’.comprehension and elicit verbal responses. (These*

items mlght include, for example “Tell me how to play your favorité
game.”) The students are again rated on a five-pojnt scale, thistime on
the basis of comprehensién, meaningfulness of response sentence
structure, elaboratlo,p and vocabulary. The last five items do npt
rcqulre testing but are based on student§’ past performances. The rater
is asked to indicate how a particular student would perform five tasks
(such as repeating the class homework assignment to English mono-
lingual peers who were not present whety it was given). The rater’s
answer-is to be based on the student’s oral language performance on
the previous test or in school during the past year. After adding all the
raw scores for these fifteen items, eacli student is categorized as Level I,
I1, 111, and o on, according to his or her total score and his or her age.
‘The San Diego Observation Assessment Instrument, which was
also developed to comply with Lau requirements, was recently adopted
by the state of California to satisfy the requirements of the Chacon-
Moscoge Bilingual Education Act, AB 1329 (Corncjo and Nadeau,

- 1978). It is made up of (1) a home language survey; (2) a language
observation assessment; and (3) a final assessment. The home language

survey consists of four questions (in English and in the home language)
addressed to the parents to determine which language astudent learned
first as an infant, which languagc the student presently uses in the
home, which language adults use in the home, and which language the
parents use more frequently with their children. The language obser-
vation assessment consists of an interview conductctj by a trained bilin-
gual in which a student chooses from a set of “action” plctures and
answers a scries of open questions asking him or her tp list objects in the
picture, tell what is taking place in the picture, and expani conversa-
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picture. (Suth questions might include, “What does this

ake yau think of?") On the basis of the responses given, the student is

\ scored at Level I (lists), Level II (tells about), and Level 111 (expahds).

In additien, each level is further scored as G = Comprehension, MP =

f “Minimigl Production, FP=Full Production, and P= Production. at -

Level II1. The final assessment represents the composite estimate of

“proficiency in the home language and the degree of English fluency

" demenstrated duging the interview. Students are then placed in one of
the following catgories (Cornejo and Nadeau, 1978): o

Non-Engligl' speaking ‘ : ' Lau classification A
Limited English-speaking -~ = 4 Lau classification B
Bilingual ‘ . iLauclassification C
‘Limited other lzfdguagc . e ‘tau classifrcation D -
English only e ) Lau classification E
Mixes languages in both interviews Special
No response in cither language : Special ‘
. - - e - ' \
‘Only students placed in categories 1, 2, and 6 _qualif;' for bilingua] pro-
grams. However, secondary students falling in the bilingual cat¢gory
"but scoring below a district’s predominant percentile are reclassified as
[limited English-speaking (LES), Students classified’ as “limited other
language” and “bilingual” also qualify for bilingual instruction if their
scholastic achievement is low. - - ’ :

. The Chicago and San Diego Language Assessment Instruments,
as well as the New York Language Assessment Battery (which responded
to the mandate of ASPIRA Congsent Decree of 1974 for improved assess-
meny of effectiveness in English and in Spanish (Tilis,”Weiciess, and
Cum*t)o.' 1978), are dc&igncd only for determining whether or not stu-
dents should be placed in bilingual programs. These are administra-
tive tests developed in response to legal mandates. Their purpose “suits

" adiinistrative needs rather than pedagogical oncs” (Shuy, 1978,
p- 316). They help determine the number of students that belong jna
given program, but they offer “no hint as to.what to do about teaching
them.” No wonder teachers complain. I}Jccdlo‘s tosay, language asscss- -
ment for placement is just the tip of the iceberg. Still needed are lap:
guage proficiency myeasures for determfining treatment procedures to
be used in the program. There is alsg a need to determine what really-
matters in terms of language proficiency— the more quantifiablé 'and
testable f’urca (such as pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar) or
those that are less qualifiable and testable (such.as semantic meaning
‘and functional meaning). Shuy argues t,hqi'v fgnéf‘ional usc of the lan-
guage is mhore critical for effective partitipation than is knowledge of
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ing than are native-like pronunciation and grammar. More must be
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\ .
the languageforms in themselves. A student's abiljty to seck clarifica-
tion from the teacher for some item is far more important to his learn-

learned about cultural différences and how they affect learning styles —
and hence about ngeded teaching approaches (Cazden and Leggett,
1976). Appropriate bilingual. program models, as well as instructional
and testing materials for diverse groups and circumstances, need to be
further developed. . ‘ '

amendments

The ametydments to the Bilingual Education Act (ESEA Title
VII) made in 1974 addressed many of the needs identified during the
implementation of the initial legislation; among other things, they
sought a definition of bilingual education, development of bilingual
teacher-training programs at the university level, and preparation pro-
grams for bilingual paraprofessionals, admin¥sators, counselors, and
other-support personnel (Schneider, 1976). Gleater stress was placed
on capacity building, or “a strategy to provide local school districts
with the human and material resources needed to pperate bilingual
programs” (Molina, 1978, p. 23). Since 1974, hundreds of colleges and
universities across th¢ country have begun preparing bilinglyll teachers,
the number of graduate programs at the master’s and ddctoral level
have multiplied, a network of support service centers— training resource
centers, materials development centers, and dissemination and assess-
ment centers —has been #stablished to help train classroom personnel,
provide them with.nced¢d curriculum materials, and assist them with
all aspects of impleme
to help with coopdimatjon and to provide technical assistance, funds
were-alloeated Tor departments of education in the states in which Title
V1] programs operate, The need for research in bilingual education

‘was also finally addressed; for the first time; substantial funds were

allocated for this purpose, as well as for the establishment of a National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education to collect, analyze, and dissemi-

nate information about bilingual programs. .

~

’ !
* These recent cfforts in capacity building are beginning to yield
results. The expertisc agd professional preparation of bilingual educa-
tion personnel have cWaged greatly from the gut-feeling, common
sense approaches of the early seventies. The increasing understanding
of the complexities of first-'and second-language acquisition and their
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implications for diagnosis, placement, and treatment of students is .

beginning to yield better instruments, instructional approaches, afid
materials. And the growing body of highly trained researchers special-
izing in bilingual education is beginning to provide meaningful and
responsible studies and evaluations and thus to counteract the effects
of incomplete and improperly conducted attempts in the past. In
short, we've come a long way in assessing the educational needs of stu-
dents for whom English is a second language. We have an even longer
way to go.

references ' ’
.}

N v

Andeiuon, T., and Bider, M. Bilingual Schooling in the United States. (2nd ed.) Aus-
tist, Tex.: Nativdal Educatipnal Laboratory Publishers, 1978.

Cazden, C. B., and ett, E. L. “Culturally Responsive Education: A Discussion of
Lau Guidelines, Séttion 11.” In Proceedings of National Cénference on Research
and Policy Implicatyonis, Lau Task Force Report. Austin, Tex.: Southwest Educa-
tional Dcvplopment{‘pboratory. 1976.

Cornejo, R., and Nadewu,:A. The California Language Census Survey: Field Method-

" ology Issues. ICP Ogcasional Paper. Number One. San Diego, Calif.: Institute for

. Cultural Pluralism, Schpol of Education, San Diego State University, 1978.
DeAvila, E., and Duncar, S. E. “A Few Thoughts About Language Assessment: The
Lau Decision Reconsidered.” In Proceedings of National Conference on Research
and Policy Implications, Lau Task Force Report. Austin, Tex.: Southwest. Educa-
tional Development Laboratory, 1976. ‘

DeAvila, E. A., and Havassy, B. “The Testing of Mingrity Children: A Piagetian Ap-
proach.” In H. LaFontaine and others (Eds.). Bilingual Education. Wayne, N.J.:
Avery Publishing Group, 1978.

Development Associates. A Study of State Programs in Bilingual Education. Final Re-
port to OPBE USOE. Washington, D.C.: Development Associates, 1977,

Dissemination Center for Bilingual Bicultural Education. Ewluation Instruments for
Bilingug? Edugation: An Annotated Bibliography. Austin, Tex.: Dissemination
Center for Bilingual Bicultural Education, 1975. _

lllinois Office of Education, Bilingual Educatlon Section. Rules and Regulations for
Transitional Bilingual Education. Chicago: 1llinois Office of Education, Bilingual
Education Section, 1976.

Leibowitz, A. H. “Language Policy in the United States.” In H. LaFontaino and others
(Eds.), Bilingual Education. Wayne, N.J.: Avery Publishiug Group, 1978.

Molina, ]. D. "National Policy on Bilingual Education: An Historical View of the Fed-
cral Role.” In H. LaFontaine and others (Eds.), Bilingual Education. Wayne, N.J.:
Avery Publishing Group, 1978.

Schueider, 8. C. Revolutson, Reaction, or Reform: The 1974 Bilingual Education Act.
New York: Las Americas, 1976.

Shuy. R. W. “Problems in Assessing Language Ability in Bilingual Education Pro-

- grams.” In H. LaFontaine and others (Bds.), Bilingual Education. Wayne, N.J.:
Avery Publishing Group, 3978,

, Swanson, M. M. “Bilingual Pucation: The National Perspective,” In G. Jarvis (Ed.),

Responding to New Realities. 'Vol. b: ACTFL Revew of Foreign Language Educa-

tion. Skokie, Ill.: National Textbook, 1974,




. 37

Teitelbaum, H., and Hiller, R. J. “TFhe Legal Perspective.” In M. M. Mammerborn
(Ed.), Bilinguat Education: Gurrent Perspective. Vol. 3. Arlington, Va.: Center for
Applied Linguistics, 1977,

Tilis, H, 8., Weiciess, W., and Cumbo, R. “On Language Testing: The Development
of the Language Assessment Battery.” In H. LaFontaine and others (Eds.), Bilin--
gual Education. Wayne, N.].: Avery Pyblishing Group, 1978, ;

U.S. Office of Education. Programs Under Bilingual Education Act: Manual for Pro_)

sct Applicants and Grantees. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1971.

- Zirkel, P. A. “Evaluation and Testing in Bilingual Programs.” In H. LaFontaine and
others (Eds.), Bilingual Education. Wayne, N.J.: Avery Publishing Group, 1978.
. ! “ \

Maria Medina Swanson is diréctor of the
‘Bilingual Education Service Center in
Arlington Heights, Hlinods.




Q

E119

Certain ways of using tests as an element n allocating
educational funds are gaining substantial acceptanca.

- ‘-\_

testing and funding:
-~ -~ @ policy context

joel s. berke:

The 1970s have been a time.of great change in the way America finances
its public schools, particularly at the state level (see Berke and Mosko-
witz, 1977). One aspect of this change has be¢n a greater role for the
state in school finance, a development that has been advocated since
the turn of the century, begirining with the work of Elwood Cubberly.
The stimulus in the seventies came primarily from judicial interpreta-

‘tions of state canstitutions; these judicial decisions required states to

change their finance mechanisms to provide greater equity, greater

" equality, greater equality of opportunity, or more thorough and effi-

cient education, depending on the particular state clause-being inter-
preted. As a result, changes occurred both in the way states and local
districts raise revenues for education and in the ways they distribute
those revenues. The issue of raising revenue for education can be dealt
with briefly, at least as far as tests are concerned, because tests have -
not been employed in raising revenues for education. However, the
fact that revenues for education vary among local districts in each state
in direct relation to the avhilability of taxable property remains an
important issue. Thus, the central problem on the revenue side boils
down to how to break the link between'the availability of taxable prop-
erty and the amount of money that a local community has for its schools.

- New Directions for Testing and Measurement, 1,1979 4 (') 3




One approach to solving this problem assumes that all districts that
have chosen the same tax rate will receive equal funding. This outcome
may be accomplished by establishing a guaranteed tax base program,
by equalizing district power, or by employuig various other technical

"approaches. Moet recently, and partly as a response to Proposmon 13,

we are finding even more interest in systems that ensure greater paren-
tal choice. Vouchers are under discussion again, and there has been
much debate about tax credits at the federal level.

The other major kind of change in school funding involves dis-
tributing revenues. Fwo related issues in this regard are being addressed -
at the present timée in states throughout the country, as well as at the
national level. One issue is how to assure that the resources devoted to a
child’s education do not vary according to where he or she happens to
live within a state. How can we break the tie on the spending side be-
tween the district a youngster lives in and how much is spent on his or
her education? State efforts to solve this problem have led to systems
designed to cut down on disparities in spending among districts. Some'

- states have attempted to bring up low-spending districts to a higher

level by enhancirg the state funding guarantee level, or by increasing

the share of funding provided by the state. But there is also a second

issue on the spending side of the ledger: how can we ensure a better
match between a youngster's need for educational resources and the
resources provided to hlm or her? It is this issue that brings tests into
the picture.

Al

testing and federal resource allocations - ',

The federal government, I think, is primarjly responsible for

- building this sort of concern into state funding systems?In the 19605.(

the focus of federal aid shifted toward equality of opportunity in an
attempt to overcome the disadvantages that some youngsters brought
with them when they came to school. Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act is probably the most prominent effort in this
direction. This program uses the number of children in poverty as the
chief determinant of state, local district, and school attendance area’
allocations. To determine which children in a target school (a school
eligible to receive Title I funds) will actually partlcipatc in the pro-
gram, the criterion shifts to educational need. Tests, as well as other
measures, are used to determine which particular pupils will benefit
most from the school’s Title I allocation.

Since the early 1970s, however, Congreuman Quie has led an
effort to move the test component of resource allocation (in other words,
the educational need component) upward in the allocation chain;

1y A
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thus, in addition to its role in program participation decisions, testing
would be used in designating target schools and in redetermining allo-
cations for the district and the state. Over the last three years, the

'National Institute of Education (NIE), following a mandate by Con-

gress, studied the feasibility of this approach. But it is,clear that any
determination of whether such a shift should be made is essentially a
value judgment. That is, the NIE study could deal with technical ques-
tions, it could estimate costs, and it could even run some experiments
in permitting school districts to use tests for fund allocation to schools.
It could not, however, resolve the basic question of whether or not it
was appropriate to shift from providing funds on the basis of the num-
ber of poor children having high educational needs, as at present, to
providing funds to meet the needs of all low-achieving children, regard-
less of their iricome levels. The basic intellectual determinant in the
decision to stay with the poverty criterion for Title I was the recogni-
tion that poverty brings problems of its own that deserve special educa-
tional treatment and that children living in poverty areas who are hav-
ing difficulty in school have a harder row to hoe than do middle-class
or higher socioeconomic status students who are having difficulty in
school. The decision to stay with the poverty determinant has been a
value decision, although political determinants have also scrved to pre-
vent any major changes in the Title I funding formula.

testing and state resource allocations
™~

The 1978 Educational Amendments permit school districts, in
certain circumstances, to pjck their Title I target schools on the basis of

- the proportion of children in poverty. However; although the formula

for allocating aid among states and school districts is still geared to the
number of poor children within those jurisdictions, school districts may
now employ tests’as well as poverty as criteria for selecting schools to
receive Title I funds and (without reference to their parents’ income

<levels) for choosing pupils to receive compensatory services paid for

with Title I funds.

The studies conducted by the NIE showed that using tests for
the allocation of funds to states and school districts would require new
and costly test development efforts. In the thirteen districts that were
prompted to use tests experimentally in identifying Title I target schools
(under a 1974 congressional mandate to NIE), no radical shifts occurred
in the clientele or in the ‘operation of thy program. The NIE studies
showed that funds appeared to be allocated to a higher proportion of
the district’s pupils when tests were inclufied as criteria, and, if any-
thing, the concentration of minority pupils receiving Title I services
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increased, while income levels rose somewhat. But the trends were not
strong, and probably the major conclusion of this aspect of the Title I

. study was that the test approach to identifying target schools was feasi- - /- /
ble within districts and caused no major program transformations (see ~ /
National Institute of Education, 1977a and 1977b). YA

« At the state level, 'there has been great interest in the last four”

" or five years in. trying to relate fungihg to educational needs. One
approach is to have weightings in the general equalization formula for
distributing state aid; that is, pupils with identifiable needs, such as
the handicapped, are given additional weight. Another approach is to -
have categorical aid (separate fynding for high-need pupils) in addi-
tion to equalization aid. In both ®ases it is possible to identify pockets
of educational need through test performance, and: some states have
adopted such mechanisms. The state of New York, for example, has an
extra weighting of .25 for every pupil scoring roughly in the bottom 23
or 24 percent of the pupils taking the Pupil Evaluation Program (PEP)
tests at designated grade levels. The test scores are used as indicators of
need; they are used to pick out schools and districts with higher than
average educational need in order to allocate additional funds in pro-
portion to the number of high-need pupils (see Goettel, 1977). Michi-
gan has had a program for a number of years now in which compensa-
tory educatipn funds are likegise distributed on the basis of test scores;
this program has been the Jsubject of much recent discussion (see
Murphy and Cohen, 1974). And California Rs a school improvement
act that uses tests to identify pockets of necd®
‘ Another way in-which states are now using tests as part of their
allocation approach is as an accountability measure. For example, the -

New Jersey supreme court has interpreted a constitutional phrase — the
provision of a “thorough and efficient education” - as requiring New
Jersey to set educational standards and then ensure that locat districts -
meet those standards by providing appropriate educational treatment
for each youngster. Thus, tests are now being used to determine whether
the state’s responsibility to ensure each youngster a thorough and effi-
cient education related to his or her pirticular need is being met. This

: process has also brought about considerable controversy.

conclusion

-
K
The use of test#o allocate resources has been under investiga-

. tion at the federal levef since the early 1970s. Tests have been rejected
as criteria for distributing federal aid to states and school districts, but

. they are used t& select participating pupils for Title I programs and, as

of next year, to choose target schools. In addition, rc‘gardin_g the reform

”
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of state systems of revenue distribution for public elementary and sec-
ondary schools, a number of states have sought to attain a direct mea-

. sure of educational need and have turned to testing as a way either of

identifying those areas in need of increased educational services or of

showing whether or not the

funding system achieves a suitable match

between educational needs and available resources.

Berke, J. S.. and Moskowitz, J. H. *
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e Test scores and determinations of socioeconomic
status are used together in an effort to prowde an
‘equitable compensatory education program in New Jersey. -

¥,

\ /
“A

testin‘g and funding;
the New Jersey experience

’ fred e. burke

"In recent years, the emergence of several educational, social, legal,
and economic factors has created a renewed interest in educational
funding systems in which student performance on standardized tests
determines the amount of money allocated to local school districts,
One of those factors is the concern of the public and the educational
community over what they perceive as a @ine in student test scores,
Without accurate measures of the cognitive and affective variables that
influence student achievement, it is neither valid nor fair to put great
faith in comparisons between past and current student performances

" on standardized tests; nevertheless, some policy makers assume that
tests can identify and define problem areas and that more money will .
provide the solution to them once they are spelled out. There is an
inherent danger of oversimplification op both these counta.

A second factor contributing to the renewed interest in fundi
systems has been the far-reaching movement of the late 1960s and
1970s to reform school finance. In many states, the courts have pro-

,. Vided the impetus for this movement; they have forced legislatures to

reexamine the fundamental moral and legal obligations of state
governments to provide public school students with a thorough and

New Directions for Testing and Messurement, 1, 1979 | ' 45
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equitable cducatnong Today, in contrast we are cxpencncmg a back-

lash against state spending in many parts of the country; a3 evidenced

by California’s Proposition 13, taxpayers are becoming increasingly

unwilling to shoulder growing tax burdens. In fact, tax revolt has

spread so quickly that twenty states had anti-tax referendums on their \,
' ballots in the last election. Chiefly to blame for this phenomenon is the

' public sector’s failure to maintain high or éven mediocre levels of

accountability for funded programs; policy makers must now search

for ways. to provide both an equitable distribution of funds and a

‘reliable accountability standard. '

The policy behind every fiding formula is to distribute dollars
in some equitable fashion. All too often, however, we become overly
concerned with the funding mechanism and neglect the actual purpose
for providing the funds. Therefore, we must decide rather early exactly -
for whom and for what purpose the money is intended. These are para-
mount decisions both educationally and socially. For example, should
funds go to youngsters who are educationally, culturally, or socially
deprived or to children frof families with low incomes? These are the
kinds of policy decisions that underlie any method that relates funding
to test results.

dangers of test-based funding

The concept of test-based funding has changed the definition
of equality from emphasizing equal opportunity to stressing equal out-
comes. In a few cases, traditional socioeconomic funding models that
"« pravided money to the economically deprived have been replaced by
test-based funding models; monies are now being distributed to dis-
tricts whose students pcrform poorly on standardized tests rather than
strictly to low-income districts. We must be aware of this radical change
and of the precarious position in which it places educators. We may be
offering the schools tremendous disincentives by providing payment for
" poor, rather than good, student performance. N
Under a program of test-based funding, the poorer the perfor-
mance, the more moncy a district receives — which is contrary to funda-
mental cduc@nonal goals and certainly tempts people to nﬁnipulatc
test scores to gain more moncey. And, even worse, once funded students
manage to reach a predetermined test score, the funding is cut off.
e ® Thereisareal need, particularly among disadvantaged children, for a
' continuous flow of money if we are to prevent the kind of cognitive and
academic regression that followed the withdrawal of funds from vari-
ous Head Start and. Follow’rough programs. Still another drawback
. to reliance on test scores is the concern of many educators— particu-

.
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larly those on the local level —that scores on standardized tests may be ;
misused to evaluate their teaching performance without appropriate
consideration of other factors which affect the scores. :

The greatest advantage and the most appealing feature of test-
based funding is the fact that money is channeled directly to measured
student needs. This is ag alluring concept, yet we must be wary of its
innate pitfalls. For example, the Minimum Basic Skills Test currently
employed in New Jersey has a narrow range of content. It focuses, as its
title implies, on measuring students’ proficiency in reading and compu-
tation, the skills considered necessary for minimal functioning in our
society todgy. However, the skills considered basic today may become
obsolete in the near future. We must concern oyrselves with a broader
range of programs and curriculums, particularly for helping our dis-
advantaged children. Such children may master tite basic skills and not
require any additional money under a test-based funding scheme, yet
they may be socially and emotionally below society’s standards and des-
perately need exposure to the socializing and maturing aspects of a

- compensatory education progngm. Social institutions in this country

are filled with people who possess the basic skills but lack either the
ability or the desire to progress beyond the welfare or unemployment .
line or, even worse, prison. #

alternative funding approaches

Alternatives to test-based funding, such as various ethalization
formulas, are currently used in many states. Equalization formulas are
designed to reduce’ disparities in per pupil expenditurts between
districts. Equalization is easy to administer, but equity is hard to
achieve. For example, we have almost equalized the local district tax
effort in New Jersey but we still cannot generate the same amount of
financial support for every public school student. We allowed local
decision makers to determine where they wanted these funds to go, and,
for reasons of political éxpediency, educational expenditures were not

- equalized. We can equalize taxing capacity but we cannot equaliie the

values that ‘are placed on‘education or determine the priorities that
people place on their actual or perceived needs. In short, equalization
formulas do not necessarily benefit ne¢dy students, regardless of h
they are funded. f _

The allocation of Title I fﬁ. is based on socioeconomic indi-
cators such as census data, Aid to ¥amilies with Dependent Children
(AFDC) counts, parental income, and parental education. Obviously,
socioeconomic variables do not necessarily address the needs of or oven
identify all students who might need compensatory education. Also,
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socioeconomic data, particularly census data, are often outdated by
the time they are compiled. Nor do these indicators compensate for
ra.pld population changes or shifts, a fact that has been a major issue
since the advent of declining enrollment and inter- and intradistrict
student transfers. In addition, local surveys intended to measure-socio-
economic status are often difficult to develop, have qucstlonablc}v\

ability, and are sometimes an intrusion on people’s privacy. The AFDC
count, which is updated annually, is an acceptable measure, but it is
still a substitute” Unfortunately, socioeconomic indicators provide us

with information about corollary types of associations that all tod often -
do not accurately distinguish needy children from others. Lacking any

more useful information, we make assumptions that have to do with
parental education and parental income because they are categories
that we can measure, In this way, we often confuse thc'purposc with
the cause and begin to address problems (especially those of inner
cities, such as poverty) that are beyond the range of education. In
order to be effective, the Title I funding approach must be compre-
hensive, well-organized, and aimed at providing long-range answers to

the problems of social, cultural, and economic deprivation. In essence,

the short-term, narrow-range funding approach can provide only
short-term, narrow results. Our society's ship will continue to sink if we
continue to plug only one of the many holes in our hull,

learning from experience
New Jersey has a unique compensatory educatiotrfunding for-
mula. We use socioeconomic and testing criteria to determine the

levels of compensatory aid that will be allocated to local districts. Our - |

systems relies, in part, on a statewide assessment of academic achieve-

jnent. This test is admimstcrcq annually to |dc{uify children whose =

scores fall below a state minimum standard of. porformanc'e in grades
three, six, nine, and eleven; we can, then qmmatc the scores of all
grade levels that were not tested. However, we believe that an approach
based-entirely on test results would not serve a significant nymber of
the children in need of compensatory education. A test'can provide a
direct measure of needs, f)ut it fails to address the causative factors
related to low achievement' and, therefore, might Jeid to neglect in
areas that we do not test. We thus allocaté funds on the basjs of two

. indexes —test scores and socipecopomic status as indicated by AFDC

count. In any case, our law makes the decision very clear; it states hﬁ
funds must be addressed to those who are educationally, locially, gul-
- o

turally, and economically deprived. ¢
I believe that the lystcm in'New Jersey makes sensible use of -
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both socioeconomxc indicators and test rcsults. which enhances our
- abiliug to provide an eqyitable funding ‘program.. We give a lesser

both minimiz the didincerkive for high achlcvclmrnt characteristic of
' . simpler and ly test-based approachcs and dnscourage core manip-

~) . proyide an incentive to students to 1mpﬁﬁc their scores. Some solutions

.three-year period or providing an initial base level of funds and then
allocating additional mopey after i improvement is dcmonstratcd

> ? . reluctanl recognition

- . Many N)ew Jersey legislators are not cnth\mastlc about test:
based funding. One reason for this is its rising cost. When it was begun
in 1976, the New Jersey State Compcnsatory Education Program cost
$32.8 million; this year (1978), the cost is up to $68 million. This situa-
tion presents us with a dilemma. If the need for compensatory educa-
.tion lessens, thy funds will dry up. If the need becomes greater, there
will be greavérireluctance to. u d the program. In either case, som@
chlldren may be left withiout thc'%’émpcnsatory education they require.
Many legislators today are bccommg increasingly concerned

that one third of tlie entire state budget is to be spent on education.
What is more, they are concerned that,. with our formulas, the deci-
sioms have already been made and all they can do is vete for or agdinst
them. It is perhaps understandable that the logulators seeking to make
the fundamental decisions want to recenter the decision- -making pro-
cess. In.addition, legislators axe bécomjng mcrcasingly sensitive to the
attitudes of ofr older. cmzchAs the g populauon becomes more
and mfere one of people who do not ha ildren in pubhc schools, we
g to find a broadening credibility gap and greater dissatisfac-
tiog with our political processes and the way in which*we determine the
ambunt of money available for education. Funding allocations will no
longer be’'made by means of what we know as the normal democratic
. pr as the problcn} of semi- unhmltcd public programs competing
i, for finite rescurces continues to grow. This is something which is going

. &' to happen throughout the country. In New Jersey, 1should add, we are
‘ ¢gally mandated to give account to the legislature on the status arid

cquacy of the use of the formula in‘allocating funds.

Finally, the legislature and state board ‘of education are con-
.templating the implementation of high school graduation standards
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\ weight to-the test measure\than to the socioecotoniic measure and thus.

ulation. Morcq@r, we can be relatively up-to-date begause AFDC
information is updated annually and we test annually However,‘while -
this system seems to have worked well 5o far, we realize that we necd to -

we have, cdnsidered are maintaining the same funding level .over 3
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that will involve testing to determing ehglblllty not only for receiving .
diplomas but for remedial programs as well. Qne question I think we -
have to ask ourselves g what extent such an additional remedial pro-
gram is test-based and thus will require additional funds. Where will
those funds come from and to what extent will existing compensatory,
dollars have to be reallocated from the lower to the higher gradcs?
These questions have imptications for every statd."

Statewide achievement tests were intended to 1dcntlfy children
in academlc difficulty. They farowdc information that is needed at the *
classroom and individual school levels. Unforttnately, however, thats -
mformatlon i8 all too often put to tht: '\Lrong use. In New Jerséy, for
,example, results of statewide achievement tests are one consideration
in evaluating tcnunﬁk teachers. The test results are only one of several  »
factors considered 4in those evaluations, but their use in thisrway has

created and will create anxiety among teachers about their ‘continuing

., employmcnt prospects.

] i

‘upcoming policy decisions ) R
Are all these uses of state tést data com‘patlblc? Ts it logical, for

example, to use the state test both to evaluate schools and to distribute
compensatory dolars to pay for the discrepancies identified by such
evaluations? In New Jersey, we must. perform a district evaluation of
every school each year. B:?\Smng next year, we will have to classify
every school as a,pprovcd napproved, or conditionally approved. A
critical component in this classification is how well studentsdoon tests. o ™
In. my opinion, we are asking one less-than-perfect instrument —the
standardized test — to bear too much responsibility in educational deci-
sion making. Would not too many uses of test data exert cxccssxvc
mﬂuencc in the allocation of educational services?

' A second set of policy qucstlons concerns whether or not test-
_based funding can or even should suivive in a pcnod of fiscal contrac-
tion, How much of our educational resources should we distribyge
throygh 4 test mechanism? What should be the role of the people’s rep-
resentatives irf a'democéatig/System -@Rould they not ke the ones who
determine elf§-'proportion Pf funds that should be distributed rather
than leaving it to a formula? What if the students’ scores do not
improve? What happens then?/Docs this not provide extraordinary
ammunition_for the decision makers who are no longer child advo- - -
cates? They may say that.test scores show that dollars do not make any
difference. If and when that happens, scores will become extremely
dangerous for thuse of us who try to get the maximum amount of
money into public education. There i8 no diroct correlation between
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the amount of money we invest and thc scores that emerge as a conse-
quence of that investment. . '

Is there a limit to the funds that are needed for a test- bascd
fundng mechianism? The legislators say: “Commissioner, your program
started at $30 million, and in three years you have increased it to $68
million. When is it going to atop? How do you get the children out?
You now have a program that is bigger than Title 1.” Since our total .
available resources are growing at a slower rate than are our test-based
allocations,.test-based fundmg can only siphon away from other pro-
grams. We have already seen this beginning to happen.

At some point, we must decide whether consistently low test
results warrant new money for the same old programs or if we shauld
look to more radical alternatives. How. do we decide when we have °
reached such a critical pomt? And what will happen to test-directed
funds when Yt scores improve, as indeed they must if our current
remedial effotts have any validity? These are the kinds of questions we
are beginning to ask and must try to answer not only in New Jcrscy but
throughout the United States.

I believe that increased reliance on testing in educational deci-
sion makmg. particularly when tests are used for allocating funds, may
create difficult policy problems..This approact® might- inadvektently
* lead to a reduction.in resources for public education. This approach
" tends td over-formalize and over-simplify allocation decisions and,
-thus, to leave out key steps in the decision process.

In New jcrséy. we have found that combining test data with
measures of poverty gives us a balanced system that maintains the test-
ing component irr its proper role. Nevertheless, we realize that funding -
mechanisms must ‘be subjected to continual scrutiny to episure that -

t

they are achiéting their purpose. o .

s
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Broad. educational cmcqumc;s of test-based
Junding must be taken into account in
designing and evaluating funding plans. . -

-

testing and funding;
measurement and polncy issues

-

george f. madaus

-The marriage between {undmg and test performance was first pro-
posed by a select committee of the Irish Parliament in 1799; sixty years
later, the match was finally arranged by Robert Ldwe. In a time of
severe strain on the exchequer brought about by the Crimean War,
and in a time of increasing enrollment and concern over standards,
Lowe tied the knot by-formalizing the following recommendation of.
the Newcastle Commission’ (Coulahan, 1975, p. 76):

A ocarchmg examination . . . should be made . .. of every -

child in every school . . . with the view to ascertaining whether -

these indispensable elements of knowledge are thoroughly

- acquired and to make the prospects and positions of the

teachers dependent to a considerable extent on the results of
this examination. ,
The match became known as payment by results. For better or for
worse, it was predicated on the assumption that theré is a positive
incentive in Bnldng teachers’ salaries to pupil achievement on written
and oral examinations in reading,- writing, .and arithmetic. Over the
next three decades, the compatibility of testing and funding was
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severely strained and the two separated in England at the turn of
the century. Today, once again, in a time of ‘rising expenditures,
accountability, and increased concern about standards, proposals
such as that by Congressman Quie and programs such as
Michigan’s Chapter Three have reunited testing and fynding. Now,
however, testing is used to indicate where funds for compensatory
programs or remedial assistance should be allocated.

In order to fully understand the current relationship between
testing and funding, several considerations that are central to pres-
ent proposals for test-based funding need to be recognized. These
include: the social implications of shifting the operational defini-
tion of educational disadvantage from an index of poverty to one
of poor test performance (see Feldmesser, 1975; Kellaghan, 1977);
the numerous technical, psychometric, and adnhmstranvc issues
associated with implementing specific proposals (see Feldmesser,
1975; Haertel and others, 1977; Madaus and Elmore, 1973); and
related assumptions that the funds actually provide additional ser-
. vices to the disadvantaged and that the schools already know how to
remedy the deficiencies that lead to low test performan€® (sce Airasian,
1978; Airasian, Magaus, and Pedulla, 1978). These considerations,
however, have been treated elsewhere and are beyond the scope of this
chapter. Here I would like to consider test-based funding more broadly.
I will argue that it is one indicator of an inexorable but unconscious
popylist movement inmany states toward a system of p i or exter-
- nal, examinations. J will describe the mechanisms by ich tests can
give an external agency various degrees of control over schoolmg And,
. finally, I will evaluate the degrcc ef such control that various proposals
for test-based funding would give to the external agency.

new support for external testing ) .

Tests developed by an agency outside the school have com-
monly been used by governments to certify students’ suécess at one
level of education and then admit them to 'either the next level or to
civil service or other careers. A system of external tests, while not
unknown in this country (witness the New York Regents Exams and the
College -Board tests), is, nevertheless, a rather alien concept that is
more ediunon to British and other European systems. As un@ttractlve
as such a syltem may be to American educators, however, the public is
moving toward acceptance of testing by an agency outside the school,
according to recent opinion polls. A 1976 Gallup survey foynd that 65
percent of the public agreed that pupils should pass a state or national
~ exam in ordgr to gradrte from high school. In a more recent (1978)
Gallup survey, 68 percent of the general public felt that pupils should
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be promoted only if they pass an exam, and 53 percent felt that such
an exam should be prepared by either the state or the national govern-
ment. In my home state of Massachusetts, a recent poll showed that 83
percent of the public favored a basjc skills examination as a require-
ment for high school graduation (Clark University, 1978),

At a time when testing is receiving fierce criticism from many
academics, civil rights advocates, and professional organizations, these
poll results illustrate an interesting dichotomy of attitudes, While
critics are castigating testing, taxpayers, parents, businessmen, legisla-
tors, and much of the media are demanding more testing to increase
accountability, return to “basics,” ‘eliminate the influence of social®
position, ensure minimal competencies, and improve standards.

.The expanding movement toward certifying minimal eompe-
tency for graduation and the increase in proposals for test-based fund-

‘ing are two conspicuous and explicit indicators of a trend toward exter-

nal testing. Florida's minimal competency tests, which would link high
school graduation to-state-level tests, are a clear example of the former
(Haney and Madaus, 1978; Madaus and Airasian, 1977). The Quie bill
and legislation in Michigan and more recently in Connecticut are pro-

, posals for test-based funding. These proposals involve external testing

programs because of the need for comparable test data at the state or
district level when funds are allocated for remedial assistance.

While the movement supporting external testing programs has
been pressing forward relentlessly in the states, it appears to be dead 4t
the federal level. The National Institute of Education (NIE) is on record
as being opposed to both national minimal competency tests (Graham,
1978) and federal test-based funding (National Institute of Education,
1977). The reasons for this are not primarily technical or practical,
although there are many interesting and complex administrative and
methodolbdgical problems inkerent in test-based funding (sce Harnisch-
feger and Wiley, 1977a, 1977b; Madaus and Elmore, 1973); the rea-
sons are fundamentally political. Powerful educational lobbies have
opposed both plans because they correctly perceived that such testing
programs could dramagically shift control of the curriculum to the fed-
cral level. The same argument, of course, holds true at the state lével,
but there.proponents of test-based funding and minimal competency’
prograins have been much more successful. ' .

the power of'proﬁciency exams

When results of external exams are the sole or cven a partial
determiner of future educational or life choices, or when they are used
as a means to provide positive incentive in a substantial funding §cheme,
they influence what is taught, how it is taught? what pupils study, and
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how they study (scc Madaus and Airasian, 1977; Madaus Kcllaghan
and Airasian, '1971; ‘Madaus and Macnamara, 1970; ‘Srinivasan,
, 1971). Thegnechanisny for such control involves the need to agrecon a
set of objectives that transcend district boundaries. This in itself is a
sticky point for many since these objectives, although perhaps mim-
mal, nfight, i fact constitute a pational, or more likely a state-level,
syllabus. However, it is the test that measures this syllabus and that is
used to menitor, certify, or allocate funds that is the linchpin of the
control mec¢hanism. Gontrol over the curriculum, teaching, and learn-
ing is mediated thréugh a process that Europeans call the “tradition of
‘Past exams.” In most external exam programs—the College Board's
exams and Florida’s minimal compctency program are notable excep-
tions — the tests move dlrectly into the public domain once they are
administered; over'a period of time, teachers, pupils, and parents
learn to infer from the tests what is important. In reality, the tradition
- of these tests defines the important objectives of the schools. It is this
tradition that gives the testing agency the potential for enormous con-
trol ‘over the curriculum’ and conséquently, over the teaching and
learning process.

Such control is a double- -edged sword. On the positive side, well-
defined and valid performance imcasures have been powerful forces for
redirecting teaching and effecting ctrricular change (see Bloom, 1950;
Commission on Mathematics, 1959; Morris, 1969). Given our present .
emphasis on 3 return to basics, or mastering minimal competencies,
this could be an important benefit. On the negative side, however,
most studies have found that curriculum, instruction, and learning
regress to the tradition of the tests; the proportion of instructional and
study time spent on various elements of the curriculum is scldom
higher than the predicted likelihood of their occurrence‘on the exam
(sec Madaus and Macnamara, 1970; Norwood Réport, 1943; Spaulding,
1938; Srinivasan, 1971).'Further, the Irish Interfnediate Board of Edu- -
cation (1971), during the payment by results cra, articulated a now
familiar. complaint when it deplored interschool comparisons “that
forced schools into competition With one another—a competition .
which is naturally injurious to the best interests of secondary

education” (pp. xi, xii)” Presengproposals and prograrps for test-based
L funding or for certifying minimal competencies using norm-or criterion-
" feferenced tests certainly permit and encourage interstate or inter-

district comparisons (Madaus and Elmore, 1973):

options for lesl-based funding

’ The amount of money available and the why it is allocated
determine the extent of control exercised by the external agency .
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through it tests. In the nineteenth century, wheh test results were a
key-¢lement in fixing a teacher’s salary, the effects on all parties
were devastatingly negative (Herbert, 1889; Holmes, 1911). Exacer-

' bating the situation was the fact that the tests used by the school
. inspectors changcd very little from year to year. Matthew Arnold

(1899, p. 136) then one of the school inspectors, cynically described
the payment by results system as a “game of mechanical con-
trivance in which the teachers will and must, more and more, learn
how to beat us.” Rather than teaching for the test, teachers were

" eventually able to teach the test itself—to crhm their pupils with

>
A

the answers to perennial quéstiohs.

In the recent past, we have seen thé emergence of pcrfor-‘,
mance contracting, a close relative of payment by results. In both
cases, money was linked to test gains -In performance contracting,
the contracter receives payment; in payment by result the teacher
receives payment. Like its ancestor, performanee contracting often

"substitutes cramming for learning. To my knowledge, there has

never been an attempt to link substantial financial incentives to a
new test each year based on a stable but well-defined domain of
minimal objectives. If such a system were attempted, the tradition of
the tests would soon become a powerful force in the schools. One could
predict that, after a fewdears, the distribution of those passing the
tests would stabilize at a very high percentage. If we are talking about
basic or minimal skills, some may argue that this is exactly the distribu;
tion we want. But there is a tradeoff. Given our testing history, the .

- multiple-choice format might be expected to quickly and uncritically

dominate the external test and thus might, unfortunately, influence
the kind of teaching and learning that takes place.

An alternative to a positive incentive, test gain funding plan is
one that links funding levels for remedial assistance programs to low
test performance. This is still an external testig@ program, but it js one
whose effects on the curriculum-and on teacHfhg and learning should
be slight —so long as safeguards are built in to discourage schools froin -
implicitly or explicitly taking steps to depress scores on which funds are
allocated (see Feldmesser, 1975; Hamischfcgcr and Wiley, 1977b) and
so long as the continuation of funding is not linked to test score gains.
This describes the current situation in Michigan. However, if contin-
uation funding is reduced when pupils make test gains, as under Quie's
plan, a strong negative incentive is introduced. To avoid such a nega-
tive incentive, the Michigan Chapter Three lcglslatlon originally set up
a two-tiered tcatu:’ program that tested mmally to allocate funds for
low-scoring pupils'and th¥n again to link continuation funding to suc-
cessful test performance. Districts’ would” recetve full allocation the
following year for each low-scoring pupil who achieved 75 percent of
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agreed-on objectives and a proportionate amount for partial gains.

This use of test results for continuation funding caused considerable -
controversy. It was perceived not as an incentive but as a penalty— -

a device that would be used to single out teachers with pupil failures
(Murphy and Cohen, 1974). Consequently, this continuation funding
component of Chapter Three has never been implemented. If it had
been, it is likely that the tests gventually would have influenced teach-
ing and learning in Michigan schools.

Mosher (1973) suggests an interesting use of a two- tlcrcd systcm
of test-based fundmg He feels that commercial norm-referenced
achievement tests are-the most suitable devices for initially allocating
funds for remedial assistance programs. He suggests, however, that a
different type of achievement test is best for evaluating the effective-
ness of these programs or for making decisions about continuation
funding. It can be argued that, for a number of reasons, -norm-
referenced achievement tests tend to measure general ability rather
than school- spccnfic achievement. Such achievement tests correlate as
highly with so-called intelligence or verbal ability tests as they do with

.one agother, and they also correlate highly with home background
(Cole and others, 1966). Thus; they afford a realistic index of the

difficulgly the school will have in teaching low-scoring pupils. However, |

becausé of their psychometric properties and the collusive effect of

. home and school on the traits they measure, these general achievement

tests are hot particularly sensitive instruments for assessing changes in
the school’s effectiveness in reaching specific instructional objectives.
Thus, Mosher (1973) argues that they should not be used to evaluate

. the effectiveness of programs. Instead, he suggests that tests geared
. specifically to programs’ instructional objectives be employed.

The effects of using such objective-referenced tests to evaluate
programs should be benignif the funding level determined by the
norm-referenced achievement/abilty tests is not affected by the out-
come of the evaluation. However, if continuation funding is tied to
gains on a test referenced to a set of common statewide objectives, then
*the potential impact of that test could be great indeed. Thus,; I should
like to suggest a variation on Mosher's plan. Like Mosher, I woyld first
.allocate funds on the basis of a general norm-referenced achievement/
ability test. The state could require districts to modify their programs
on the basis of subsequent evaluation results but could not use those
results to reduce the initial funding level. However, a bonus might be
pald to districts for every economically disadyvantaged pupil whose
scores reach-some agreed-on standard on a test geared to a set of com-
petencies for a particular grade. Safeguards would need to be built into
the program to avoid the segregation of these bonus eligible students,

|
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to kecp them from being shortchanged in other aspects of the curricu-
~lum, and to guard against accepting minimums as, the norm. Such a
plan might capitalize on one positive impact of external exams— the.
structuring and focusing of instruction— for the students the schools
have had the least success in reaching: the economically disadvantaged.

are we ready for government testing?

, Whether or not compensatory funds should be allocated on the
basis of test scores comes down to deciding whether or not our society is
willing to accept a federal (or more likely a state-level) external testing
system. The acceptance of such a program would alter the present sys-
" tem of American testing. Instead of a system in which local districts use -
-privately developed tests in traditional ways (which I feel have minimal
impact on the schooling process) we would move to a system in which
tests used by the state inay have a profound influence on the curricu-
lum, as well as on instruction and learning. The effect on the balance
. of power between the local district and the state would be a direct
function of the rewards or sanctiohs associated with the use of the
external tests. : :

Can a system of test-based funding be built that could alter the
present balance? Absolutely! Should we then move in this direction?
That is not primarily a measurement question, although there are
measurement issues involved; it is a question of values, politics, power,
and control. Whatever society decides, we must be.aware that a system
of external testing linked to funding involves a delicate balance; it is
not a marriage made in heaven. '
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- * High school graduation should mean that the

o .7+ school has prowded a suitable program of

, ... learning activities and that the student
S ~ ~..has attained defined levels of performance.
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© - tests and“»diplom'as:
- . certifying high school
F I ~ “education

mark . shgdd. |

Tests and diplomas are the subject of considerable discussion these
days —both inside and outside of education circles. Their purpose, in
~many minds, is to certify or validate education. Frankly, I think we
could benefit from a careful logk at.both. . ' -.
The high school diploma has long been a symbol of studeént
accomplishment, representing the sum total of personal and academic
achievement. But recently it has taken on new significance. Now it is
expected to certify not only individual attpinment but also the success -
of the schools in providing quality education. This is a subtle but
importarit shift in emphasis. As a mechanism for public accountabil-
ity, the diploma must have more than personal, individual signifi:
cance; it must have universal validity, And that, in turn, requires mea-
surable standards for earning a diploma. - ¢ :
This shift in expegta;iom has produced tremendous pressure to
move in the direction of standardized tests, as well as raging contro-
versy over the subject. Supporters of minimum competency testing
point to illiterate graduates, frugrated parents and employers, social
* rather than competency-based promotions, and the like as reasons for

l{[lc Nculhccm[urwwumw. 1, 1979 6»7. o , . 63

10)

; i




e

using minimal performance tests as standards for high school
geaduation. But opponents argue that such tests prove little,
educate not at alk, and can be seriously misused. Minimum expec-
tations for schools,\they fear, will soon become maxunum expecta-
tions for students.

While my own bias is with those opposed to ‘such testing, I
believe that both sides are correct —at leasd insofar as their facts
are concerned. There are serious problcrm afflicting the schools, and
they demand our immediate attention. However, testing is a simplistic
reaction to a complex set of problems that dcmands a more thoughtful
response. .

o

’ accounlabdity in education

Thc fundamcntal issue here is accountabduy That very
popular word represents one of the most basic foundations of our
democratic society: the ability of the people to demand that their
public institutions account for the quality of their work. This is per- -
haps particularly true for our educational institutions. Because we
Americans value our schools enormously, we expect a great deal from
" them and we spend a great deal on them; we therefore have every right
to demand accountability from the institutions we support.

But what exactly do we expect? Despite arguments that the
schools have tried to take on too much, there are broad areas of agree-
ment about the purposes of education. In general, we want the schools
to help our children learn to communicate and compute, to become
capable of making a living, and to be good parents and neighbors, as
well as wise consumers and voters. Schools should help children form
and express opinions, make judgments, solve problems, be creative,
and enjoy their own lives and the world around them. To borrow from
other writers and educators, we want our schools to enable children to:
find pleasure in the exercise of their minds, to help them realize their
potentialities, to educate themselves throughout their lives.

We demand a great deal. And we are deeply concerned about
the quality of education in America. The latest Gallup poll te]ls us that
two thirds of the American public believes the quality of education ‘is
declining. And, while I continue to argue that schools today do a bet-
ter job of educating more youngsters than ever before, 1 gecognize that
there are students who are not learning; there are teachers who are not
teaching; and, therefore, students| parents, and taxpayers are being
cheated by the schools.

Clearly, we face a difficult dilemma: we must spend our energy
addressing the public concern about the quality of our education while
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"at the same time attempting to analyze and resolve the problems
. involved. The ctux of the matter is that education is hard, if not impos-
sible, to quantify. That is-a galling realization for thistate legisla-

tor whose constituents demand that something be done about the

quality of education. 1t is frustrating for a reporter seeking a neat
- definition of a “successful” public school. And it leaves no recourse for

a parent whq suspects that 1 child is not being educated. So we .

‘attempt to “measure” education with competency and proficiency
tests. And so great is the pressure for accountability that thirty-three
states now use some form of standardized testing and every other state
is considering it. - - '

While apparently logical to many people, the testing response
has many flaws. It is a simplistic approach that ignoges the drawbacks
of proficiency and competency tests: they are limiged instruments mea-
suring limited numbers of things; they are alwayfbiased in some' way;
and they can identify problems but not cai®s or solutions. It also
ignores the potential for misuse of proficiency tests. If used to deny
promotion or graduation—a practice that has never been provén to
benefit students — tests have the effect of blaming students for schogls’

. failures. Such tests are equally unsuitable for use as the'sole judge of a
- school’s success. I am deeply disturbed by the growing tendency to
. compare one school with another only on the basis of standardized test

scores. That “bottom line” approach is a meaningless device of the bus-
iness world that jeanfair to students, schools, and the public that
believes it to be There are, of course, many valid uses of tests;

“these range from diagnosis of individual learping problems tg the eval- -

uation of whole programs over time. Furthetfmore, tests should play an
important role in the overall accountability process. But tests are inap-
propriate as the ultimate measure of education; no test has been
proven to accurately predict success in adult life, . '

1

’

an alternative to testing

b
The demand for accountability —from students, parents, and
taxpayers—is legitimate and, practically speaking, too powerful to
ignore: We must devise some valid way of certifying that an acceptable
process of education occurs between the first and twelfth grades. One
reasonable alternative to testing is taking shape in Connecticut. This
alternative is not the perfect solution to education’s problems; nor s it
cntir"ely-indci)c.dﬂeht of the testing approach. With its establishment:
“this year of a statewide proficiency esam and with its propesal last year
of a statewide compétency-based test for granting high school diplo-
mas, Conngcticut hopped on the testing bandwagon, too.But there is
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some important restraint in this tgsting program: Connecticut is casing
into a comprehensive program of accountabnhty that mclqdes testing
but is not limited to it. .

- important components of the accountabiliyg -program-and warrant
» J0me explan.mon The proposed- competency-based high *school
dnploma test is the more controversial of the two, because even though

]

The proficiency and' compctency tests Jhavc Just mentioned are -

it is an optional program, ‘aimed. mostly at out-of-School youth, it does

~ establish statewide criteria for a high school diploma.

Like thost states,” Conncctlcht has had a state testing program a

for high school equivalenty for.years. Limited to those over age twenty,
this*test gives adults the opportunity to earn a high school q)ﬁloma

. However, a year ago a.study group, established under Connecticut’s
* » Master Plan for Vocational and Career Edacation, reconmended that

# @ mcasure of “competency™ or applied skills be added to the test; the
group believed that the high school diploma should reflect such com-
petency as well as deg
way aimed chiefly at | oung men and women —many of them drop
outs — between the aggs of sixteen-and twenty who. might not otherwise
have the.opportunity tp earn a diploma. The study group also proposed
lowering the eligibility age for the test, thereby permitting some
students to graduate early. . >

A source of controversy because of that “carly ~cxit provision,
the -proposal awaits fusther action and funding from the General

‘Assembly. However, there are a number of features— details that do not °

make headlines — of the proposed test which would make i it an' impor-
tant part of the pverall accountability process. (This is a very impor-
tant opuon for some young people who may not have the choice of

staying in school for the last,year.ordwo. For them), the opportunity to.

earn a high school dlplQMa and the earning power that goes with it are
. essential.) Our proposal would ‘allow studénts to “test out” of school

‘e only with parental permission, arfd then only after intefisive counsel-

ing. Students who liad dropped out of school were also to be given
counseling and encouragged to return to class to carn a diploma.

At the time that it'was asked to act on this proposal, the Con--*

icut General Assembly was preO(:cupncd with measares. for profi«
testing.”Since then, Connecticut has joined the mamstrcam in
proﬁcncncy tcstmg bfll although wnth some rcqtramt For- one

and it'®ans just that: it is based on evaluation and

] nce, ndt competency tests and not requircriients for
. promotlon or fgr graduation, It wjll not be the ultimatc. arbiger of stu-
*ptl suceess dr_{afli{re’ The sewis intended toevaluate student profi-

’ endy iny basic academxc slu{ls and to amgn remedial assistance where

., ' . .C« )
: ,' B '
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onstrated academic proﬁcnqxcy The proposal
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‘ nccdcd Furthermore, it is not just one test. The act requires local dis-
_ = " tricts to test students at three grade levels between the first and cighth
~ grades, and it calls for a fourth test to be 4dministered by the state to
all ninth graders. The choice of grades is intended to provide ample
time to correct problems indicated by the tests. The law also requires
each district to plan a comprehensive testing program before adminis-
tering it,fynd it assigns st :&moncy tor remedial efforts. '
M As state tests go, this is not a bad model for an dccoumablhty
device. It is aimed primarily at schools® not students and its chief
o, purpose is to provide aid - nbt labels - far,students. ‘Furthermore, it
" steers Clear of the testing-for- promotlon trap, Buf it is not a perfect .
- solution. 1 would prefer to sce the statéwide test administered at both '
-~ grades four and eight rather than grade nine, thus allowing more time
for remedial help. And I am still’deeply concerned about the possible
misuse of test results. After our experiences with SAT scores, ‘I cannot
belicve that this will not be a problem. Realtors will find the scores
helpfulin identifying “good** school systems; parents and taxpayers will
use them to compare students, schools, districts, and teachers. And,
while I know such use is distorted, unfair, and unhelpful, I also know it
is unavoidable - - particularly since state money will be allotted to towns
on the basis of the number of students who fail these tests. In develop-
. ing regulations for the law, we will be working to minimize this prob-
lem as much as possible. ’

. T'he most encouraging aspect of this testing legislation is that it
is regarded in 4 broad context of accountability. By and large, neither
the legislature nor the public assumes the test to be the sole answer to
“the accountability issue. This is primarily becayge Connecticut is deal-
ing ﬁga larger issuc at the moment - the state yupreme court rulmg

"~ in Horton v. Meshill that Connecticut’s system_of financing schools is
X - “uneonstitutional. Like California, New Jersey, and other states, Coh-
necticut is thus faced with the prospect of rcdcsxgmng not only the
ﬁnancmg of tducatlon%ut the structure of that cducatlon as well.

.

exami,nil}g “suitable” educalion '

Our statutes not only demind equal opportunity for all stu-

dents and a reasonable level of {unding; they also require that opportu-

-nity be provided each student for something called a “suitable program

_ of educational experiences,” which, to date, has never pheen officially
= , defined. In order to shape an equitable finance system, it became clear
’ very carly thag we would have to define a “suitable” education as well.
"~ That process is not yet complete, although a final proposal is now
cing prepared for review hy the school finance advisory panel, the

tate board of education, and the GencraP Asscmbly .Nonetheless,
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after months of discussion, debate, criticism, and advice,, a consensus
has emerged that gives shape to a definition of suitable cducauon So
far, we have successfully resisted the urge underlying the compctcmy
movement to quantify “suitable” in terms of a specified list of pro-
grams or student requirements. There will be no state curriculum or
state graduation requiremerits - and that represents more than just a
deferral to New England'’s penchant for local autonomy. It reflects an
understanding of the edycation process as one that must be Tlexible,
responsive, and individualized, not merely convenient for adults.

Connccticut’s “suitable” education program is shaping up as a
scries of guardmccs to students of appropriate. opportunmcs for their
cducation. The guarantees.will also assure parents and taxpayers of the
accountability they demand for school performance. Among the cle-
ments of a suitable education program are various state and local goals
and objectives; minimum curricular offerings; minimum funding;
appropriate staffing, equipment, and supplies; adequate systems for
managing, evaluating, and improving school progifams; and, finally,
an effective evaluation and reporting system including the variou¥ test-
ing programs mentioned earlier. In addition, the key to the process is a
remedial program to be enforced by the sldlc’m'l/cn asc hoal system,
taken as a whole, fails to provide a program that meets these criteria of
sullabllny "

'So what does this definition of suitable education have to do
with dlplomds and Migh school graduation? T believe that requiring
accountability for the outlined elements of a suitable program i$ the
best way to certify lngh school completion. There are four major exit
requirements that I believe must be met for cach student; the rcsponsx-
bility for these falls predominantly on the school:

( Thg school must certify that each student has had equal
access to a quality'education throughout his or her twelve years of
schooling. Every child must be guamntc(-d protection from discrimina-
tion that prevents Mnl from receiving the education he requires.

T'he schodl system’ must have pxovnol('d cach student with a
broad range of learning -opportunities - in both basic and dppllcd
skills  that will ¢nable him or her to function su(u-esfully now and in
tuture hf(-

The system must have helped its stud(-nts along the way to
reach lhclr full potential. No school system can force a child to tearn;
but every school system is responsible for aiding and emourngmg the
child. That means using our vast wealth of knowledge about learning
to identify children's tdl('nts, abilities, and i(‘(vrmts to uncover l(‘arn~
ing pu)bl(‘ms. and to selve them. It is here that tests of Many varictics
may play an important rolet ’

4. Finally, there must bo clear expectations of what students
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.'should accomplish. The- schools are responsible for establishing such
expectations; the students gre responsible for meeting them. The high
school diploma should continue to be a personal statement of accom-
plishment representing participation in certain activities and ‘sufficient
achievement in basic academic skills. Ideally, those expectations
should be established on an individual student basis. At the very least,
they should be decided by the local school system and the local com-
munity. They should not be set at the state level. Students, parents,
and educators should all -agree on the valu€ and significance of the
high school diploma and the qualifications for earning it. o

e S Ny
. ’ e , - ‘ o conclysion |
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Many would like to see high school education defined by a sin-
gle standard, a neat listing of the accomplishments that all graduating
studénts will have, efficiently identified by a single test score. However,
I cannat agree. 1 like to think, as Gcbrgc Bernard Shaw did, that edu-
cation is “the child it pursuit of knowledge, and not knowledge in pur-
suft of the child” (Peter! 1978, p. 178). I cannot and wjll not believe
that the ultimate goal of education is achieving a minimum score on a
single test. We want everyone to go beyond minimum level. Weé want
- each child jo reaeh his or,her maximum potential. And cach child is
different; there is no test that measures that difference cffectively.

" . But thete is no need to “cp out” on the accountability issue. 1
propose, instead, a dual-accountability. First, we must hold the schools .+
firmly accountable for opportunities for learning. They must guaran-
tee cach s(u‘dcn{ the instruction, evaluation, and special assfitance he
or she requires. Only in this way can we effectively certify the success of
schools. And I believe that if we take care of the first part then the sec-
ond part - the certification of‘(udcn(s ~ will take care of itsclf. This
docs not, however, relieve the students of responsibility; they should be
held accountable for their own performances. The students should be
" fully aware of what is expected of them, and the diploma should be

their reward for meeting those expectations. Legally and morally, we

owe stydents the opportunity to learn. But we also owe them what they

o emsclves: an expectation of the excellence of which each of them

is capable. © ‘ - '
8 . ~

-
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Programs for determining placement in remedial

< instruction)-certsfying competence in reading and writing

. shills, and evaluating instructional programs illusirate
how testing can influence the awarding of college degrees. -
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p " testing and the

r. robert rentz

It is not my intention in this chapter.to answer the question of whether
or not testing should be involved in awarding college degrees. That
qliestion is' quite compelling, but, unfortunately, I do not know the
answer. A much less compelling question, but one that is much more
manageable, is: How can testing influence who is iwarded the college

with awarding college degrees. Prebably more tests are administered in
~  « college classrooms during the first months of the fall term than are:

can College Testing progran combined, and improvements could cer-
tainly be made in many of those classroom tests. However, my concern
is nGt with the testing programi that originates with individual profes-
sors or even with the faculties in specific departments; rather, 1 am
concerned with the kind of testing that receives its major impetus from
outside the faculty —suggested, mandated, or legislated by adminis-
trators, governing boards, or state legislatures—and that is used to
assess minimum competency for granting diplomas. Numerous exam-
ples of thése externally mandated testing programs may be cited. A¢
the state llevel, for Instance, are the Georgia program that I will
describe shortly, and the program required by the recent Florida law

. ‘ .
New Dytections for Tarting and Measurement, 1, 1979 7’ 3 o 71
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degree? Testing has, of course, always been used by those concerned -

administered over several years by the College Board and the Ameri-

+,
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that calls for the administration of entrance and exit exams for teacher
education candidates. Other programs are unique to individual higher
education institudlons. There is generally substantial faculty involve-
ment in their development and implementation of such progratms, but
“the impetus for them comes from outside the faculty. .

I think the primary motivation behind the development of these”

testing programs is the popular belief that college graduates are simply
not as well educated as they should be. While there is little direct evi-
dence of the performance levels of today’s college graduates, there is
much popular commepng. Anccdotes abound about the graduate who
cannot write lﬁtcm of application, memoranda, or even simple sen-
tences. There ate other stories about sixth grade teachers who cannot
read at the level of their own students. }t is difficult for luLcns to
believe that four years of college experience will | tramstormf a freshman |
class, over a quarter of whose paembers m%takcrgmcdnal English and
math, into a group of gradu;; that can'WInction “at a level expected
of college graduates. Factors guch as the necessity for minimum com-
- petency testing of high school graduates and generally declining Scho-
lastic Aptityde Test (SAT) scores tend to erode the base of confidence
in, the abilfty of the entering college student. Thus, in the absence of
cr\'"\dcnce to the contrary, the notion that the college graduate is some-

Yo

how educationally deficient persists.

' In 1972, partly as a response to this general Mncaslncss ‘and
part\y t¢ gather information for program improvement, the umvcrsny
system of Georgia began a testing program designed to assess the read-
ing and writing skills of college students during their sophomore year.
The Georgia system, composed of thirty-three state-supported junior
colleges, senior colleges, and universities; quickly discovered that some
25 to 30 percent of its students could not achieve the minimal levels of
performance expected of them in the two sested areas. These findings
were partly responsible for the establishment of a formal statewide
remedial program in all institutions, accompanied by extensive place-
ment testing of incoming freshmen. At the same time, to help individ-
ual departmenits evaluate'their programs, the university system inau-
gurated major area examinations to be given to bachelor’s degree &n-
didates at thdir exit pomt Hills (1977, p. 9) calls these entrance and
exit testing activities “a very extensive and elaborately coordinated pro-
gram of testing. No other state has anything quite like it."

+ The Georgia programs offer illustrations of scveral functions
that testing tan’ perform in awarding the bachelor’s degree. In the
remrainder dfsthis chapter, 1 will focus on three of these functions:
placement, certification, and program evaluation.

-
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) X testing for student placement

Testing has been used for selection in college admissions for
many years. Test scores, along with high school grades and other infor-
mation, have assisted college admissions officials in making decisions
about who would be admiitted. When the number ‘of applicants far
exceeded the available space, high selectivity was the general practice
followed by most institutions. In recent years, however, the opposite
has been true; generally, there has been more space than applicants,

and the pressure to maintain enrollment levels has necessitated less

reliance on previously used selection criteria. As the ratio of space to
applicants has changed in favor of the applicants, the type of admis-
sions decision that must be made has also changed: selection decisions
have become placement decisioris. .Selection means deciding whether
or not to admit particular students, whereas placement involves deter-
mining which level of instruction ér type of program is best suited to

ment options has been provided by Willingham (1974), who empha-
Bizes accommbudating individual student differences by matching stu-
dents with appropriate educational programs. Placement decisions

- typically involve such options as exemption from particular courses,

advanced placement, or the use of remedial programs. This last option

becojhes increasingly prominent as more of the less-qualified appli-

cants are admitted. .
Placement ih remedial programs in Georgia colleges involves a

. - two-stage decision that uses test information. All applicants for each of

the thirty-three institutions in the university system are required to

* individual applicants. A rather comprehensive explication of place- -

submit SAT scores. Students with a combined verbal and math score of _

less than 650 (on a scale of 400 to 1600) are required to be further
tested with a set of tests called the Basic Skills Examination. Students

who score below an institution’s cut-off point on any of the three parts ~

of the Basic Skills Examination —math, English, or reading — must

enter that ingtitution's formal remedial program in those areas in .

which they are deficicnt. Before exiting, the students in the remedial
program must again take and pass the part or pagts of the Basic Skills
Examination that they previously failed. Students are allowed up to
one year to complete these requirements. Those who begin but never

complete the remedial programs and still entér the regular college pro-

‘gram will never receive degrees. Thus, in this sense, passing the, Basic
Skills Examination becomes a requirement in itself for obtaining a

.

degree. <

jhilc this use of thé Basic Skills Examinatipn involves the func-*

- v bay
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tion 1 have chosen to call certification, it suggests certain characteris-
. tics of tests of this sort that should be mentioned here. Using the Basic
Skills Examination for both placement and certification at thirty-three
institutions throughout the state puts a severe strain on both test secur-
ity and, to some extent, the credibility of the certification process.
Such a problem can only be solved by issuing riew test forms at fairly
frequent intervals. In fact, the requnremcnt for multiple, equated test
forms issued on a regular basis is necessary faf the successful imple-
mentation of most certification examinations, ncluding those in the
minimum competency testing movement. In @eorgia, we have dealt
with the multiple forms problem by abandoninftraditional test devel-
opment procedures, as well as the purchase’ offoff-the-shelf tests, in
favor of an item bank approach and the use of fatent trait methodol-
ogy. The Basic Skills Exams are developed locally on the basis of the
Rasch model. Rasch model procedures provide simple and efficient
solutions to the problems of equating test forms, and they offer the

benefits of an item sampling approach to the item analysis task (see
Rentz, 1978).

testing for certification

The clearest example of Georgia's use of tests for certification is
the chcnts Testing Program, which assesses the reading and wrmng
skills- of students during their sophdmore year, Passing this test is
required for graduation with efther an ass"atc or bachelor's degree.
The policy of the board of regents of the university system, adopted
in 1972, contains the following statements (Board of Regents, 1972,
" pp- 554-555):

It is the responsibility of each institution of the University Sys-
tem of Georgia to assure the other institutions, and the system
as a whole, that students obtaining a degree from that institu-
tion possess the basic competence of academic literacy, that is,

certain minimum skills of reading and writing. . . . Students
enrolled in degree progr ill be required to take and pass
the test. . . . Passing thé t a requirement for graduation.

The battery of tests used in the Regents’ Testing Program is
called the Lahguage Skills Examination. These tests are given four
times a ycar to about 30,000 students. Students are permitted to take
the tests as many times as desired, subject to any rcquircd remediation
policy of the local institution. (Board pollcy requires the local insti-
tution to provide a remedial program for those failing the test, and it
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permits the institution to require the student’s participation.) The tests
in the Language Skills Examination are locally developed. The reading
test is a conventional multiple-choice comprehension and vocabulary
test, but the writing test is an actual written essay. .
The content of these tests is determined. by representatives of
"&he faculties; their aim is to define a minimum level of performance
that can reasonably be expected of a graduate regardless of the institu-
tion attended. In such a large and diverse student population, what
proficiencies can be certified and how? Insofar as content is concerned,
there are four options: (1) certification on a course-by-course basis, the
process currently in common use, in which each professor assesses stu-
dents’ competence by assigning grades; (2) certification of students’ com-
petence in their major areas of study, an option in widespread use but
usually operated by recognized groups outside the college (examples
include state teacher certification boards and other professional licens- ‘
ing and certification boards); (8) certification based on a core curricu*
lum —a common body of content that each student is expected to mas-
¢+ ter and that is very difficult to define; and (4) certification of basic
skills, the solution illustrated by Georgia's Regents’ Jesting Program.

-

testing for prografl evaluation

The Regents’ Testing Program also serves a program evaluation
function. The percentage of students who have passed the Language
Skills Examination in each institution in the Georgia system is reported
regulatly. The results vary widely among schools, - which, over the
years, has resulted in extensive studies of lower-division programs,
particularly English composition. Program evaluation is not its major
thrust, although the Regents’ Testing Program can lead to changes in
programs; the impact its results have had on curricular programs has
created mixed feelings about its overall effectiveness.

The Major Area Examinations, sometimes called senior exit
exams, represent a testing activity in the Georgia system that can be
readily identified with evaluatign, These exams are selected, adthinis- - Vo
terkd, and reviewed by the local institution. Each department selects or
dcra;es its own exam, but the tests used most frequently are the
adva’xced tests of the Graduate Record Examinations. Each graduat-
ing sénior must take-a Major Area Examination; psychology majgrs

take a_psychology exam, biology majors a biology exam, and so on. .
Howe&r. there are no passing requirements; the results are used by
_ each atrademic department as part of a review of its academic pro-
+ gram. Since this particular testing program.is relatively new, its useful-
riess is yet to be determined. -

ERIC \ . 7
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Considerable. testing takes place in the Georgia'system, and one
thing is clear: testing influences curriculum. It would require consider-
ably more space to describe all the various ways in which these testing
programs have influenced the higher education system in the state, but
I will mention a few related to the Regents’ Testing Program. Course
content has changed. New courses have been added. More essay tests
are given and more in-class writing is done in other courses besides
English. And faculty are increasingly conscious of and concerned
about their responsibilities to students in teaching basic skills.

: The reactions to these trends have been both positive and nega-

.tive. Ome junior college dean writes, “I believe the Regents’ Test has

done more than any other single device-to improve the quality of
higher education in this state” (Austin, 1978). Yet the head of an
English department (Corse, 1978) declared: o

However, because we now are devoting our best efforts to get-
ting the largest number of students past the essay exam as possi-
ble, we are teaching to the exam, with an entire ourse, English
111, given over to developing one type of essay writing, the
writing of a five-paragraph argumentative essay written under a
.time limit on a topic about which the author may or may not
have knowledge, ideas, or personal opinions. Teaching this one
uscful writing 'skill has the beneficial effect of bringing large
numbers of weaker students to a minimal level of literacy; but,
at the sam¢ time, it devastates the content of the composition
program that should be offering the better student challenges
- to produce writing of high quality. Because the Regents’ Test i
primarily designed to establish a minimal level of literacy, gfir
teaching to this test, which its importance forces us to do, tefids
to make the minimum acceptable competency the goal offour )
instruction, a circumstance that gularantccs mediocrity.

- conclusion

In thig-chapter, I have approached the issue of how testin
be used as a determinant in awarding college degrees by describing sev-

", eral testing programs in the university system of Georgia. These pro-

grams illustrate three functions testing can perform — placement, certi-
fication, and évaluation. In some ways, these functions influence the’
individual directly; in others, students are influenced by program
changes brought about by the testing. As we have seen, testing can be a
powerful agent for change. If we are now facirig an era of more wide-
spread use of tests for determining gfigibility for college degrees, then
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colleges.must be aware of the impact such testing is likcly' to have on
their campuses. ' :
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Decisions on what kinds of interventions to to
evaluate and what kinds of data to collect are
needed for wise useé of evaluation resources.

11

, critical decisions in
. -evaluation studies

®

S ~ peter h. rossi .

The human services field presently seems to have Eliml;cd onto a pla-

~ teau, and ‘it appears able to gain additional altitude in small incre- -

ments only by expending considerable additional amounts of effort
and resources. Public and health care efforts have lowered the death
rate close to its asymptotic minimum and detreased its variance due to
social class, ethnicity, race, and place of residence. Further reductions
in mortality are going to be difficult to achieve, will require very hwavy
expenditures, and may increase undesirable side effects. Similarly, we
have gone abouit as far as we can go with our criminal justice system in
working to keep crime gnder control. Further- progress may take more
effort than we can afford. In education, compulsory school attendance
until ages sixteen to eighteen plus the availability of state-supported
colleges and universities have brought our country a long way on the
road to universal literacy. But ironing out the variations in educational
attainment and intellectual functioning that currently exist4s clearly a

.difficult task. In short, thé easy problems in all these fields have been

met fairly well; the difficult ones still lic ahead. Indeed, the more prob-
lems we solve, the more difficult are the di)}emmas that still rentain.

- Corollary to this g¢neralization is the fact that in field after field
new interventions we might devise are not going to have spectaculgr
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effects; we are most likely to consider changes that amount to little

more thal&tj?:\epm'hg with existing systems. While their inventors and

advocates. tout such changes as fundamental alterations in our -

human services, they most likely will turn out to be small variations on
gxisting themes. For example, the mass-produced textbook was a
fundamentally important innovation, one that lies at the base of our

. educational’system. And innovative matgrials for programmed instruc-

tion can be viewed as simply new typd¥ of textboefs —perbaps better
than many but not fundamentally different from most and certainly
not as-different from regular textbooks as those textbooks were from:
whatever preceded them. -

Thus, the changes we try out on our human services are minor,
while the problems we must deal with become increasingly intractable.
As a result, any innovation is likely to produce effects that are weak
and inconclusive at best. It is this likely outcome that underlies the
trend toward increasingly rigorous evaluations of interventions. It is no

longer plausible to evalugte educational changes through direct -

inspection, through the judgments of experts, or through the reports of
persons experiencing the changes. We have learned that detecting the
effects of interventions requires considerable precision in measurement
and powerful research designs. Thus, as the problems become more
difficult and, the ‘interventions become weaker in their effects, the
mreans for. detecting them must become finer; acquiring definitive,
valid information about integventions requires considerable effort,
resources, and expegtisc —offen at levels that appear inappropriately
expensive in relation to the role such informatisiuight play in policy
decisions about the interventions in question.

when not to evaluate

Given an intervention —some new procedure, device, organiza-
tional* rearrangement, or whatever—that appears promising, what
kinds of measurement information might a decision maker need in
order to determine whether or not that intervention is worth installing
in an educational institution or system? Clearly the amount of informa-

_ *tion that would be desirable is depéndcnt on two characteristics of the

.intervention in question. The first of these is the cost involved: expen- -

sive interventions, taking into account not only capital and operating

‘costs but nonmonctary Bsts as well, would call for more and better

information than would relatively inexpensive interventions. For
example, it makes absolutely no sense to atternpt to measure the
impact of using plastic rather than steel paper clips, a judgment that

should appear obvious to all. The second characteristic is an interven-
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tion’s underlying potential: an intervention that may cause some °
harm should be evaluated-~more carefully than should one that*
appears to be completely benign. Of course, harin should be viewed
quite broadly; it should include possible damage to organizations as
well as damage to pupils and other persons in the educational

involved. . b . . (
tated obversely, these two principles have implica-
ot drdinarily’ taken into account. The obvglle says
i tion is inexpensive and obviously Beni heriit
is not worT evaluating as te whether or not it has any inlpdct on
some particylam educational outcome. The cost of obtaining such
information may often more than offset its worth. Furthermore,
this is just the sort of intervention that is'likely to haye little impact,
and precise estimates of sucly impact are extremely costly to obtain.
For example, providing enough monéy to persons released from
state_prisons to enable'them to survive for a month or so~would not
be an expensive intervention, and it would clearly be, hefpful?{o
prisoners. who are usually released with sums between $25 and $50. .
In addition, such provision might help réduce recidivism by casing
the transition to civilign employment. Detecting such effects is
likely to-be wvery expensive, although providing the additional
»moncy~is relatively cheap. As another example, an educational ,
intervention that would make available to high school math stu-
dents in¢xpensive hand calculators is probably not worth; evaluat-
ing with any great i)recis_ion. Similarly, a federal .program that
wollld providc\’s annually to school systems for cach child from a
poverty-level household is not worth evaluating as far as impact on -
the students is concerned. “The additional funds could not possibly
hurt cither the school systemis or the pupils, and the cost of properly
evaludting whether or not such funds had a positive impdct on
papil _léarniifg would be extremely expensite. Implementinig such a

program might be a waste of money, but cvaluating it surely would. _ )

be even more of a waste. In short, for inexpensive, clearly benign
interventiohs, some basic errors are acceptable. Y. s

An additional kind ‘of intervention also should riot be evalu-
ated. Indeed, a very good case can be made for the belief that such °
interventions should not even bg attempted. I refer to “black box"
&"crvcntions-—thc kind for which no-specificd rasionale, theory, or

odel postulates how the intervention is going to accomplish its aims. -

Perhaps the most frequengly employed black box interventions are
those that involve giving uncarmarked funds to school systems wor
schools in the vague hope thar they will somchow improve themselves. |
But many other interventions are proposed as well, such as Head Start
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% quesliom an evaluator should Jﬂ;tve(

.- the desigh of interventions, Mindless i
. movement, bumtwlll rcsult in Ilttlc progress. .

programs and cducw;nal vouchers, whose spccnflc mechamsn‘for
producmg effects are left unstated.

- Black box interventions often arise out of what may be called
failure of nerve. Often, despairing of finding any specific intervention
for which some sound rationale can be proposed, an interventjon is
Nlevised that primarily conisists of providing incentives for inndvation..
Thus, a school systcmmnght tu¥n over direction of local schools to neigh-

'+ borhagd school boards in the optimnmc democratic l}clncf that local

parentsmay be better’able to specify a school currifulum than are -

system- -wide school boards. There may be good reasons: for decentraliz-
mg control of schools, but Jhe idea that such moves will somehow
im{fove the.schdols because parcnts are.better at making educational

" decisions than are educators is not one of them. AMimilar example of

faiture of nerve is subcontractmg to private firms to provide instruction
under a proﬁt -incentive system, Here the rationale is slmplc if unsatis-

factory: in the absence of ‘any notion of what to do to improve the . ~

schools, simply provide profit incentives for i improvement, ard improve-

“ ments will appear.-The contract learning experiments sponsored by

the Office ¢ Economic Opportumty (Grgmllch .and Koshel, 1975)
demengtrated how futile such attempts wexe in producmg startllng or
effective innovations, at leagt in the short run.

Thg main “reason that black box, failure-of-nerve interventions. *

-are not-worth cvaluatmg is that we lcam so littlé from doing so. Eval-

clear, means for reathmg them provxdcs decision makers ' valuable

RN ¥

information about what to do next if the.intervention fails or is only -

. marg‘inally succcss{ul In the case of a hlack box intervention, however,

since the mcchamsm of succesd is unknown, we dre unable to sort out

- ‘the essential from the inessential aspecg$ of the intervention and l:*

will likely bgmnable to repréduce or enhance desirable cffects in
settings. EvaWations cof such interventions chatactgristically protide
‘go-or-no-go information and do not add cumulative knowledge bases.
Therd simply is Jo substitute for genergl undcrstandmg and theory in
%ovatlon may producc some

-
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The connderaﬂbm raiwd 80 far“. in gum, add up to a positive

* definigién of an evaluable jntervention — that is, one that is worth the
(,/» funds that myst be cxpendcd in orgler to determine with some preci-

sion whether or-not jt is having its dedked effects. Evaluable interyen-
tiom cart be defined as those that have clcarly defined (and measur-
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. uation of a well-thought- through intérvention with spemfic goals wad” .

.
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able) goals, are.theory-based, would require a heavy investment, @i
fund tq operate as a program, and may potentially inflict some harig:-
ful effects on persons or organizations. The more of these qualifi
tions a proposed intervention has, the more cgrlfully it should' b
evaluated. And, conversely, the fewet such qualitic's are present, the
less wor’whilc it is as an intervention and the less worthwhile evaluat-
ing its effectiveness may be. ,

1f a proposed iptervention meets these qualifications,¢ghow can

. + - ( . . .
- its subsequent evaluation best provide useful information to decision

makers? The solution requires answers to three interrelated evaluation

questions: (1) Is the intervention effective to a significant degree in
achieving its goals without substantial negative effects? (2) C2n the
interveition be delivered “(or implemented) successfully within the

" oggenizational context in which it would be embedded? (3) Can the
. intervention produce benefits that justify the costs--both monetary

and nonmonetary —that are necessary to achieve its intended effects?
Is an Intervéntion Effective? Since evaluation research came
into fashidn ten years ago, we have accrued sufficient experience with
applying powerful research designs under field conditionsato learn how
to discern, the effectiveness of interventions; typically, the main obsta-
cles to applying such research to the evaluation of interventions are
time and money. We have learned that it is both possible and feasible
to carry out quite elaborate randomized controlled exgeriments under
field conditions. We have also learned through experience that, with
proper safeguards, nonexperithe atistical methods can also be
used with considerable confidence in assessing the jhpacts of mterven-
tions. ° o o ,
. In short, it is possible, provided that we are willing t6 spend the
time and can afford the costs, to obtain quite precise, ynbiased esti--
mates of the effects of interventions. But there is a difference between
statistical proof and its fmplications for policy decisions. The best the
restarcher can do is provide datashowing that an ingervention does or .
does not produce statistically significant effects. Often, however, when . -
secn in the light of policy ncedﬂtatisticaﬂly significant effects are not
important. For example, the Educatipnal Testing Service's (ETS) eval-
uatioyof Sesame Street (Ball and Bogatz, 1970) showed that children
who hdd viewed that program had progressed farther soward an

~ yunderstandtng of certain basic relationships, could recognize more let:

ters of the alphabet, and had a clearer undetstanding of some rudi-
‘mentary arithmetic operations than had children who had not seen the

. program; however, there still remained the question of whether or not

- such results were significant Yrom a pglicy viewpoint. The ETS evalua-
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. tion showed that after the end of a yedr's viewing, on the average,




vg)

o

viewers could rcwgmzc two more letters of thc alph t than cotid |
\\osc who did not look at the program. But do two additional letters
repres¢nt an increase in learning significant enough to ]umfy&hc effort  ~°
that went into the design of the program? A somewhat similar case
involves the Head Start program. Whether or not it was effective is
apparently a controversial issue among evaluators; however, even if we
accept the most optimistic of the scyeral ﬁndmgs cén we say whether
or not its positive effects are slgmﬁcant enough to merit policy attention? °
Furthermore, deciding policy significafce ‘involves making .
judgments as to whether or not unintended side effects cancel out =~
posmvc primary effects. In his reanalysis of the Sesame Street results, '
for example, Cook (1975) found that the pregram had stronger effects-
among middle-class children than among poor children; the end result
was a general widening in the learning gap between the two socio-
. economic’ levels of yiewers of the program. Similarly, in Seattle and
Denver income maintenance cxpcrimcnts. A sljght zlork dlsmccntlvc
effect was shown tg/ result from income maintenance, payments, espe-
cially among secodary workers in houscholds; mothers of young chil-.
dren, and adolescents. This effect was statistically significant, but its "
policy lmphcatloni were not clear; though at first glance appearing to
be a major drawback, in somg respects —mothers .of young children
withdrawing from low- paymg ]obs to keep house and rear their chiil-
dren and adolescents remaining in high schogl until graduanon—lt
could be judged as a positive outcdme. In addition, it was found that
the payments {gstercd the breakup of marriages; this, too, may at first
seem ncgatnk:a the payments may have provided sufficient income
sccurity to free women from unhappy marriages (Hannan, Tuma, and
Groeneveld, 1978). : )
, In short, while the rescarcher can now fecl confident that his
measurements tan provide precise and. unbiased estimates of the
cffects of interventions, th‘sc information may not be relevant'as far as
\policy is concerned. Policy significance is.not equivalent to statistical
significance. Judgments still must be made about the appropriateness
of the magnitude of the effects and whéther pr not there is a satisfac-
tory tradeoff between positive rEsults and negative side effects.
Can the Intervention Be Delivered Succcssfully? The most usc-
ful estimates of intervention effects result from randomized controlled
' experiments; these must be ruj by rescarchers who carefully imple-
ment intcyventions under conditions that ensure its deliveryto appro-
priate target groups. Effects, then, are best pcasured when an inter-
vention is delivered in a standard' way at its intended full strength. For
this regson, randomized experiments on a grand scale have been pri-
marily concerned with transfer payments as interventions (these might
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include income maintenance payments, subsidized health insurance,
housing allowances, unemployment benefits for released prisoners, or
similar aid). The delivery of transfer mgyments is fairly readily
. evaluated because it can be conducted withih the framework of a ran-
domized experiment that simulates or imitates closely the ways in ~
which such paymerits would be delivered when embodied in a statutory
program. Human services delivery; however, is not sq easily measured;
unfortunately, many human services interventions that work quite well
*in randomized controlled experiments -administered by researchers
often fail miserably in other cegiexts. This is primarily because it is dif-
ficult to stan’g‘ardizc the delivery, of human services, espectally when the
“ deliverers anggprofessionals who have considerable ‘autonomy in the
exercise of their professiapal functions, largely as a conscquenee of the
failure of interventions ?ﬂat work well under highly controlled situa-
tfons to work at all in the field or institd®onal context. = @~ -
v+ The.expéctable difference betwgen pilot runs and production -
-runs.often means that an intervention must be tested twice: It is tested
fitst within the context of a carcfully controlled experiment; results
. from such an experiment proyide estimates of an intervgntion’s effec-
. tiveness under the most favorable circumstances  as administered by
*  the dedicated-designer of the intervehtion,. It is then tested_ withjn the
context of the jnstitution that will be given the delivery mandate if the
intervention® iy incorporated into stagutory policy.. .
Perhaps most representative of the sort of double testing suge
. gested heére are the expesiments sponsdred by the Depdrtment of Labor -
(Rossi, Berk, and Lenihan] forthcon jng) concerning the efficacy of
extending ‘unemployment insurance benefits as postrelease financial
aid to ex-felons. Such aid, of course, is intended -6 reduce récidivism
by casihg the transition to civilian employment This intervention was
tried initially on a small scale in Baltimore as a randomized experi-
‘ment; it was run by a devoted social resdaycher who administered pay-
ments and ‘providcd' job placement services with the aid of a small .
but conscientious staff. The Baltimore experiment produced very
. encouraging results, reducing arrests on property-related charges (that
is, burglary, robbery, and larceny) by about 8 percent, a Melty 25
percént geduction in’ recidivism for such charges ‘during {z:rpoat-
release year as compared with the control group. The Department of
Labor then tested the same program in more policy-relevant scttings
by having the departments of corrections and unemployment secufrity
in Georgia and Texas administedit-on a trial basis as a randomized
" controlled experiment. As administered by those agencies, the-inter-

<

- vention had no significant impact on arrests gn property-related . -
charges during the postrelease year in either state. Under soing condi-
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tions, financial aid was apparently cffectivc but” not when it was
délivered by the kinds of agencies that would be responsible for it if i’
were enacted as a national policy.
Program implementation indglves other measurement iuucs o
besides evaluating the effectiveness of interventions. The suecess ofa
' program dcpcnds on how effectively it is implemented. Hence, mea-
o rsurmg service delivery is a problem in the administration of all pro-
. "grams, especially those, such as human services, that must rely htavnly
on personnel for delivery. From the perspective of decision maing, it
ia necessary to know not anly whether or not an intervention will work
under certain circumstances but also whether or not it wjll work within
the context of the institution that will have to admihister it. This sug-
gests that policy making should be more tentative in establishing a pro- -
. gram, making provisions fqr both close tracking of how well the pro-- -
/ gram is being |m'plcmcmcd and periodic checks on its effectiveness as it
+ 47" is delivered. \
X Do the Interventxon s Bcnefm Justifyits Costs? The gcncral idea
. behind benefit-tdcost analyses is quite simple: policies that create
* ‘benefits greater than their costs are the enly ongs worth enacting, and
~ policies with high benefit-to-cost ratios make better use of resources. .
\ * than do those with lower ratios. Going beyond this general idea to the
' calculation of benefit-to-cost ratios, however, oné leaves a simple world
"and enters a maze of intricate complltauons To begin with, benefits
and costs may be rcgardcd from many viewpoints — from those of indi-
vidual rcmpl;:nts of an intervention to those of individual taxpayers, of
* the institution’ involved, and finally, of the government administration
or the socjety as a whole. Very costly educational interventions may-
* offer very high benefit-to-cost rat;os to recipients but fractional ones to
- -every other party.

. . Second, calculating a benefit-to-cost ratio rcqulrcs reducmg all

- benefits and costs to some coimmon metric — usually monetary - units,

' This may make ‘sense in the calculation of benefit-to-cost ratios for ~
dams and irrigation systems, whose main effects may be calculated in *
monetary terng, but how can we measure how much a person benefits

' from learning more matlt? What is the beneit to socjety of raising the
national average of math scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
by two or three points? It is clear that there are some societal benefits,
but it is diffcult, if not impossible, to measure such bengfits in terms
that would make sense to everyone concerned. . /}r *

' Finally, benefit-to-cost ratios aye gcncrally very sensitive to the

discount rates applied to expenditures. Since investing ‘monies at a

- given time on an intervention means that alternative investments caq '

" not then be made that, might accrue interest over the fmure, it is .
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necessary to comparc the worth of the present expenditures discounted
for the future worth of mvestmcm lternatives. Discount rates are,
largely conjectural, and, for intervendons that call, for a fairly large -
amount of _present- day expenditures, benefit-to- Cogt ratios can vary
\wndcly . . )
‘For these reasons, benefit-to-cost calculations, at least as
apphcd to social programs, tend to approximate the truth value of . -
science fiction —they are interesting, perhaps even insightful, but they
are mainly the product of some fertile lmagmauon This is patticularly
true of benefit-to-cost calculations apphcd to programs whose effec’
tiveness has not yet been tested but is simply taken for granted. Costs
and benefits, of course, should not be ignored. Indeed, I hold the con-
trary view. Calculations of cost. effectiveness —that is, the cpst of a
delivered unit of effectiveness —are cspccnally useful. For example, -
given a program that iy effective in raising the average gcores on some - i
standardizcd test of reading ablhty. itis poss;bl'c to compute how much
cach unit gain in reading scores costs. As a further illustration, Cook
(1975) reports that, by his calculdtions, each additional letter of the
alphabeg learned by a preschool child through exposure tp Sesame
- Street costs approximately $.25. And, in the Baltimore experiment
conducted by the Department of Labor, it costs about 312, 000-&0 avert
‘¢ach in¢ident of recidivism, an amount thay may scem cxt:cssivg until
AN one compares it with the costs of processing an arrested pcrson through =,
\' the cnmmal justice systemy and maintaining’ that* person in Jall for a -
typical two-year sentence.
" Calculating cost cff(‘Cth(‘ncSS rcqun'cs close momtonng of costs
and units of services delivered, as well as incasures of effectiveness. The
same rescarch operations and mcasures— with the addition.of cost.
éccofmting —that can be used to monitor the delivéry of services can
. provide the basic infor.m&(ion used to calculate cost effectiveness.

-
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. conclusion

This chapter has examined some of thc major issues that arise

in measuring the effcctiveness of and making decisions about interven-
- tions, Assuming that precise and accurate measurements of the eff

3 i tiveness of irterventions are expensive, } have stressed that there :fc

circumstances under which éne should not undertake measurement:

some interventions are simply too trivial to waste‘resources on, and -

‘others are so poq‘rly defined thdt any measurement is bound to be b
. ﬂmg and equivocal. For those interventions that are evaluable, I ha

illustrated the-considerable difference between the effectiveness of an

. intervention conducted under pilot-run conditions and' the effective-
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ness of one admmutcred by the institution that will have the ultimate
_ responsibility fog it if the prografris enacted. I have also expressed a
© pessimistic view of benéfit-to-cost calculations as being largely con- .
jectural and ordinarily highly dependeént on shaky assumptions. In

their places, | have stressed the usefulness of measuring cost cffcctivé~
ness.

-

e S
Mecasuring the cffcctlvcncu of interventions and the costs asso-
ciated with measured effects provides only one part of the information
that goes into the dectsion-making process. No matter how well an -
evaluation is conducted, it would be naive to expect the resulting
measures of effectivengss to have ‘an all-determining impact on the
decisions of policy maKers. There, Are many reasons to.enact interven-
tions into policy without considering their effectiveness. For ingtance,
equlty considerations may completely outwcigh considerations of effec-
tiveness, In addition, constituency demands arjsing from clients,
C\drganizations and perhaps even supplicrs may gppear more cogent to
ccision makers than the representations of evaluation rescarchers,
Indeed, would one have it otherwige? In a democ®atic socncty. is it not
better.to have policy that is responsive to the push and ‘pull of polmcs '
than to thc outcomes of social research?
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Responses of policymakers to Title I dnd

. . bilingual education program evaluations illustrate
foe : *how research affects policy decisions.
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" using measurement
in educational
'decision making

, . | .- john ellis
‘ e |

.
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Throughout the last decade, and most certainly during the past few. -
years, lawmakers and educational administrators in the federal gov- ¢
ernment -have relied increasingly on measurement and evaluation in * - -
“making their decisiond, The reasons are clear enough: a growing ‘
demand for accountability in education and a clear 'need for mefily
accurate yardsticksto measure the efficacy of educational systems, pro- -
grams, curriculums, arid student learning. Congiess wants more objec- - E
tive, pragmatic evidence on which to base its decisions about whether
support for programs should be increased, decreased, or abandoned.
Educagional administrators, ‘?tﬁ?s. parents, Dffice of Management
and Budget staff, and other¥ outside the legislative halls ‘also want
~ . - objective evidence to support their proposals and progragms., . .
" - My current role involves working with all 120 programs admin- ¢ .~
Jstered by the U.S, Office of ﬁducation (QE). In ghis capacity I can.see,
~ though somewhat dimly, the copstellation of ft# that focus on the
congress and the administration and attempt to Persuade, cajole, lure,
or threaten thern into taking appropriate action. In this chapter, I will

, examine the influence of testing and research on two of f_OE’s major

. Q . » . ’ . ¢ ,
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concerns —Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) and bilingual education. These two areas excmplify. the
mcrcasmg impact testing is having on decision making at the federal
level; in addition, they show how testing may be applied in other

_educational program areas.

\

tesling and Title | S

Title I of ESEA is thc flagship of federal cleinentary and secon-

dary education programs. It was authorized in 1965 t prov:ﬁc special
educational services to educationally deprived chlldrezn low-income
arcas, and its budget has grown from $959 million in ﬁsca? year 1966 to
over $3;}
school districts in the country. Measurement, in the form of evalua-
tion; has been an integral part of Title I since its enactment, However,

first-generation evaluations were basically efforts to find “successful”

Title' | programs. By today’s standards, (lffy were relatively primitive
and imprecise, and they were inadequate and unsatisfactory for the
purpos& of the OE and Congress. act, there were serious discus-
sions about whether to perform rad Wurgery on Title I or to abap-
don 1( altogether.

1974, Cnngrcss amcndcd Tatlc I by addmg several new dutices
for the Y,8. Commissioner. of Educat\non . The commissioner was to:
strengthex the requirement for mdt‘pcndcm eva\uatlons of Title I pro-
grams and. projccis dcvclop and publl!kh standdm‘iﬁ for evaluating the
effectivenéss-of- thow x‘agrama amd Yr(u&m.“tonmlt ‘with states to pro-
vide jointly. dpomorcd ¢bj CEive, v uati}m‘studmsx. prov:dc states with
evaluation models; utilizin bcbj\:cti e cnte\ri’a and tacthodology to pro-

‘duce data that ate comparable '(m a statq'mdc amd natnqnwide basis;

and provide states with technical awstance f¢r dwclhpmg and apply
ing their evaluation programs, W

As a resplt of the 1974 education amendments, the Nauonal
Institute for Education (NIE) and OE conducted a number of studie
and surveys. Contrary to carlier findipgs: these studies showed aﬁ
increase in achievement for Title I childreri. Moreover, the NIE study
indicated that the effectiveness of Title 1 programs directly correlated
with the quality of administration: programs.that were adininistered
well tended to be better than poorly administered programs. These

[

studies led to the general coriclusion that T |tlc I was. mdccd working -

and that it could be made even bcttcrf
Congressional action in 1978 reflects, in part, the rcsulq of the
NIE and OE studics, for a significant i n}crcasc in Title l apprgpriations

llion today. Title I funds now go to 14,000 of the 16,000 -
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was made. Including the new concentration proposal at $400 million,
the total Title I appropriation will be over $3.4 billion; this new total
\represents an increast of 27 percent over last year, the largest increase
. in the history of the program. Furthermore, Congréss placed more
responsibility on the states for monitoring Title 1 programs and incor-
porated into law some of the provisions in current'regulations dealing
* .+ - with program admiristration. ‘
~ " The research conducted by NIE was also good for the agency,
« . The report of ~i'he Senate/House Committee on the reauthorization of
. ESEA stated, “The high quality and extremely useful work accom-
t  plished by NIE in the ESEA Title I study was particularly influential in -
impressing thé Congress that the institute has grown and matured. It
now represehts awnique‘and solid resource [that] administrators and
educational policy makers can depend on for the study of difficult dnd
previously unknown areas [that] affect learning and the #ducation pro-
cess,-as well as national education policy issues” (Conference Report on
.. H.R.15, 1978, p. H12224).
"The education amendments of 1978 reflect Congress’ desire for
still more and better measurement. A lengthy section on program eva)- *
uation specifies thag the commissioner of education shall continue to
provide for independent evaluations of Title I programs and projects
as well as technical assistance. In addition; the commissioner must '
* 7. - report the results of evaluations to Congress no later than February in -
~ 7 1980, 1982, and 1984, ' -
A number of Title I evaluation studies aié currently under way;
’ ~three that should be,completed by next spring undoubtedly will have
- substantial impact on Title I legislatidn next year. Those conducting
" thesé studies are seeking to determine: (1) what percentage of students
retain fillto-spring achievement gains during the summer; (2) the cost
effectiveness of the various types of Title I services; and (3) the nature -
‘and extent of parental.involvement in the education of children.
Talk about the failyres of Title 1 has virtuaRy disappeared.
. There is no question that constituéney pressures and social needs over-
shadowed any test results in dvtcr‘ni.n'ing funding levels for Title 1. Yet
Congress clearly wanted to ensure that the dollprs appropriated were
being used wisely: congressional committees continyed to ptess OE for
. “evidence that the programs were working. But in this sessien; Congress '
turned away frgm questioning the desirability of having such a pro-
gram, instead focusing its attention on making ‘Title 1 more flexible
and more effective. Without data documenting student success and
pointihg the way toward program refinements, I seriously doubt that
such positive congressional action would ‘have been taken.

\
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evaluation and bilingual education
' An estimated 15 million persons of limited English-speaking
ability live in this country. About 24 .percent of them, or 3.6 million,
are fout to eighteen years of age and therfore of particular concern to
our public and private‘schools. An overwhelming number—69 per-
cent, or 2.1 million — of these young people speak Spanish. Only five
other languages account féor more than 50,000 persons each: Italian,
'French, Filipino, German, and Chinese.

.In 1968, Congress enacted the Bilingual Education Act as Title

VII of ESEA and appropriated $7.5 million for bilingual education. In = -

1974, the U.S. Supreme Court, in Lau v. Nichols, ruléd that the San
Francisco school district must provide special programs for children of
limited Enghsh speaking ability. Although the court did not specifi-

cally require bilingual education, that approach was one option for
meeting the new requirements and assuring equal access to education.

Following that decision, Congress substantially broadened Title VII to
help states and school ° systems better serve non-English-speaking stu-

dents. New Amendments called for more deliberate and systematic
teacher training and curriculum development. They also authorized
funds for.creating resource centers to help teachers, as well as materials
dcvclopmcnt centers &nd assessment anghsscmmauon centers.

4

Unfortuhately, research in bilingual education to date is frag-
mentary and inconclusive. A major stud} of the subject was conducted
by the American Institute of Research (AIR) under a $1.5 million con- °

"™~ tract with OE. Results of this study, released in the spring of 1977,
_ caused revesberations in the educational community that are still
~ being felt today They found that less than one third of the students
- participating in bllmgual classes were of limited English- spcakmg
ability and that. in the judgment of teachers, approximately three
fourths of the fourth, fifth, and sixth gradesgin Title VII classroems -
were cither {\gllsh 'monolingual or English-dominant bilingual
«students (Danoff, 1978). The rescarchers alsq noted that, in their study

sample, Title VII students had shghtly lo;l;.gradcs in English than

did students whd were fot in Title VII programs; ¥ mathematics,
across grades, they were performing at about the same level as studcnts

not in Title VII. ’

In August 1978, the National Conference on the Educauon %f

Hispanics issued a statement saying that the AIR report had been “ser
ously questioned by several independent researchers of renowned com-’
. petence.” The conference went on record as repudiating the report
“and passed a resolution asking that OE also repudiate the report and

. [}
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take steps to replicate the study. Others have made similar requests

+ (U.S. Office of Education, 1978).

It is understandable that the Hispanic community woh[d be -
upset. When a research study that seriously ‘questions the results of a -
program designed to address some of the long-neglected cultural, lin-

_ guistic, and academic cdncerns of Hispanics, it is to be expected thaf .
such a study would itsélf be subject to iritense scrutiny. It was not
unlike the early days of Title I when negative results appeared so fre-
quently. ' * o

Congress, of course, was concerned about claims that the .
majority of pupils in the program were competent in English. Thus,
when it acted on the bilingual program this year, it mandated that no
more than 40 percent of the pupils in the program should be children !
whose native Janguage is English. (To avoid progllems of segregation,
some English-speaking pupils had to be eligible to participate.) Con-
gress also changed the description of these children from “limited
English-speaking” to ,limited English proficiendy,” since speaking is
only one factor that should be- considered. In addition, Congress
'increased its appropriation for bilingual programs to $150 million and \
called for additional research. The resealch that will emerge, "
including studies on entry criteria for bilingual education programs,
exit criteria, program effectiveness, and teacher training will have an.
impact on future appropriations. Clearly, the research available is
insufficient for making important decisions.

national testing - /
S /
/
" A " A final concern I wish to address in this chapter is the alleged .

specter of a federally sponsored national competency test. The Carter
Administration has expressed its opposition to such a federal role.
Joseph A. Califang, Jr., Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
agreeing with a report from the National Academy of Education,.
stated: “A national test would improperly centralize a matter of state "
yand local control” (Califano, 1978, p. 4). ’
What is the federal role? I believe it should be based on how we

can best help state and local school districts. In the session just
adjourned, Congress authorized the U.S. Commissioner of Educatjonl (-
to make grants to states and to individual school districts for imple-’
menting educational proficiency standards and providing assistance. |
with achievement testing. While no money for this program has yet

been appropriated, the debate about ,this legislation is instructive. I

recall heaging late at night the conference-committee dialogue dn-

Q . ‘Q 1
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‘cerning the isstie of federal control, To guard against federal influ-
ence, a prfective statement was adopted concerning proficiency stan-
dard assistance that says: “Nothing in this section shall a jz¢ the
commissioner to imposc tests on state educational ag!gcilctc.’(?r local
educational agencies, and no such agency shall be compelled in any
way to apply for funds under this section” (Conference Report on H.
R. 15, 1978, p. H12181). Similarly. regarding assistance with achieve-
ment testing, the safeguard provision stated: “Nothing in this section
shdll authorize the commissioner to require specific tests or test ques-
tions. Any state or local educational agency may refuse to use any test
or test question developed under this section” (Conference Report on
H. R. 15, 1978, p. H12181). . "

Congress is responding to public pressure and test results con-
cerning achievement levels in American schools. However, sensitive to
the dangers of federal cor}trol. it has placed clear limitations on the
Officé of Education in administering the laws.

In symmarizing this brief trip through some recent detisions, I

would make the following general conclusions:

1. In an increasingly complex society, tests will cony e to

-have an important impact on\indi\(iduals. institufions, and
the decisions that aré made about education.

2. Congtant vigilance must be exercised to ensure Mat the fed-

eral role continues to be one concerned with research, tech-

nical assistance, and funding rather than one of domination

or control. P : . ,

" 87 The educational research establishment must ¢xf)arkd its
methodological approaches from traditional reliance on psy-
chology and statistical analysis to inclu'th}}c use of the
wider range of methodologies now cémmon in other sciences.

4. Policy makers at all levels must be willing to make intelligent
adjustmenga, t'o‘)rograms based on results.

5. While increased dollars and continuing authorizations are
welcome signs, we must remind ourselves that the real mea-

C sures of success are how well squdents learn and how signifi-

cantly their life ¢chances are improved. o

% g o \

Al

conclusion o ‘

. The short political life cycle of pegple and events in Washing-
ton-often stresses instant success, but it should become intreasingly
apparent that, in the long run, the best policy will be to support pro-
grams thgt demonstrate positive and tangible long-term results: It is

. N . . o R \
naive to believe that research, thowever sophisticated, will resolve
: .




- believe that research results have little or no effect on legislative action.
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intensely political questions. Conversely, it is unnecessarily cynical'to

Congress and the administration do take seriously responsible evidence
of program effectiveness, I sense a willingness to make effective use
of the results of major studies. Critical questions remain ugandWered,
and numerous decisions must be made about the focus of programs
and the allocation of scarce resources. Solid research aided by refined
measuring instruments and new methodologies will be increasingly
helpful in making those decisions in.the years ahead. .
. 1 3
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from the introduction® T
4,

Demands by educational policy makers Jor applications of
measurement to significant new tasks are having far reaching
effects on education and measurement. Measurement
professionals are being’ asked to help iy designing educational
programs for, dmong others, children with learning
disabilities, gifted children, and bilingual children. These

professionals are also being asked how measurement can help

in allocating funds to sehools, determsning qualifications for
high school diplomas and. college degrees, and ewaluating the
worth of new educational programs. These new and complex
demands have given rise to congressional debate, federal and
state conferences, and extensive discussion and developmental
work. by measurement ipecialists. Measurement. and
educational policy is the theme of this inaugural volume of
New Directions for Testing and Measurement, which includes
the ten papers presented at the 1978 Educational Testing
Service Inuitational Conference.
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