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Accountability, truth in tééfiﬁé;'ééhpetence-beseé‘curricuiéiifhéée recant

terms in the educational lexicon illustrate todey s concern for evaluating

~

performance in education organizations. But whose performance: student?
teacher? administrators te.xtijoofc designer? test c.nstructer? Recent debatos
_Gver the nature of testing have not clarifisd ¢ - umawer %o that guestion
primarily becsuse the performaics of amy actor may .- ¢ interest to someone
at some point. This paper attempts to address the question at middle range
level; its purpose is to set standardized educational teetiog iiétiiiﬁ a contaxt
of administrative performance information. Thus it ignores such issues as the
technical valflity of tests, the psychological repercussions of test trauma,
and the social implicatlons of tracking based on tests. Instead it argues

the adminlstratlve structure of an organization avout the performance of

 various components of the organization. In the case .of education
organizations this _includes information collected by and for administrators

about the performance of students, teachers, and adm;nistrators.

-

At timee

this iﬂformation may signai prob ematic situations within the organizaticn and

Iead t° ChanEGS in behavior. - ?or examvle, it could lead to changes in

Personnel é§§iéﬁﬁeit and compensatidn, instructional activities, or

crganizational structure. . At other times, it may Simply function as a




monitoring dewice; to assure recipients that perforusnce is generally

adequate.

-
L

To the extent that collection, analysis, and use activities are
predictable, repetitive, and related, they constitute an administrative

gc’taisiéz characteristics of the information collected; the intended users of
the collected information; and the actual uses to which the information is
S ‘7 e N ) - <
put. Iet us briefly review each of these three characteristics.

x
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system, even though some may predominate over others. Information comes from:

o~

“.various sources. In the case of educational organizations; students;

teachers; principals, arnd perhaps parents, comprise major sources. It is

generated through .various collectionm modes: These include personal

" observation, reports of observations made by others, and systematic,

-

"objective” measuring instruments such as attendance records and standardized

forms or tests. The timing of collection can vary; from -frequent fo

infrequent, regular to irregular. The information concerns various subjects
of performance. These may range from expenditures to attendance to learning
to ene.gy conmservation. And the bandwidth of the information channels can<”

range from- very broad to very narrow. For example, it can range from a
personal report of classroom observation complete with descriptions of the
physical space, the kinds of instructional activities, and the apparent
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much wider information channel than does the latter. .7

>

If the characteristics of the®information can vary, so too car <4ts users.

An administrative performance information system can provide irforcoticn for
any member, client, or constituent of the organization. It is importar: ‘s

note that administrators themselves shouid not be considered the oniy

potential users of information generated by this system. Their involvement

corrective action is taken to bring organizatiomal performance back into line.
Thus the preeminent asstmed use for performance information is to improve

) s - , o
performance. This metaphor underlies common rationales for mansgement

. Lo - N D~
in social programs (Suchman, 1967).

.

Casual afgiﬂééﬂaﬁ of a cybernetic metaphor to 'orgénizaéi'cﬁs_ ignores three
important features of any frue cybernetic ézgtem; however, and therefore leads
to faulty sssumptions about organization behavior implied by the ié%éphdrz
The first feature of a true cybernetic system is that if infordmation reveals
performance iﬁﬁéégﬁéé?; corrective strategies are automatically implied within

too “high, the solution to that problem—-turning a heater on or off--is
automatically implied and carried out. This feature of cybermetic systems can



lead ai-géﬁizatlonal analysts to assume thet performance information in

organizations always implies or carries with it corrective strategies: The

second feature of a triie cybernetlc system is that it is a closed sysfém, one

in which the producer, ééiiecéer, and conmsumer of informaticn are
i . . . o Y L
self-contained within a feedback loop. is feature.can ledd organizational

analysts to assume a necessary similar connectedness within organizatidhs,

assuming that the producers and collectors of performance information §ii’o’iii'é

~

also be.its consumers. The third feature of a true cybermetic system iu that

also be used to indicate adequate 5éﬁé?maiéé; Again in fhe case of the

thermostat, information indlcatlng adequate temperatures is nct xgnored, it is

registered as a sign of adequate performance. Too oftan ah&lyéts of

organizations equate "use” with corrective action, assuming that 3f the latrer

g\‘&é not occurring, neithesr is the former.

Limitations of a cybernetic metaphor in understanding the use of

. performance information in organizations highlight three propositions about
&
any administrative performance infcrmafibn_éyéféﬁ.

- Information use should not be equated only with “EBEééEiiEé action.

-b |

2. Information users should not be equated only with informatlon :

producers or collectors:

3. Information may or ﬁay not carry with it implicit strategies for

corrective action.

Given these propositions we can detaii three general uses of *nfonmatlon in an
_ N

adninistrative parfbrmanc ;'f'rmation system; building on the work of Slmon
(1971, 1973):
Information in an administrative performance information system can be used
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@a serve a scorecard funci}cn; (Note that, comsonant with propositiom one,
this does not imply amy corrective action.) Tt serves to let users know that
things are more or less cn course; often éi incorporating implicit or explicit
comparative standards: These standards may be historical, lending themseives

+ to the construction of more or less systematic moving averages: Or they may'

be normative, lending themselves to cross sectional comparisons. Often this

information is queatitative and, at the administrative level, appears in.

aggregate form. For example in police departments, monthly arrest or

complaint investigation records - are a form of aggregate performance
information that serve a scorecard function; letting the commander know that
things. are pretty much on target. Score card information, whose collection is

~world it may be labeled as JPR," "mccountability information," or

"federally-mandated evaluation results.” In any case, it can serve to let its
recipients know that things are more or less on target. The parent receiving
a child's report card, the federal government receiving an evaluation report,

OT the stockholder receiving an annual report-are all most likely to use that

information in a scorecard manner: (Note that we are saying, consonant with

proposition two, that the producers and collectors of information need not be
its only users:)
T3

Occasionally, however, information in the administrative performance

information system signals a problematic sii;ation.— That is, the second way
_ . B r o L o
in which administrative performance information system information can be used .
is to direct attention. If effect it signals that tolerance levels have been

7 ' i
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_ Proposition’three, we note that attenticn directing information need not imply

a specific solution strategy:) Qnde again, information may be used to direct

structure of the organization. If by the.f'o'i-mér—, the result is often staff

'q.meet:.ngs, first to verify that a _prob;.em does in fact exist snd second to

explore ways to solve it (ﬁiﬁ%éﬁérg; 1973)s IT Sy the iéftér— the result is

the organization that a problem does éiist.

The third way in whick administrative performance information system

* information can be used is actuslly to solve p'e'rf'ormanc'e problems. Given the

.large volume of informstion flonng through an administrative perfomance'

infomat:.on system this probably turns out %o be the least pi‘é{réléﬁt of the

three classes of use. In order for infom&%iéi to be used in solving a

performance problem, it must be relevant and éﬁﬁféﬁfiété (éﬁaféaiéfigéies of

.- — -

This section has outlined sone of the major - generai: features of any

adm.m.strative performance ii?éﬁé%ion system. In order to better specify

el C__ _ i o 7
their -;;haréctéristiéé and functions, it is necessary to investigate

————

district or private school. Through an exploratory field étiia{y'r we have begun

to investigate the role of standardized tests and thea.r general contribution
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to the overall administrative performance information system in educational

organizations: The following two seciions of the paper describe. the field
study and the contribution of standardized tests to the School ocganization
! : . 5

administrative perfcrmance information system.

“ e

FIELD STUDY DESIGN
The purpose of tﬁié study was to provide systematic descriptions of cenmtral
S : ] - -
office perspectlves on standardized testing. Public (urban and suburban),

parochial, and private school systems were investigated. Because this was an
exploratory study, we did not semple r&_ﬁaéﬁii from -the entire population of
school 6£-génizaficns; rather, we simply solicited volunteer school

Permsylvania: Data were 'c'o'llé'ctéa during iﬁfeﬁiéié with -central office

adm.mstrators having involvement with standardized testing 1n one urban

district, one parochial system. eleven suburban districts, -and fiwfe private
schools. (Tabie 1 displays characteristics of the drgéiii'zétibiié in our é%ﬁ&i
and compares them iith’:fﬁé ﬂafééf i;éiiiié%fiéﬁ;:) In every case, the pe¥wog in
charge. .of testlng within the organization was interv:.ewed. | 0ften, other
central _B?E‘ié’é personnel who have -soms contact with test scores wers
interviewed as well. A;‘x__#’:' - |

—— .
.

Data were collected by extensive, personal interviews: The interview

schedule covered many aspects of testing programs such as purposes,

organization, uses, and users. The questions were open-ended so that
respondents could answer in their own words and not be constrained by
predetermined categories. These ansvers comprise the bulk of our database.

* Data analysis was® undertaken with. the pri.ary goal of distilling as




accurate and full alpicture as possible of testing as seen by central office
admiuistrators.-' We tallied every response to each question and developed
groupings based on the responses; trying to preserve the spirit of the
individual responses (eiasér and Strauss, 1967). The groupings were then

of .analysls rwere used: the school s?stéiﬂ, the organization (schooi or
" district), the respondent; and the recponse: ~Most qu’estions:ﬁeré analyzed
6ﬁ3’:§ at the iévei: tiost relevant to our objectives, and many questions oniy
made sense at one particular iéveiz For example, -the presence or absence of a

pe

testing office was noted only at the organizational 1level; purposes were

counted %the response. From these data we have attemnted to describe

standardized testing as our respondents See it, and then to compare and

» analyze the descriptions to better understand the wole of testing in the
dentral offices of school organizations.
smmmrzm TESTING IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE
PERFORMANCE TNFORMATION SYSTEM

ScopLancLsignificance of Testing Programs

Every school organization in each school system supports a standardized

teating program. Table 2 presents data on selected characteristics of testing

—

-’,,

programs in each system: —Ovérall, tHe aversge number of standardized tests

administered per school®' organization is five: The public--urban rané

iii‘ourt?‘an--'systén;s éﬂip’ioj' more tests on average than do tfxé private or
; parochial sﬁtéﬁs/; Hovever, the range in the number of tests used by spburban
and private schools &re identical' some suburban schools only use ti'o'
~ standardized tests and some privaté Schools use as mAny as mime.

" The 8tandardized teats used by schools fall into three main categories:




achievement tests, ablllty tests, and vocational aptltude tests: (We ‘imply no
ratification of a distinction between "mbility" snd "achievement” tests: this

.- distinction- comes from school adrinistrators themselves.) Overall,

achievement and ability tesis were reported with almost equal frequency

followed by vocational aptitude tests: A1l school ’éi;émiizafibns employ at

least one achievement test: moreover, achievement tests outnumoer any other
- L ]

kind of tests in the parochial and private systems: The urban district

employs an equal number of achlevement, vocational aptitude, and other tests

- or private systems and are the only systems .to- report using vocat:.oua1

aptitude tests: T ) )
.

School organizations administer standardized achievement tests daring the -
° <

£al11; spring, both, or at ‘miézyégr. Spr‘ing is the most common time for
achieverent testing. Most private and suburban school organizations test in
the spring. The urbad éietriét tests during both the spring and fall as does

one suburban district: The parcchial syStem and onme private school test at

mid-year. .

o e , ' -
Whep school organizations administer achievement tests, they may test every

student or some sﬁbéet for example, students in every other grade. ﬁést

achool orgsnizations use achievement tests in the grades up to high school

with some ..e°c1ng through high school as qeil. The most prevalent testing

ﬁiEEem is to test every student starting in grade one or two through é?&éé

éiéht. Oiili one school organxzatxon gives achievement tests in every ‘other

grade.




Theé process by which a school 6igaﬁiéation selects a new t;est nay r'evea'vi
some general attitudes about the role of testing ’w”itﬁiﬁ the organization.
Often a formal ééﬁi%%eé is established for this purpose; less frequently a
group is called together to ‘ratify the Eéééﬁﬁéﬁ&éiiéié of someone who has
Fesearched a ﬁﬁﬁﬁé? of &iffefeﬁt tests: Overall, just éiighiiy ‘ﬁbré
organizations exclude teachers from their selection committees Eﬁéiiiiéiu&e

.

_ - them:. In nome of the school organizations wers test selection decisions made

by a single administrator: In the urban and parochial systems, committees

ﬁbé.; fest selection committess are siiiilar 6 thé brben and parochial
commi ttees:

| Three categories were found to account for most of the criteria used inm

test ‘selection: test content and design, information produced by the test and

. it® potential use, and m'o'net_ary“ and time .'ctjéfé; Test 'c'o'ﬁféﬁ and design,

?ﬁiéﬁ inciudeés E&?E&Eﬁiéé validity, was the most ??édué#fiy mentioned category

’ 3

of test selection. criteria in each system, This was the only category of
criteria reported by the parochial éesponéents; In the other three systems,
the next.most frequently cited criterion wes information produced by the test
and its pé%entiai use within the orgafBgation. For éiéﬁisié, this category
includes statements such as "the kinds of reports the publisher provides.”

The least frequently mentioned criterion was monetary ‘and time cost. For
T ; Lo L oo . , _
instance, "the test shculld be easy to administer” and "the length of the test”
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and design seems to be the most important and prevalent category of test
selection criteria.

--Indicators of the organizational status cf testing programs within schocl
systems are shown in Table 3. Most school organizationé do not have a formal
testing office. Only in the urban éiatrict and ome private school were

,,,,,,,,,

testing offices found. 1In school organizations without a testing office,
responsibility for testing is ueuaiiy; assigned to a central office
adminis’ rator: ~(An exception to this was fousd in ome private ééhb&i where
stesting was tiié ré§'§6n§i‘.‘6ility of each teacher.) The ’s'c’hbai systems differ in
terms of. where they place respon81b11ity for testing, but the level at which

responsibility for testing is placed within the organization is fairly
ﬁ hd .
similar. In suburban school éiétricts; testing was most often found under the

~

arrangement was the sharing of responsibility between a pupil personnei and
another centralroi;'ficé administrator. General éaﬁ’iﬁis&r&tbrs are given chargé
of testing less often than any other central ‘office administrator in suburban
school districts. 'Regafaieéé 6f the functionmal drea, the person in charge of
teetiné;ii likely to: be an aaéiétant éﬁjefintenéént {af EQﬁiGaiéntj and report-
directly to the superintgpgi.e_!lt.~~' In the parochial system, the elementary
te’sting program is the féé;’saﬁgis.’iﬂﬁ of an iﬁstructionai aa’miniéér&éar who
féﬁ&rté to a general administrator, and at the secondary level a general’
?iadniniatrator is in charge who reports to the superintendent. In four of the
five 55&6&%5 schools, testing is the reéﬁonéiﬁiliti of a géﬁé;ai administrator
auch as the Birector of the Middle School who then reports to another general

administrator, the person in charge of the entire organization.. In the urban

system, the director of testing is a staff pos ion and reports to an

Q ,/ | ' \ . 'i;§




o N S
instructional administrator. The .urban district is the only school
organization where this pattern of assigﬁiﬁéﬁt of responsibility was found. In

entire organlzatlon. There ;s limited evidence to éuggéét that responsiblllty
for testing resides at a “lower” level in the organizational hierarchy when
there sxist: = formal testing oifice than when there doss Hot.

The number of central office persomnel who participate in testing programs
also varies. The modal number of staff involved with testing for all systems
is two.  The public and parochial secondary school organizations have

relatively fewer personnel involved compared to private and parochial

elementary organizations.

When central office administrators are asked to justify the existence of
‘their testing programs,; they do so in similar ¥ays across tﬁé different school
systems: Note that these justifications: may or may not have any connect:Lon

with how test scores are actually used these ‘are normative statements.

OVBrall the three most frequently reported justiflcatlons for testlng were

individual student diagpq_g_;s,-~-and Placement, program evaluation; and

ééﬁiévéﬁéﬁt iéééﬁ?éﬂient; (See Table 4.) Two purposes were common to all
systems: individual student diagnosis and placement and réﬁéfting to outside
audiences: In the urban, | parochial, and private school systems,
student-oriented purposes outnumber program-oriented 5@55355&: "~ In the.

suburban systen, these two categories of purposes are rép’o'rted with equal

admission to the private. of program-bri'ent’ed purposes, internal program

14



evaluation ané program evaluation for outsiders were most common. Apparently.

central office administrators viéi testing as ééEGiié student-oriented

The relative salience of standardized testing to cénéréi _ office

administrators was estimated from several indicators. (See Table 5) As noted

Learlier, few school organizaiiéis have formal testing offices; fu rthermore,
only three respondents %ybﬁght their organizations ééﬁiﬁ use a testing office.
Excluding the urban system, testing occupies less than 10% of the éiﬁé of
whoever is. in charge. It must compete for attention witth a plethora of other
responsibilities ranging from fré.ﬁspbrfétidii to budget aéi?éiéfaééﬁ& Also,

,,,,,,,

expenditures, such as trﬁﬁspdftéfiéﬁ 6F maintenance: - In no district did they

exceed five dollars per pupil. Furthermore, most respondents felt that their
testing prograis iéfé;éaééﬁéiéii funded. Taking all these indicators into

H

" account, it seems plausible to assért that test:ng is not very salient to

central office admmistrators H

Perspective’

Actual Use of Test Scores from

Reports about who finds test information to be most useful also indicate

- ~

that centrai office ,udmix*strators believe most of the benefits of test:;ng

~

accrue to others; primarily building level actors. . Table ;6 shows that in all

~

systems central office administrators named building ievel actors as' those

finding test information ﬁmt useful. Only in thé p'ri\’rété systéiﬁ is the

. number of responses citing central office  administrators close to that of

building level actors: Among the building level actors, teachers are believed

to find test information most useful; 6? central office administrators, it is
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might have been expected: Central office administrators view fﬁdéé.éétdfé who
carry out student-oriented purposes (teachers, counselors; and principals) as

the group who find test information most useful.

-

Another indicator of who central office administrators perceive as finding
test information most salient is their report as %o whom would miss testing
‘the most if it were abolished. Overall, central office personnel believe

building level péié'o’h’iiéi would miss testing the most ,S_i* it were abolished. Of
any single group of actors, teachers wers thought to be those who would miss
it most followed by students; parents, and the community. In the urban
system, central office personnel as a group were mentioned more freguently
than ‘Biiﬁaiié level persomnel, and general administrators and teachers were
the most ffédﬁéﬁfii reported actors. In the suburban system, building level

Bpecifically, teachers and counmselors account for almost half of the suburban

© responses. In “the parochial system; instructional administrators and

counselors were each mentiomed once. Im private schools, parents, students,

-

testing the most if it were abolished. ° Teachers and general administrators
were also mentioned by the privafe system respondents. These findings support
the notion that central office administrators do not perceive themselves to be

test information occurs at the building level.

Central office administrators justifications for having a testing program:

and their beliefs gbout primary users of test information demonstrate that
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very salient to their problems. Rather, they feel it is necessary and

important to provids test information to others in the organization who tend

S

~*--to use test information at the individual student level: However; central
office administrators do not ignore test information altogether.
Central office administrators were asked to report how they interpret test

information, that is, the "rules of thumb" they use when reviewing a new set
: L 4

of test scores. The responses collected suggested three dimensions along
which interpretation rules can be classified: The first is inter-time versus

_with scores from previous years, while others do mot: The second is
camparative versus non-comparative measures.i The third is, for those who do
make ééﬁﬁ&fiséig; internal versus external refererce grdapﬁ.? For all
systems, intra-time périaé neasures are the most common and within this
;éétégb’fi non-comparative ﬁeasu;-es were the most frequently fépbftéa. (Séé
Table 7.) Looking at the systems individually, iEiié interesting to note the

urban district, comparison with an external reference group (national norms)
is the most common interpretation rule. For the- suburban and private sysiems;
non-comparative measures predominate and for .the -parochial system only

_comparison with an internal reference group was reported:

'Non-comparative measures are reflected in statements such as "I look at
building averages” asnd "I 1look at classroom summaries.”  Administrators

probably have an implicit reference group in mind when using these measures,
however, they are not revealed in their reports.

22?156?&&17 reference groups are groups of students within the school

organization such as grades, buildings, or subjects. The most common extermal
reference group measures are national norms. :
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Occesionally test scores do stimulate action on the part of cenmtral office

administrators. Respondents were asked to report what kinds of test scores

- external reference’ groups were cited most often as the category of measures

that would leamd to central office action and was the only category common to
all systems in contrast to the data on test' score interpretation. The most
common use of test information by central office administrators is for

were low. Investigation .suggested this was due to lack of emphasis on

geographic terminology; so terminology was subsequently emphasized: In

another district, all elementary students scored low on listening skills. The

problem with their teachers amd to propose solutions which resulted in some

.. curricular changes: In & third district, fourth grade reading 8cores

consistently lower than national norms caused administrators to devote more
resources to fourth grade reading materials and in-service training. These

examples are typical of the way test information is used .by certral office

.administrators with regard to educational programs. Test information does not

general area where a problem exists.  Rarely is change made ‘on the basis of
. , .

sought. For do test scores automatically imply solutions; these must be found

elsewhere. Often alternative sources hold information tnat is richer and more

iumediate for the central’ office administrator: As a result, the only
exception we found to this condition occurred in the urban district where

administrators decided that perhaps ope reason scores were low was bacause

18
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lesson plans on test taking were purchased for every elementary classroom in
. the district.

iééf: useful to building level actors for §Ei&éi§-6§iéi§é&' pufpc;es; Teachers,
principals, *and é’o’iiz’iééiaﬁ ;Eé éﬁéé%é& or assumed to find test information
useful for individual student aiagﬁaéié and program placement aﬁébachievemenf
| ﬁéééﬁféﬁéﬁf;\ For’ central office activities, test imformation seems to be

perceived to be most relevant for curricular evaiuabion. Furthermore, at the

purposes, such as for program monitoring and reporting to outside audiences.
Test information is rarely a sole basis for making decisions. = Often other
sources and types of information seem to be more salient for central office

\

problems and decision making.

different nature than test information is best illustrated by looking at how
these educational organizationms evaluate their overall performance. Personal
observation, teacher 'o'zbééﬁétiéii; parental and community feedback, and the

— -

achievements of students and gradustes were all felt to ‘be more indicative of
‘overall organizational performance than were test sé-c's're's; Yet, ai’chcugii test
scoTes were reported as playing a minor, if any, role in oversil
organigzational performance, they were the only type of information common to .
all of the qréanizafibi;é "s‘t.udi_ed. The prevalence of ‘test }nﬁ:mation%
descriptions of the ;&iii&éi?&fi;é performance information system may be due

to ‘the availability of test information in all educational organizations and

-
. ° -

N o e
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environmental influences such as external répbrtlng requirements; rather than
to their péreéiveé utility to central office administrators:
S N i i DISCUSSION
The relatively low use of test information by central affieg aéﬁiniétfatéfé
suggests that test information may not possess desirable qualities from the
perspective of the central office. Tio .éﬁénéibné aiong which performance

_ information can differ are immedzacy and attachment. Immediacy is the state
of being useful right away. Defining prbblems; proposing solutions, and -
timing éEe all avenues to immediacy. Attachment is association with a
vspecific, identifiable person 65 é?bﬁﬁ. Presentation and ccntent contribute
to the degree of attachment of informatlon. ébth of theée‘éénéefté éﬁBﬁia be
thought of as ééﬁtiiﬁiz Vhat, if any, trade-off occurs between them is not
known~ however, it uould seen reasonaﬁle that infonmation relatzvely high onﬁv
both dimensidne would be\preferréd to thét rated 16i"6ﬁ both. Hdét téét
information may be viewed Si'ééntiéihéffiée administrators as relatively low

on both scales.

*students, and parental and. community feedback would seem to be relatively high

on immediacy and attachment:—’?ersonal contacts, especially complaInts, often
specify a iféﬁiem and what should be done about if. Either of these aiané

carries more information that is immediately useful and ealient to the central

effice adninigtratbr.dr '
'Item analysis, particularly when combined with test design, may alleviate
~ some of the lack of immediacy of test information: Publishers are now able to .
supply clients with reports as to the level of mastery of specific skills and

S




g

-

concepts. In addition, they provide curriculum guides that contain ready

with instructional strategies by increasing the immediacy of -the information.
This was not investigated during this project and is speculation; however, the

two largest organizations have purchased or are contemplating the purchase of

~ this type of testing program and service during the course of this project:
. . . :

In summary, central office administrators do not view themselves as major

users of test information. They believe test information i8 most useful to
building iéi'rél_ééféf-é for whom they purchase the information. Occasionally

central office administrators do use test information themselves: It is
T usually in commection with curricular evaluation and usually not the only
information involved in the decision. Rather, a variety of other sources of
consideration particularly with regard to overall organizational performasice
agsessment. This preference may be due to attributes of the information: the

amount of immediacy and attachment they possess. This, however, awaits

empirical .invgstigatxon; ' P
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o

Fleld Study: Comvarison with County, State and Rational Datat
© Publde Schools -Public Schools Public Sehools Nou-Public

g

S . dnMllegheny  da | in the U:S. { Schools in
Urban | Suburben | Parochial| Private| County Pennsylvania the U,S,
Mverage | | | R o
Enrollment (43,795 - 4962 19,012 | 314 | 5528 4306 2738 276
1 -
T Minority (40,08 bk - = INA - : i .
otal .
Budget  |§143,525,000 $11,477,258] - = | 810,112,565 | $7,200, 295 $4,629,250 | 8518,880
Average - o - . -
Per Pupil - 12941 $2309 . -] 1833 $1852 $1638 $1880
Expenditure ‘
Namber of | PR
Schools {n 01 8 57 1 - - - -
Organization ‘

ata for stndy participants are for the 1978—1979 school year County, State and Nationai data
are for the 1976-1977 school year.

.\)
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2 pata are for tem of eleven districts:

- 55

\\ \
Table 2 | .
Characteristics of Testing Programs
Testing Program ) - -
Characteristics > School System Type 7
: o Urban Suburband Parochial Private Total
. Number of Standardized -
_Tests - -
Average Numiber of ; LT 7 .
Tests 3! 6 3 & 5.
Raﬁge - - 2-9 - 2=9 2=11
General Content of -
Tests -
Achievenent 3 20(35%) 3 11(522) 37
Ability .. ©2 25(43%) - - 8(382) 35
Vocational - = 3 : 12(212) .- L= 15
Other 3 1(22) - 2(10%) 6
Tests n = : 11 58 = 3 21 - 93
T:tme at Which -
Achievement Tests o
ﬁ!u:e Administered TR _
Fall and Spring 1(1007)  1(9%) . = = 2011)
Fall = 3(272) = 1(20%) 4(222)
Spring . - = 7(64%). = 3¢602) 10(562)
‘Mid-term ' = = 1(1002) 1¢202). 2(112) 7
Eééﬁizai:i’o'iié o= 1 o1 1 - 5 18
Grade Levels at Which T
" Achievement Tests - o : .
Are Administered : : ’ ’ -
One or Two - Etght - 1(100Z) 9 ,  1(100%) 3 14
Every Other Grade = 1 SN - . - 1
& - . 2N/A
Organizations o = 1 1- 5
. .



. : .- Tabie 2 cont.

School

7 ) Urban  ° Suburban

Participants

- Single Administration - .
Committee of * - -
Administrators 1{1002) 6(55%)
. Committee of ] e
Administrators and = - o
Faculty ' = 5¢45%)

Parochia

1(100%)

Organizations o = 1 i1
Criteria

Test Content and - L
Deeign .. 206507 31¢462)
Information Provided )
and its Potential ] U
' Use - 1(25%) 19(28%)
Costs (Monmetary and ~.
Time) _ 1(25%) - 16(24%)
Other = 2(32)

Responges o = & . &8

* Usually includes pupil services persommel.
' : < .

./’

-

i

2¢100%)

[ )



. : Table 3

Organlzationai Statusgnﬁgiesting Programs

Status tndicators | ____School System Type _
- Urban  Suburban ~ Parochial Private total
‘Formal Testing Office 1(1002) " 0(0z) 0(0%) 1200)  2011%)
Position Respunsible T secondary . _ o
General Administrator - 1(11%) (50%) § 4(802) 5.5(31%)
Inﬂtssxgtional - elgg;gnta'r? S
,N@Mtnistrator . - 2(222) (50%) - 2:5(142)
Pupi} Personpnel :o . ' -
Admintstrater - 5(56z) , = - 5(282)

Puptl Personnel _ -

Adw. ®ith Instr: Adm: R
___9n Gen:. Adm: - 3(332) - = 3172)
Other 4 ~ 1¢100%) - 1(202) 2(112)

Direcgggiof Testing ’ B
feports to: ry

Super{ntendent T 9(82%) %gaggfggy =L 9:5(531)
General Administrator - 1(92) 562 5(1002) 6:5(36%)
- Instryctionai o o
. Mministratg: ' 1(100%) - % - - 1(62)
Pupil Personnel . 5 . o
Administrator : - 1¢9%) - - - 1(62)
Other = - - = -
Number of Personnel ‘ f;;éf
Involved with Testing . & === dary o
; 1(100Z) 1(112) 56%3 o 2(33(7137)
. & - 5(562) - 1(207) 6(33%.
3 - 333y - 1(202) 4(22%)
4 = 1Q11z) 7 o= . 1(202) 2(112)
5&up - 1(112) 3695753t 5402 3.5¢192)
organizatioas n = : 1 11 1* 5 18

-

L —

* The Parochial system is considered one organization. Each educational division

(Elementary or secondary) is counted as one-half.

e




Table 4

 Purposes of or Justificarions for Standardized
Iesdn%as&eported by Central Office Administrators

(Multiple responses possibie)

Orientation School System Type |

- Urban  Suburban Parochial  Private Total

Student Oriented

Admissions S S 3(252) 3(3%2)
Diagnosis & Placement 7(29%Z)  18(29%) 2@ 07) 3(25%) 30(29%)
Ability Measurement 6(25%) ) - 1(202) 2(17%) 9(9%)
Achievement o - o
 Measurement 70292) 10(162) 1(8%) 18(17%)
Prgvide ~Scores to . ' :
Principals or - - S
" Teachers 3(5%) 1(20%) 4(42)

Program Oriented

Instructional o o
Program Monitoring 4¢62) 4(47)
" Instructional Program ) I R
Evaluation 18(29%) 2(17%) 20¢19%)
Reporcing to Outside T e o
Audiences 1(47) 9(147) 1(202) 1¢8%).  12(12%2)
Teacher Evaluation 3(132) 1(2%) 4(47%)
responses n = 24 63 5 23 104

28




-~ ' ~ Table 5.

Indicators of Relative Salience
of Standardized Testing to Central
Office Administrators

School System Type

Urban  Suburban  Parochial Private = Total Sample

<

Presenice of Testing , o o
___Office? (By Organization) 1(100%Z) 0(0Z) 0(02) - 1(20%) 2(117)
Should there be one? - o o S
(By respondent) N - 2(6%) 0(02) 1(77%) . 3¢5%)
Amount of Time spent on
Testing by "Person in
Charge of Testing'a:. R
(By respondent) 1002 ~ 10% 10Z 5% -

Approximate Per Pupil
Testing Expenditure o -
(By district) $3.75 $1.96 $4.25 $2.80 -
Is Testing Adequately
Funded? (By S . o
Respondent) . 16(84Z) 28(90%) 1(50%) - 5(83%2) 50(862)

' Organization n = : 1 i1 1 7
Respondent n = 19 31 2 6 58

dFigure represents the amount of time spent by the modal "director of testing."
biigure reported is the average based on data for six districts: Other suburban

districts were unable to supply figures.




S Table 6
B Salience of Test Information to Various
Actors as Perceived by COAs
{(Multiple responses possible) -
Salience Indicator School System Type -
Urban Suburban Parochial Private Total

Who finds it Most Useful?

. Central Office o | o
Superintendent - 131 - . 1¢22)
Genersl Administrator - 5(162) - 3(382) 7€14%)
Instructional o S
_ Administrator C3(192) 4(162) 1¢(502) - 8(162)
Pupil Personnel : -

Administrator - 1(4%) - - 1(2%)
Buildimgs . o
Principals s 2(13%Z) 6(24%) . - - 8(16%)
Teachers 9(562) 7(282) 1(502) 3({382) 200412)
Counselors 1(62) 2¢82) - - 21252 - 5¢10%)
Other : , 1062y 1(4%) = - 2(42)

responses n = - 16 25 2 8 51

Who Would Miss '

Testing the Most

—If It Were Abolished?

Central Office o - o
Board 1(42)  3(7%) - - 4(5%)
Superintendent - 1(3%) - - 1(i%)

. Gemeral o N S
Administrator 6(212) 3(7%) - 1(202) 10(13%)
Instructional - - o o

~ Administrator 2(7%2)  3(7%) 1(50%) - 6(8%)"
Pupil Personnel -

Administrator - o2 - - 0(02).
Building - ' | o
Principals 142y - - .= 1(12)
Teachers - 8(29%) 11(29%) - 1(202) - 20(27%)
Counselors = 2(7Z2) 8(20%) 1(50%) - 11(15%)
Specisl EBducation @ = . : o
~and Itinerant Staff 1(4%) 3(7%) - - 4(52)
Parents, students, L o

& community . 4Qs7) 6(157) @ - - 3(60%) 13¢17%)

~ Other _ [ 3(117) 2(5%) - - 5(7%)

responses o = ~ 28 40 So2 5 75

-

'Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.




. Central Office Administrators in Viewing Test Scores
~ Behaviors ___ School System Type ,
o ' i o Urban Suburban Péfbéhiél Private Total
- Interpretation Rules : '
Intra time period - ‘
Iﬁggf@éi Reference S - - -
”9592277 T 1(102) 5(9%) 1(1002) 3(19%) 100127%)
External Reference S - -
Group N 6(607) 6(112) - 1(62) 13¢162)
Non-comparative - 35(65%) - 7¢442) 42(527%)
Inter time Period
Internal Referenmce : _ -
Group 3¢(30%) 8(15%) - 1(62) 12(152)
Other (Combination ) - -
of above) - - - 4(252) 4(57)
responses n = 10 54 1 16 81
what kinds of Scoreés
Would Cause Central
Office AétiBﬁ?
Deviation from expectations
derived from:
iﬁtri tiﬁé period
Internal Reference o
Group o - T 6(322) = : 4(44%) 10(262)
External Reference S - - -
- Group . 8(1007) 6(327) 1(502) 1(112) - 16(422)
Non-comparative - 1(5%2) 1(50%) 3(33%2) 5(132)
__Inter time period e
Internal Reference T
Group - 201 - - 2¢5%)
Other (Combinmation - - -
of above) . - 4(212) - 1(112) 5(13%2)
| : T — . —
responses n = 8 19 : °2 9 38




