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Introduction

Charles B. Stalford
Testing, Assessment and Evaluation Division
National Institute of Education

This volume is a compendlum of practitioners’ papers about, testmg and evaluatlon issues in the
schools.

In 1978, five teachers. five principals, and five school research and evaluation staff people were
asked by Nik's lesting, Assessment and Evaluation Division (TAE) to help plan its future research.
TAE had been recently created as a result of an NIE-wide reorganization, and the time was rlght for
it to seek advice from a body of school practitioners to get its new research plan off to a good start.

Accordmgjy, the 15 individuals were each asked to write a paper reflecting personal concerns
from their experiences with testing and evaluation in schools. They were further to suggest research
that could lead to improvement in these functions. The writers then attended a 2-day conference in
Washington, D.C., during the summer of 1978. There, they presented their papers, still in draft
form, for dxscussxon by the entire group plus selected TAE staff. Followmg that conference the
papers were revised -and submltted to NIE.

¥

Excerpts from 13 papers (one 1nv1tee subsequently declined to participate and one paper was
~ jointly authored) and a summary of the conference proceedings are published here: The conference
was a lively and stimulating affair in which many new-perspectives and insights were generated. In
part, this was due to the unique composition of the practitioner group itself; it is not common for
teachers, principals, and research and evaluation staff to sit in the same room for an extended
period and exchange views on testing and evaluation in which all are intimately involved, but from
different and often conflicting perspectives.

For example, teachers may often be asked to cooperate with local evaluations or testmg initia- -
tives without having the opportunity to discuss or understand their rationale. Such lack of commu-
nication may lead to frustration and minimal cooperation, often at the expense of the evaluation
or testing activity. Variants of this phenomenon, substituting principals or research and evaluation
directors or other administrators, are easily imaginable.

- For TAE staff, the conference proceedings and papers were enhghtemng TAE sought through
this actmty to broaden its perspectives beyond the academic research circles it might often
consult in its planning. Participants were accordingly discouraged from writing papers in a tradi-
tional academic mode, with literature reviews and the like; rather, they were asked to write about
the ‘“‘heart” of local testing and evaluation matters that concerned them. It was TAE’s belief—sub-
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stantiated by the project outcomes, we believo - that such insights were absolutely essential to
formulate a useful plan of research to improve testing and evaluation practices in schools,

Most of the participants were referred to NIE by national professional associations and offices.
In particular, the NEA and AFT suggested lists of candidates from which all but one of the teachers
were selected, and the National Associations of Elementary and Secondary School Principals did
likewise for the principals. With one exception, research and evaluation staff were suggested by Dr.
Michael Kean, Executive Director of the Office of Rescarch and Evaluation of the Philadelphia
Schools and Chairperson of the Large City Directors of Instructional Reseirch, a school-oriented
‘special interest group loosely affiliated with the American Educational Research Association
(AERA). A full listing of participants is found at the end of this publication,

TAE makes no claim that the participants are necessarily representative of all such practitioners
in the country nor that the views and conclusiops expressed in their papers arc necessarily so rep-
resentative. This activity was planned as a quick response to the need for a if®w governmental unit
to gain assistance in its planning, not as an exhaustive samnpling of practitioner views. A quick glance
at the diversity as well as positions of the participants does support, however, the idea that their
views should be considered seriously.

The activity itself plus subsequent contacts with the participants has, in fact, been practically
used by TAE and the Institute. Actions taken by TAE inits research plans which are responsive to
conclusions reached in this project are described in the conference proceedings (chapter 14) of this
publication. It was our belief that the papers and proceedings summarized here were alsc of suffi-
cient general interest and potential use to educational policymakers and practitioners that they
should be published.

Three further comments are in order before proceeding to the body of *his publication. The first
describes the nission of NIE’s Testing, Assessment and Evaluation Division (TA* , and anplifies the
significance of this activity. The second comment suggests a further limitation i - consider when
reading-these papers. The third comment synopsizes the content of the ~apers and describes pro-
cedures used by the editor in abridging the original versions for publication herein.

Mission of the Testing, Assessment and Evaluation Di}ision n NIE

The Testing, Assessment and Evaluation Division seeks to improve the practice of testing and
evaluation in schools through research. While the testing and evaluation functions are closely inter-
related, TAE has separaté thrusts in each. In testing, TAE is concerned hoth with practical consider-
ations about test construction and use and with more basic research te better L 1< testing with
instruction, I R

Thus, for example, Wwithin the testing area, TAE sponsored a series of conferences throughout the
country in 1979 to meeX teachers’ needs for information about effective testing practice. These con-
ferences were one outgrowth of a national conference on testing sponsored by NI at the initiative
of HEW Secretary Joseph- Califano in 1978.! In addition, it has funded a grant o the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT) to develop materials for teachers intended to sho., how testing can
be better linked to instruction. In part, this research is'based on an assumption that testing sfould
be better linked with instruction to enhance learning it is also intended to downglay the emphases
frequently criticized in traditional testing programs, .aamely those of student sorting and selection
and those serving accountability-related purposes. ‘
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, Research in testing has been stimulated by an NIE-sponsored conference of researchers in testing,

psychology, and related social science disciplines at Falmouth, Massuchusetts, in August 1978. Con-
" ferees emphasjzed theoretical linkages between testing and cognitive psychology and suggested
numerous dreas of research appropriate for further investigation.=

A national study of minimum competency testing (MCT) programs was initiated in 1979 and pro-
vided preliminary descriptive information on practice in this area. Setting aside further evaluative
study of MCT using traditional social science methods, TAE. is sponsoring a “‘clarification hearing”
on the topic. This hearing, to be held in 1981, will embody judicially inspired rules of evidence and
procedure to allow opposing views about issues in MCT to be presented and discussed. The hearing
will be videotaped for distribution throughout the country, together with supplementary written
materials, sodiverse lay and. professional audiences can be helped to understand MCT better. TAE
also funds-a diverse program of research on test use and design at the Center for the Study of Evalu-
ation (CSE) in the UCLA Graduate School of Education. CSE’s research on testing focuses on
assessment of wntmg as well as other basic skills.

, Those interested in learning more about research on testing funded by TAE may write for further
_ details to Judith Shoemaker, Team Leader for Testing, National Institute of Education, 1200
~ 19th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20208.

TAE’s research on evaluation is concerned with program evaluations: that is, evaluations of legis-
latively or administratively inspired educational programs designed to serve specific populations and
bring innovation to schools. Such programs include Title I and several other Titles under the Federal
Elementary and Secondary Education Act plus other special Federal programs. In addition, they in-
clude a wide variety of exemplary programs funded under State and local auspices, as well as
demonstrations havmg national visibility which may be funded penodlcally through foundations
and other sources. Thus, for example, TAE is now funding an evaluation of the Reverend Jesse
~ Jackson’s initiative in urban education, PUSH for EXCELLENCE, which is funded from both
Federal and non-Federal sources. At the same time, TAE is fundmg research on ways to lncrease the
use of such evaluations by pollcymakers and school people alike.

" In an area most closely related to the subject of this publlcatlon, TAE has funded research on
how evaluation functions are performed in local school districts. One part of this has been con-

" ducted by CSE. As an outgrowth of that research and w:-h the results of this project, in 1979 TAE
expanded research to improve the practice of program evaluation at local and State levels. This re-
~ search will study exemplary uses of evaluation and testing to improve instruction and will explore
ways to provide better techmcal assistance locally in testing and evaluation.

Those wishing further details about TAE’s program of research on evaluation may write
Charles B. Stalford, Team Leader for Evaluation, National Institute of Education, 1200 19th Street
NW., Washington, D.C. 20208.

L1m1tatlon on Scope of This Publlcatlon

The second preliminary comment in this introduction notes a limitation on the scope of thlS pub-
lication. A purposely limited sample of practitioners, specifically those with local level responsibili-
ties, was invited to this activity. Representatives of other constituencies and institutions concerned
- with' .(local testing and evaluation practices were not present.

Y
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For oxamploe, reprosentatives of State educition ngencies did not participato in this activity, No
slight to Stato level concorns about testing and ovaluntion was intended. Among other things, a pro-
gram of research on evaluation funded by TAE at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
in Portland, Orogon, dovotes substantial attontion to State level interests in evaluation. We in 'TAL
see a great need for bottor Information about State lovel coneerns in tosting and vvaluation,

~ Neither did representatives of test publishers participate in this activity. Standardized tests are
tfrequently (although not always) criticized in the papers herein, 1f a “hearing” had been held on the
adequacy of standardized tests per se, appropriate representation of all pertinent views, including
those of publishers, would have been sought,

The foregoing discussion is to emphasize to the reader that this publication reflects local practi-
tioner views on testing and evaluation. On occasion, comments critical of Federal as well as State
agencies and other matters are found in these papers. NIE does not necessarily endorse conclusions
stated herein about the adequacy of various policies or practices as perceived by local practitioners.
The papers in this volume are not published to force the reader to “‘choose sides’ between the
merits of Federal, State,"and local or any other combination of professional and, constituent view-
points-on the issues discussed.

-The volume is published to provide a glimpse of “‘how it is” for local school people trying to ad-
minister and cooperate with testing and evaluation programs and also to air their suggestions about
how future research could improve such programs. The publication is intended to be a resource for
better.understanding, not a policy document. '

The reader might well look for generic themes which run throughout this volume rather than
concentrating on the specifics in individual papers. Some but not all such themes are the varying
degrees of rationality which national testing and evaluation issues assume locally, the need for
improvements in communicating useful information about testing and evaluation locally, and the
need for more cooperation among the various parties involved in testing and evaluation issues in
schools, as well as across different governmental levels.

Editing and Content of Papers _

The chapters herein are abridged versions of the papers submitted to NIE. The originals typically
were 30 double-spaced pages ai.«1 hence too lengthy to publish in their collective entirety for a busy
audience. '

The editor, with the concurrence and review of the authors, has abridged them in the aggregate
to roughly half their original length. In individual cases, the abridgements have been more or less.

In editing, certain rules were followed: (a) the basic theme and structure of the original paper
vere retained; (b) certain extended discussions of theoretical topics—e.g., mastery learning and
Rasch scaling procedures—which are in more academic sources have been deleted; (c) where papers
»verlapped in subject matter, some sections have been deleted; and (d) extended examples illus-
rating central themes have been deleted.

In every case, a synopsis of deleted materials is found at the beginning of each chapter for the

eader’s benefit. : ‘

‘ B 9
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The chapters are presented herein in the overall sequence tollowed at the conference: those by
teachers, then principals, then research and evaluation staff. A briet” synopsis of the chapters’
content follows,

Judy Singleton, a special education teachor, writes about the spucial problems learning disabled
and other “excoptional” children fuce in testing and evaluation, Willinm Moore, an clementary
school teacher in Florkda, describes his concern with local implementation of the Florkda Statewlde
Education Accountability Act and Pupil Progression Act, Without slighting Moore’s puper a bit, in
view of the controversy surrounding minimum competency testing in Florida reflected in the court
case Debra P. v, Turlington, which occurred sinee the papor was written, his is particularly one for
which a State level response would have been appropriate it 'TALE's purpose had been to comprehen-
sively “judge” that particular State legislation. This, however, was not the intent. Again, the intent
is to provide insights into testing und evaluation issues as seen at the local level.

Staten Island tencher Edwurd Cypress expresses concerns about the adequacy of standardized
testing programs; in particulur New York’s citywide testing program, and describes some successful
steps taken to cope with it.

In the final paper, teachers Myrna Cooper and Maurice Leiter present a comprehensive
statement ok teacher concerns about testing. Both writers are teachers whose broad view of the
‘subject is in part due to their experience in dealing with teachers in educational and employment
matters through their work with the United Federation of Teachers (UFT) in New York Clty, as
well as their classroom background.

Parker Damon, an elementary school principal, describes the extensive and laborious steps he has
initiated in his school to avoid stangardized testing and, where such testing is necessary, to strugture
its use in ways meaningful for students, parents, and teachers. Luis Mercado, also an elementary .
school principal, provides his views about why standardized testing does not nieet the needs of
children in his school and about what kind of testing programs would meet those needs.

Blas Garza and Claradine Johnson describe principals’ frustrations with testing and evaluation
- procedures employed in reform efforts in their schools. Johnson, until recently a high school princi-
pal, focuses on an attempt to improve the total climate in a secondary school, involving social as
well as academic factors. This is the only paper in this volume which specifically goes beyond in-
struction-related testing and evaluatidn concerns. Garza, an elementary school principal, describes
the substantive but sometimes ineffectual role which testing and evaluation information has played -
in efforts to improve reading in a school concerned wi = "silingual education. In addition, he de-
scribes frustration over overlapping Federal and Statc  ..irements for program evaluation and
testing, 4 topic of considerable interest to TAE.

Among the research and evaluation staff, Michael Kean outlines the functions of a blg city
research and evaluation office and its clienteles. Kean highlights the paradoxes in conflicting de-
mands placed upon such an office and offers a comprehensive agenda for research to improve
testing an¢ "1ation locally.

Victor Duierty, Assistant Superintendent of Evaluation in the Portland Oregon, schools
describes a long-standing effort there to improve learning through district-wide program objectives
used in conjunction with Rasch scaling procedures as an alternative to traditional norm- -referenced
testing. The chapter highlights such local needs as systematic support for teachers to develop in-
struction goals, better teacher education in measurement, and more articulation of textbook adop-
tion procedures with local instructional goals as well as benefits claimed for Rasch procedures.

\
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problems in his lurge urban district: funds for evaluation, tonships hetween ovaluators and other

Ronald Banks, Director of Evaluation of the Buttulo, ;?w’?'brk. schools, focuses on three
rofu
school staff, and use of evaluation findings in the mediu,

Freda Holley und June Bland discuss fuctors reluted to tu\se of evaluations and doseribo

some of their successful experiences. Holley, Director of Research and Bvaluation in Austin, Texas,
illustrates both good and bad influences on evaluation with three cuse studios plus some general ob-
servations, In an oditoriul style indicative of her croative approach in Austin, Holley includes draw-
Ings to help communicate her messuge. Bland, Assistant for Evaluation in the Division of Research
and Evaluation in the District of Columbia schools, doscribes un award-winniny model used for
evaluation of D.C.'s Title I program. In this cuse, the evaluation model stressod greater participation
by teachers and stuff in drawing up evaluation plans than is ordinarily the case.

Following these chapters, the final chapter summarizes the diséussion about the papers at the
2-day conference in Washington, D.C. As appropriate, highlights and convergent and divergent areas
of thinking in the papers which were revealed at the conference are described. In addition, further
steps taken by TAE in research on local testing und evaluation since the conference ure Identified.

We at NIE are grateful for the efforts of these school people and the insights into local testing
and evaluation needs they have conveyed. We hope a larger audience finds them useful through this
publication. '

Notes

. 'L. For details, see Achievement Testing and Basic Skills; Conference Proceedings (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education,
February 1979),

2. For details, see Testing, Teaching and Learning: Report of a Conference on Research on Testing (Washington, D,C.: National
Institute of Education, October 1979), ’
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'1 ‘Testing Concerns of a Spectal Educator

Judith Singleton ‘ o
Fairfax County, Virginia, public schools ‘ .

\ ~
\ 3

Bérry slouched at a cluttered table in a section of the noisy intefme(_i_iate school guidz ~ce office. -
- Guidance is a beehive of activity and Barry had an excellent peripheral seat from which to observe
the typical golngs-on The four phones were busy as counselors and teachers conferred with parents,
sought information from superiors, or made personal calls. The receptnomst s office overflowed with
students bringing down the morning attendance reports or sullenly announcing they had been
thrown out of class and had to see a counselor. A main office secrétary chatted with her guidance
counterpart as she ran the copymg machine.: .o ‘

Barry reluctantly shifted his gaze from this bustle back to the black and white test form in front
of him as he heard the next question being asked—or rather shouted~from an adjoining room. You
.see, Barry was fmlmg seyeral subjects this year and had been peremptorily summoned from class to
take a quick intelligence test so the school could see what was the matter with him. The tester,
however, was a very busy man and was sandwiching Barry’s intelligence test in among his regular
duties, phone calls and confrontations.

. Karen’s blue eyes were marred by red as she dejectedly left her Enghsh classroom after the unit -
test on a Dickens novel: This eager student with an IQ of over 120 sobbingly arinounced she had

“just failed another exam, even though “I knew it; I knew all the answers. I could have told her but I
couldn’t get it.all down’ I needed extra time to finish:** She took her third tissue from the box on
the resource teacher’s desk, wiped her eyes, and went disconselately on to her next class.

Karen was right, right in everything she had said. She had failed the test even though she probably
had known all the answers, even though she had a reading comprehension level 2 to 3 years above
grade and above that of many of her classmates, even though she had a passion for Dickens, whom
she frequently selected for independent reading. She did need extra time. She needed extra time for
the physical actof handwriting, made difficult for her by poor fine motor abilities; extra time for
the torture of spelling by sounding out, searching for correct sound/letter correspondences, writing
the word, erasing it because it _didn’t look right, and trying again. She needed extra time to make .
the complex conversion from inner language to written symbols. You see, Karen is a special student
not only because of her above-average intelligence but also because she is a learning disabled student
in a regular class. .o -

A section on mainstream testing of excepﬁonal children has been deleted from the full version of this chapter—£d.

.
PR Rl v g o »~
v - v
- R . .
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These small personal tragedies did occur. | was there and [ witnessed them. The first was an

~ wsolated incident I saw a few years ago and hope never to see the like of again. I struggled in the
second incident to respond somehow to the unhappy girl. But this second incident is not isolated.
A variation happens daily to cne of my learning disabled charges and it tugs at my heartstrings
every time. I strongly suggest that, in both instances, the child is not failing a test. Rather, the
testing system is failing the exceptional child. This is the problem statement of the chapter.

Concern for the Child

The two introductory vignettes are presented to dramatize the damage wrought by deficient
evaluation programs conceived in haste in the early 1970's as special education programs burgeoned
and to illustrate the importance of addressing testing and evaluation issues.

Consider the loss of learning experiences Barry may suffer if he is allowed to languish in regular
education without provision being made for his learning disability, or his hearing loss, or his
emotional burden, whatever it is that is contributing to his school failure. Consider the injury to
Karen’s self-esteem as she regularly does her best and fails. Consider the behavioral manifestations
that may result from a past of unrelieved frustration and the prospect of an unchanging future.

Studies are pointing to a relationship between juvenile delinquency and learning disabilities. v
Today’s Education (Vol. 66, no. 4, p. 42) mentions a Government Accounting Office finding that
26 percent of incarcerated delinquents evaluated in two States had learning disabilities.

~ Consider the burden of numbers of handicapped students who drain society rather than contri-
bute through productive lives-and tax dollars. In the same article, Today’s Education refers to an
estimate that 75 percent of high school students with learning problems leave schooi not only
unemployed but unemployable. '

Special children have special needs
... in a nenspecial environment.

Equal with the task of originally diagnosing a learning handicap in order to provide appropriate
education is that of’frequent reevaluation. Retaining a child in a special program when he or she has
been misplaced initially or has progressed to the point of no longer requiring that program is a greater
danger in the school system without adequate testing personnel and evaluation safeguards. Consider
the numbers of black children whose differing cultural and linguistic backgrounds led, in the past,
to their placement in programs for the educable mentally retarded. . ‘

The goal of all education is enabling young people to become satisfied, productive citizens, able
both to cope with and to enjoy life. Special educators strive to surmount the additiona! hurdles
handicapped children face in achieving this goal. Competent testing and evaluatior; is the keystone
'o facilitating rather than impeding learning, enhancing rather than blemishing self-image, nurturing
‘he behaviors of adjustment rather than maladjustment. ’

A companion to this humanistic impulse to test and evaluate correctly is Federal legislation.
spurred by growing national concern for the rights of all minority groups, since 1965 Congress has
egislated support for the educational rights bf that minority composed of handicapped children.

v 14
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The Education for All- Handicapped Children Act (1975), better known as PL 94-142, requires
all school systems to respond to the needs of these children by

® Providing free and appropriate public education for all handicapped. children.

@ Developing an individual education program (IEP) for each exceptiounal child.

® Conducting coriprehensive team assessments which are neither racially nor culturally
biased. :

® Guaranteeing due process for children and parents throughout the evaluation and place-
ment procedure.

® Placing handicapped children 1n their least restrictive environments; that is, in the general
education program if the child can be successful there. :

To my mind, an adequate local testing and evaluation program must function for each of these
five requirements for the program to be meaningfully implemented. Appropriate considerations
are: \

® . Testing and evaluatlon must be conducted in order to detegmne what is “‘appropriate”
education.

® A meaningful individual education program can be based only on thorough diagnosis.

® Tests and measures constituting a valid, unbiased, comprehensive assessment must be
available.

® Legal consequences can result from misdiagnosis of or failure to diagnose the exceptlonal
child.

@ Adjustments can be made to the regular program to insure the success of handicapped
learners.

Learning Disabilities _
Special children have special. needs both as special populations with special labels and as special
children working in a nonspecial environment. In the remainder of this chapter, I will detail the

testing concerns of the special educator, describe attempted solutions, and offer suggestions for
research'and development.

I will approach these topics from the. point of view of the learning disabilities teacher because
my firsthand experience is in this area. Nevertheless, I am confident that my concerns and goals
were widespread throughout other special education areas such as mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, and vision and hearing impairments. Moreover, my point of view is that of a teacher

. in a specific system Other systems no doubt vary in their support to special educ'zftion personnel.

A descnptlon of the situation in which I work will serve to illuminate the testmg problems which
I perceive. My students, seventh and eighth graders with learning disabilities,

are those children who have a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological .
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which
disorder may manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell, or do mathematical calculatjons. Such disorders include such conditions as per-
ceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and develop-
mental aphasia. Such term does not include children who have learning problems
which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental
"retardation, or emotional disturbance, or environmental, cultural, or economic
disadvantage. (P.L. 94-142). ‘
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‘As resource students, they are considered able to function adequately in the mainstream with
teaching and support in the resource room. They study 5 class hours daily with regular education
teachers and 1 class hour daily with me. '

To provide these students appropriate education in their least restrictive environments, I
- endeavor to

® Teach approximately 24 children identified as learning disabled resource students.
@ Write and implement IEP’s (individual education programs) for these students.
- ® Complete all other paperwork on these students, such as computer updates, annual reviews,
triennial reviews, progress reports, and end-of-the-year reports. o -
® Confer with each student’s five regular education teachers to monitor classroom progress
and provide appropriate help in completing assignments and taking tests. . -
® Serve as chairman and secretary for the local screening committee which supervises evalua-
tion and program changes for all special education students in the school as well as for
_ students referred for evaluation. ,} }
- ® Inventory, select, and order special education materials. ~ ;
Conduct testing and prepare evaluation reports on children referred to the local screening
committee. e L . -
Confer with: parents of students in the program as well as those of student< *ested.
Provide inservice training for the regular education faculty.
Attend, and occasionally present material at special education inservices.
Perform school duties such as attending faculty meetings and PTA, taking bus and hall duty.

N

Special Education Testing

Testing within special.é@ucatjon is conducted for two purppses: first, to determine if special
education placement is warranted and, if so, what program is appropriate; and, second, to
substantiate the need for children already enrolled in special education to change to a more or less
restrictive program or to continue the ongoing program. My concerns about testing in these areas

are also two—the adequacy of the testing program and the length of time required for evaluation
and placement. : -

/ - . -
Iam g iﬁg to use Barry, the boy whose intelligence was measured in the guidance office, to
illustraté my concerns. Barry was referred to the local screening committee because he puzzled his
histery teacher. The boy was attentive to discussions and audiovisual presentations; he had a good
ftﬁ of general information which he fluently shared with the class. On the other hand, Barry was
disruptive during class work periods, handed in few assignments, and failed most of the tests he
bothered to take. '

For the sake of brevity, let us assume that all work preliminary to testing—reviewing the
cumulative folder, interviewing teachers, discussing Barry at the local screening committee meeting,
obtaining oral and written permission-from Barry’s parents for testing, negotiating Barry’s release
from class for testing—has been accomplished. This stage alone can consume several weeks.

‘The first step is to determine Barry’s intelligence range. Remember, the definition of learning ‘
disabilities excludes mental retardation. I inmediately have a problem with test adequacy. I have
scant confidence in Barry’s guidance office performance so I use the only intelligence measure
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" I have at my disposal. Barry scores in the high average range. However, I have measured only Barry’s
intelligence in auditory, verbal, and memory areas, the components of intelligence this test measures,-
I'am ignorant of Barry’s abilities in the visual and performance areas—those areas.in which, from '
teacher comments, [ expect the probable learning disability lies. .

To get a measure of intellectual functioning in these areas, I must request that a school
psychologist administer a test such as the WISC (Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children). Tnis
means another meeting of the local screening committee (which meets at 3- to 4-week intervals),
oral and written permission from the parents, and placemeat on the psychologist’s testing list.
Since the psychologrst or psychometrician assigned to my school spends less than a full day a week

- . with us, Barry’s name will move slowly to the head of the line.

Meanwhile, Barry and I pursue a second area: achievement testing. I will compare the level at
which Barry is achieving in academic areas with the expectancy level which we have “learned” from
the intelligence test. Barry is given three achievement tests: a comprehensnve measure of spelling,
arithmetic, and reading recognition; a reading comprehensron measure; and a diagnostic mathematics
- test. From this testing I conclude that Barry is achieving below his grade and ability levels in reading
comprehension, reading recognition, and spelling. His mathematical skills appear adequate.

Now I conduct a third type of testing. I am searching for an indication of a perceptual disorder
which may be handicapping Barry in performing at his ability level in all areas. Again, for
brevity’s sake, we will assume that Barry’s physical, vision, heanng, and speech/language .
examinations are normal and that records and interviews uncover no environmental, cultural, or
economic disadvantage. If it seemed warranted, I would request a psychological evaluation for
possible emotional dlsturbance .

Testing adolescents in the perceptual area is difficult. Tests which purport to measure
perception and which are available to me are either standardized on younger populations or not.
standardlzed at all. Therefore, they have limited value. I have heard rumors of a recently published
perceptual test which has been standardized on‘adolescents. However, it is not available to me for
use at this tlme

Nevertheless, I reasonably establish through in formal testing that Barry exhibits deficits.in ‘
visual organization, memory, and sequencing, as I had suspected. Therefore I submit my data to
the local screening committee. This committee recommends placement in a learning disabilities
program. At a later date, placement is officially granted by the area eligibility committee,
which meets monthly.

Barry’ S parents are then in formed of the decision and may aCcept or reject the program change.
Should they accept, after all of the paperwork is completed and Barry goes on the computer, his
- schedule will be changed to include appropriate help. Judglng by my experience, evaluating and
placing Barry would have takeén a minimum of 3 months, most likely longer. Meanwhile, Barry has
endured 3 or more months of continued frustration in several of his general education classes.

Special education students are reviewed annually for continued placement. Triennially they
undergo evaluation identical to that requlred for initial placement. Let us assume that Barry has
 now come to one of these points. I find that Barry’s achievement scores in his deficit areas of
reading comprehension, reading recognition, and spelling have neared his ability level. He is no
longer failing any subjects. Ergo, the local screening committee and the area eligibility committee
move, undér existing guidelines, to dismiss him. Barry does not need special attention any
more...maybe.

17
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Maybe Barry.has remediated or compensated for his learning disabilities to the point that he will
now be able to learn successfully in general education. This happens not infrequently among
learning disabled resource students.

. Maybe, on the other hand, my sixth sense is accurate. Despite his improvement on test scores, my
daily observations tell me that Barry will not be successful. It is true he has demonstrated com-
pétence in academic skills. However, these skills were evaluated in i§olation, without time
requirements, in a comfortable environment; that is, Barry was given individual standardized tests
by the resource teacher. Barry was not asked to integrate these skills with others; he was not
pressured by time or by fear of failure in front of his peers—he was not asked to perform under
classroom conditions. Success on an individually administered reading comprehension test does not
insure success in reading and understanding textbooks. ‘

In the classroom, Barry is asked to perform tasks far more complex than those tested. For an
.example, consider the process of notetaking. Barry has mastered the individ‘yal skills involved—
listening, reme;ﬁbering, handwriting, to name a few. Notwithstanding, he is unable to fluidly
integrate these isolated skills and take adequate notes. Notetaking is more than'the sum of its parts.
Barry is required to listen to new material while mentally extracting the high points of material
previously heard while writing prior material. . | .

Unfortuhately, these organizational and sensory-integration deficits are not measured by .the
Standardized tests used to determine continuing eligibility. I grit my teeth as the committee scans
the test data, sighs over the evaluation guidelines we all must follow, and recommends Barry’s
dismissal. .

\
\

To my way of thinking, Barry has been penalized-for showing skill improvement. The child who
has received special help for a number of years without making significant advances is eligible to
© continue. I have come to believe that this child’s neurological deficits are such that improvement is
not likely to occur now that he is well into adolescence. But Barry, the child who was progressing
and who shows promise of more progress, is no longer eligible for continued help because of that
progress!" L oo ' .o '

In no way do I intend this section as a’criticism of P.L. 94-142’s provisions nor of my school
system’s policies and procedures. Both Congress and my system strive to protect the legal and
educational rights of children. They are reluctant, and rightfully so, to label any child as “‘special”
until thorough testing and evaluation in‘gicate that special services are needed for that child’s
appropriate education. Special educators are now laboring with the proverbial one hand tied behind

“the back. Adequate evaluation instruments and petsonnel are not provided to satisfy the good
intentions. - '

In adaressing these inadequacies, I have personally tried these \approaches:

® Lobbying 'for‘appropriate evaluation instruments and requesting psychological assessments.
® Including additional school personnel in the evaluatjon process.
® Reducing the time spent planning for my 24 daily students.

Lobbying—The first approach has borne no fruit as yet. My supervisors share my frustration with
existing measures but have not been able to alleviate the problem. Since the number of special edu-
cation students is increasing and since the increase in the number of pages of paperwork required is
in direct proportion, the development of an adequate evaluation system seems increasingly remote.

Indeed, in this day of spiraling costs and taxpayer revolt, cuts in staffing are more likely than addi-
tions. ‘ i : '
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Including Additional School Personnel—The second approach has been successful in some degree.
This year I have been helped by a cooperative reading teacher who has undertaken the reading
evaluation of students referred to the local screening committee. This is voluntary on her part and is
in addition to her own workload. The school nurse has taken it upon herself to produce the
required vision and hearing data. The speech clinician has been prompt in submitting her
evaluations. Nevertheless, these procedures are not institutionalized. Because 1 have a0 authority to
require help, the help I receive is given to me on a personal basis only. Furthermore, the bulk of the
evaluation must be accomplished by a person with knowledge of testing and experience in special
.education. In my school, that’s me.

Planning is left to the 15 minutes before
school and the 45 minutes after.

Reducing Planning Time—I am quite uncomfortable with the third approach although it is
successful in that 1 do create more time for testing. The tradeoff is that I have less time for
everything else. It is not unusual for me to teach four periods and test the remaining two periods.
Planning i< left to the 15 minutes before school and the 45 minutes after—if no conferences are
-schedulec!. no faculty meetings are held, no phone calls must be made or received. This exhausting
schedule, broken by a half-hour lunch period, takes its toll on me as a teacher. The effects on my
students are worse. They are deprived of the quality of help I should and could give them.

Suggested Solutions

Remedies for the problems educators confront in testing and evaluating the exceptional child are
not in themselves exceptional, However, exceptional boldness and commitment will be required in
their application if, as so often happens in the educational bureaucracy, the cure is not to become
worse than the disease. | offer five suggestions for addressing the issue:

Decrease in the student/teacher ratio.

Education of teachers in the testing needs of special populatlons and in testing skills,
Supervision in the testing area by administrators.

A full-time testing consultant in the schools.

Appropriate evaluation instruments.

Decrease in Student/Teacher Ratio—Individualized instruction cannot occur en massc nor can
individual attention be given in a crowd. In theory, the learning disabilities program is one in which
children receive an IEP tailored to their specific needs and individualized instruction in their areagy
of deficit. In truth, my resource classes average six students; class periods are 55 minutes from bell
to bell. If the entire period were devoted to this advertised individualization, each of my students
would receive 9 minutes and 10 seconds of individual help per day. If I were to allow 5 minutes of
planning time to assessing each child’s daily work and providing new assignments, [ would use 2
hours per day in this way. .

. A conscientious classroom teacher has similar problems. It is far from unusual for him or her to
deal with 150 students per day. How much individual attention, assessment, and adaptation can be
reasonably expected? , ) ) .
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I have read a suggestion for counting special education students differently in computing the
student/teacher ratio. Children with varying handicaps are counted as 1-1/2 or 2 or more units
depending upon their degree of disability. Thus, a teacher of 20 regular and 5 learning or otherwise
disabled students would be considered to be teaching 30. The school would maintain a 30:1 ratio
while the teacher would be bétter able to integrate the handicapped learners into the mainstream,

Decreasing student/teacher ratios'in both general and special education is a major hope for
meeting the educational needs of our young people.

Teacher Education—1 was allowed to graduate from a reputable college with a secondary teaching
certificate having had 18 hours of education credits—approximately 20 minutes of which dealt with
special education. I never heard at all about learning disabilities, which had only recently heen
“discovered” at major universities and not yet made known in the hinterland. I never had course-
work in testing anybody.

Aware of such deficiencies in tcacher education, mény States are increasing requiremehts for
certification and recertification. I applaud the efforts but criticize the courses. Grade inflatior. and

*..-'Snap courses are not limited to undergraduate days. In my graduate statistics course, most o! the

students did not-know how to square a number. In my graduate tests and measurements class, that
100 was the standard IQ score came as a revelation to many. Two class sessions of 15 in my graduate
course on exceptional children were used by the instructor to show medical films on reconstructive
plastic surgery. A starting point in improving our children’s educations is improving that of our
teachers! :

Supervision—Administrators wear many hats, as do teachers. [ wonder if there is onc labeled
“teacher adviser” as well as one labeled “bus duty,” or “paper pushing.” In 6 years of teaching in
four different school systems, | have bezn-observed three times by two principals, once by a de-
partment chairman. In two of the systems [ was never observed. . .ave been required to comimuni-
cate lesson plans only when I was :bsent. Testing and evaluation’ procedures have never been
supervised. '

In an ideal school, an administrator would serve as a head teacher,‘“pbserving, guiding, and assist-
ing teachers in attaining proficiency in their profession. Administrators should-have a responsibility
* to look over teachers’ tests as well as their lesson plans, noting the strong points and suggesting
corrections for the weak. We educators routinely assume that the student has failed a test. It may
well be that the teacher has failed to provide an adequate measuring device. The teacher is not

- called to account for his failure; the child is. Enough poorly designed tests have been thrust into my
hands by frustrated Karens and Barrys for me to know that teachers do indeed fail and do need
guidance.

Testing Consultant--A full-time testing consultant in each school is the approach to the testing
and evaluation issue most likely to be successful. I envision this person assuming a multifaceted role
which would serve administrators, special teachers, regular education teachers,.students, and
parents. Here is my conception of the testing consultant’s responsibilities:

® .Provision of testing and evaluation for students referred to the local screening committee. -
" ® Presentation of inservice training to teachers on test construction and administration.

® Aid to individual teachers in developing satisfactory testing skills.

® Administration of regular tests to special students when modification such as reading aloud
~ is necessary. S o S Co
Teaching of test.strategy for both standardized and regular classroom tests to students.
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e Conferences with students and parents abouit various tests that have been or will be taken.
¢ Coordination of the school’s standardized and minimum competency testing.

i-I‘ realize I have outlined an ambitious program.‘-A qualified testing consultant would need a
regular class teaching background experience in educating the exceptional child, knowledge of tests
and measurements, strong interpersonal skills, admimstrative ability and...clout.

Authority is the primary quality. An error which has impeded the integration of special educa-
tion with general is the placement of special educators on a par with regular ones. Given the hostil-
ity and inertia the special educator faces every day, he or she needs firm support from above to
achieve assigned goals. The testing consultant therefore needs to be perceived as neither a special
nor a regular educator but as a facilitator for both.

Appropriate Evaluation Measures —Suggestions in this area were contained earlierin the chapter as
the testing procedure was reviewed. To reiterate, perceptual tests standdrdized on adolescents are
not yet in wide use. Nor are there accepted evaluations of the organizational and intersensory
processes so critical to the learning experience. Although there are dangers inherent in subjective
analysis, this type of review by competent educators should be more respected in planning for the
exceptional child.

Areas for Research and Development
" Exceptional children like Karen and Barry are the focus of a contemporary growth industry,

~similar to computers in th% sixties and solar energy today. Note these figures: in 1973, the adminis-

trative district in which I currently teach had no established program for learning disabled adoles-
cents. In 1974, the year-in which I was hired, nine teachers began the secondary program. The

o . school year 1977-78 saw 34 teachers working in a variety of programs for the learning disabled

\\

adolescent. This is a growth of 400 percent in 4 years. The number of teachers will increase by 25
percent in the 1978-79 school year. Growth in any industry at such a furious pace is fraught with
pitfalls. In special education, the existing testing system is a deep and dark one, as we have seen.

Issues in testing and evaluating the exceptional child which research and development might
valuably pursue have surfaced throughout this paper. These are restated and others mentioned

"below.

e Investigation of existing testing and evaluation prngrams in the Nation’s school systems with
the compilation and dissemination of useful information.

¢ Development and/or funding of pilot programs for testing consultants.

e Programs for upgrading teacher competence, in testing and evaluation.

\ e Research on the effect of lowering the student/teacher ratio on successful mainstreaming

Investigation and sponsorship of alternative testing and evaluation methods to the *‘paper

.\aerencil” norm.

e Devel opment of. comprehensive 'unbiased testing instruments

ent agenc1es have potential in enabling school systems to erase the barriers
between special and regular ducation, thus easing the special child into the mainstream. This will
help all educators work to fulfill not only the letter of law but also the spirit: assuring our children
appropriate educations and oppo nities for optimal personal development. After all, aren’t all
children special?- ' ‘
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thlzam ‘Moore
Sanford, Florida, public schools

In 1976 the Florida Legrslature passed the Educational Accountability Act. Since the passage of
this act, student assessment and the testing of students has become the major topic of conversation
in the educatronal community, the press, and many households in Florida.

"The main mtent of this legislation was to establish a system of educatlonal accountabrhty by
providing and guarant'eemg that certain worthy things be done by the State, district; or school. The
legislation is centered on two main provisions: that the State develop minimum performance
standards and that a statewide assessment testing progrum be admlmsteged

Along with the Educational Accountability Act the leglslature passed the Pupil Progress1on Act,
. that includes the following provision: each district school board is to establish a program for pupil
progression based upon each’ pupil’s mastery of the minimum performance standards approved by
- the State. Particular emphasis is to be placed upon the pupil’s mastery of basic skills before he/she is
‘promoted from the 3rd, 5th,8th, and 11th grades. These are the same grades in which the Educa-
tional Accountability Act mandates that a uniform statewide testing program be administered to
determine the educational status, progress, and the degree of* achievement of approved minimum
performance standards. The last provision of the Pupil Progress1on Act mandates that “each district
~«school board shall establish standards for graduation from its secondary schools. Such standards
shall include, but not be limited to, mastery of the ‘basic skills and satisfactory performance in
functrona] llteracy as determined by the State Board of Educatlon »

The effect of this law is to require that every public school pupll pass a “functional literacy’” test

prepared by the State Department of Education before he/she can receive a regular high school '
diploma. . o : '

It is the purpose of this chapter to look at and discuss the ramifications that these laws will have
.on testmg and the effect testing, in accordance w1th these laws, will have on students.

A section on secondary Jevel testing and illustrative details have been deleted from the full version of this chapter.—£d..

-



he Role of Testing
Funciional Literacy Testing
"« With this greater awareness and empbhasis on testing, many questions and concerns about the
capabilities of tests and their role in our public education system have surfaced. The focal point of

most public discussions on testing so far has been the 11th grade functional literacy test. Vast dis-
agreement has surfaced over what can be expected from a test or a series of tests. .

According to the Florida State Department of Education, functional literacy is “‘the ability to
apply basic skills in reading, writing, and arithmetic to problems and tasks of a practical nature as
encountered in everyday life.” This definition seems to be agreeable to most people as long as .
community expectations are kept in mind. Using this definition, the question arises, Can a paper
and pencil test that relies on multiple choice answers truly'determine whether or not a pérson can
function in his/her community? : \
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- A panel sponsored by the Florida Teaching Profession/National Education Association recently
held public hearings throughout Florida. At these hearings several people testified that they knew of
students who had failed the functional literacy test but were working successfully and functioning
outside of school in a more than satisfactory manner. The report stated, ‘‘Examples were cited by
parents and teachers where test scores misclassified students as functionally illiterate when there
was other evidence to show that the students were both competent in their studies and performing
well in their part-time jobs.” ’ :

Evidence such as this prompts several questions. Is a score on a single test an acceptable basis for
making important educational decisions about a student? Can a test be constructed in such a way
that it can predict with a high degree of validity that a person who scores low on the test will be

-

unable to function in his/her community? ' : L

-

The assumption by the Florida Legislature is of course that a test by itself can determine a
necessary quantity of functional literacy. Joining the legislators in this belief have been the depart-
ment of education and a large segment of the public. On the other side of the debate are the organi-
zedteaching profession, minority groups, and various individuals. ' ’

The proponents of the testing pro’grém present such arguments as:

!

1. A high school diploma should mean something more than that a student showed up for
classes for 12 years. v ‘ ,

2. Through test scores the public can-now see clearly how their child’s school compures .
with other schools in their district or State. i : .

3. The public, school administrators, and State legislators can now compare one school
district with another. . ) ‘ '

4. Students must now assume more responsibility for their education.

5. While standards set by the functional literacy test are low, at least there are now some
definite standards. o

~ 6. 'Thas is the only way to stop that horrid practice of social promotion. -

Those who oppdse the testing program counter with such statements as:

1. | The test is culturally biased. ,
2. The test doesn’t test what is being taught in the schools.

“ : ~
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3. The system for grading the test is unfair.

4. The test focuses the emphasis of public education on only meeting the minimum

~ standards. '
So much weight should not be given to any one test.

We are fooling the public by leading them to think that testing is such an exact science
that it can determine whether their sons or daughters are educated and therefore
prepared to meet the world.

N W

Regardless of which side a person takes in this debate, he/she must agree that accepting the

results of a single test to make such an important decision is a sharp change from the practice of the .

_ past. Common practice has been to consider grades given by teachers who have spent many hours

' with the student collecting and assessing the different data that are available to the teacher as a basis
for assessmg functional literacy. Included in this data would be performance on standardized tests
and teacher-made tests, and the teacher’s own professronal judgment.

Before this trend of using only test results for making decisions about students is expanded,
much more research should be done on the predictive validity of teistrng instruments. To continue
“using a test without empirical evidence that there is a high correlatrpn between failure on such a test
and, the inability to function in the community may make testing a- weapon that is-used against
students instead: of a tool to help. them . R

v
v

Statewzde Testing

What has developed as possibly the n)ost integral part of the Educational Accountability Act.is
the section on statewide testmg Accordlng -to Florida Statute 229.57(1), “The primary purpose of
the statewide testing program is to provide information needed\for State-level decisions.” As with
the functional literacy test, many people beheve\thls provision places an_gxtreme anrount of impor-
- tance on testing. With the passage of this law, it is ev1dent that ?&e legrslature made the“following
‘assumptions about testlng h , N \ 4

N \
AN i
" a. ;That by testing students with.a uniform test, 1nfdrmatron\can be gathered that is needed

. for State-level discussions. ‘\ ! kN \l .
b. That testing will assess how well districts and schools are. n‘)eetrng State goals and ,
minimum performance standards. N SR

\
.c. That testlng will identify educational needs at the State, district, and school levels

d. That testlng will provide a basis for the companson of schools dlstrlcts and the State with -
~ the Nation.
e. That testing will provide for the improvement of the operatron and management of the
" schools.
f. That standardized testing is a better way to diagnose and assess students than teacher _
judgment and teacher-made tests.
g. That once a student’s deficiencies are determined by a test they can be remedred by the

public school system.
- & . .
‘These -assumptions by the legislature have stirred debate and resentment within the educational

community. Both the debate and resentment center on two major issues: first, can better educa-
tional decisions be made by almost solely using test results rather than by relying on professional
judgment?, and second, are the time and money spent on testmg and comprlmg results 1nterfenng
wrth the teaching process" . . :

Ny

\
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With this emphasis on objective test results, it is obvious that the public, through its legislators,
wants easily understood criteria for the basis of decisionmaking. It also is demanding hard, concrete
facts to be used when decisions are made and not intangible, subjective opinions.

While many critics of the trend towards more emphasis on testing acknowledge the public’s
desires, they maintain that for the results gained by testing to be meaningful they must only be used
in the narrow context for which the test was designed.

The science of testing has not reached the level of sophistication at which broad-based decisions
can be made primarily on test results. This seems to be especially true when making comparisons.
An example of this in Florida has been the use of statewide basic skills test results to compare two
or more school districts to determine which district(s) are doing the bést job. Critics have asked
whether test results should be used to compare two school districts to determine the district’s
effectiveness without having identical students in each of the districts. :

The question of how tests should be used is of great importance. Many teachers are disturbed
by what appears to be a trend towards using tests to compare and eliminate students rather than to
diagnose and help them. For example, should a test be used to compare two third graders of dif-
ferent intellectual ability, different maturity levels, and different socioeconomic backgrounds?
Critics also question what is to be gained by making such comparisons.

The question of how tests should be used
is of great importance.

The desire by the public for accountability that can be measured objectively and the realization
that there are many limitations on the use of tests have increased the need for research in this area.
It is imperative that the experts, in their zeal to justify the growth and funding of research and
evaluation departments at the district and State levels, not promote testing as the cure-all for our
educational system. It is time, instead, for the experts in testing and evaluation to accept some
responsibility for educating the public as to the limitations of written tests. :

Districtwide Testing ‘ |

While the functional literacy and statewide basic skills tests have stirred the most debate
statewide, many local school districts have adopted an additional testing policy which has affected
the elementary classroom teacher to a greater extent. Section (1) of the Pupil Progression Act
mandates that *“each district school board shall establish a comprehensive program for pupil
‘progression which shall be based upon an evaluation of each pupil’s performance, including how
well he masters the minimum performance standards approved by the State board.” In one
district’s (Distr’ct A) pupil progression plan, the traditional grades of 1 through 5 arc broken into

20 levels. For a student.to be promoted frdm one level to the next, he/she must pass the &
appropriate *“level test.” ‘ Ky .

A “level test” is actually a battery of tests. Each test consists of several questions that evaluate
the student’s performance on a particular standard. A student should master the skills for each level
in a 9-week period. If a student fails to “pass” the level test, the teacher is responsible for helping.

-
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{ " him/her improve in the areas where he/she did poorly and then for retesting him/her. Theoretically,
a student should be tested whenever he/she is believed to have mastered the performance standards

fora particular levél, thereby creating a continuous progression based on the mastery of
predetermined criteria. : ;

While this seems to be a logical procedure for moving students through the educational system,
some teachers and parents have expressed serious concerns. They complain that with schools using
different textbooks, the districtwide leveling tests do not necessarily test skills in the same sequence )
in which they are covered in the text. Therefore, they maintain, if the curriculum is going to be
constructed around level tests, the district should adopt a téxtbook series. The level tests could then
be based on the textbooks. As it is now, teachers are required to skip contin.uopsly-abo‘ut‘ in the’
textbook, which can be very confusing to young students. Some skills that are covered in the level
test may not even be covered in the textbook. While it is recognized that the teachers may still be
able to cover such skills with supplementary matérials, it is also recognized that this adds an extra
burden to an already overburdened teacher and may cut down on the amount of reinforcement
material the student has to work with. Therefore the student may not retain the skill. Adopting one -
textbook series districtwide, they feel, would facilitate full and proper use of the textbook and -
the teachers’, time. It has also been suggested that the professionally written tests that go with the
textbook would be a better instruinent for leveling students than the district-developed tests.

There are also teachers and parents who maintain it is got always'necessary for a student to show

mastery of at least 70 percent of previously taught skills before new skills are introduced and
taught. ’

~

If the student, by policy, must demonstrate mastery of a skill before he can move on; then 6
weeks of his educational life could be wasted. While this leveling program was introduced to provide
diagnostic evaluation for individual students, it has actually reduced the amount of individualized
instruction that most students receive. The goal for all students now is to pass the level tests. Many .
students reach this goal ‘with very little, if any, effort, and they are promoted from level to level ‘
while;:nof turning in any work or participating in class activities. These students are not receiving the
'c‘hallenging type of education they need. :

At the ,q‘t):}'er_end of the spectrum, the slow students are being pushed faster than they should be
. by teachers who are receiving pressure from the administration to make sure their students pass the
"“required)” number of tests. If the students do not progress on schedule, it is a reflection on the

' teac}}qr.;Therefore, there is a tendency to teach the test with little concern that the student retain
the skills tested." o : ‘

The construction of the tests has been another aréa of concern. The tests were constructed by a
committee of teachers and administrators which based the test items upon performance standards
that were written by a previously established committee. There has been criticism concerning
the appropriateness of some of the performance standards, thereby indicating that there should

.. be more training in the writing of such standards. However, the majority of criticism has been about
the test items. Considering the vast amount of revision that the level tests have undergone during
their 3 or 4 years of use and the amount of dissatisfaction that is still expressed, theigreatest need

- in trainings in the zirea of writing acceptable test items from performance standards. One teac’her,
responding to a.question about the quality of the level tests said, *“These tests should have been
professionally produced and field-tested before the teachers ever saw them. Get out all of the *bugs’
before we use children as guinea pigs.” )
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The lack of field-testing of level tests before their actual use, as stated above, is also a concern.
Most of the revision of test items has been done after a full year of use. This means that many
students may huve been leveled based upon poorly written test items and not on their ability.

Teachers and parents have also complained that the curriculum has been altered and limited
because so much empbhasis is being placed on minimum standards. Because of time restraints, this
emphasis on basic skills and minimum standards has brought about the elimination of many creative
and “fun” activities that teachers feel are important to the child’s educational experiences. One
teacher asks, “When does the creative teacher have time to develop an exciting program for her
room when all of her time is spent on level tests?” -

t

The demand for accountability through standardization and comparing test results can be very
damaging to teacher enthusiasm and morale. *‘I do not feel that I am permitted to make the pro-
fessional decisions for my students that I was trained to make. I feel very restricted and frustrated

“about this. Why get a Master of Education degree in teaching if you are forced to follow such a
‘lockstep’ program with testing at each step?” is one way a teacher expressed her feelings. Another
said, “‘In education today we are constantly needing to prove-our accountability. It’s almost as if we
are not supposed to have a high opinion of ourselves. We almost dissect the pupils in proving that
we are working. I used to be more anxious to get to schodl than I now am. The part that really
distresses me is that I wouldn’t want my loved ones to get into education, yet I want good teachers
for them.” ' !

L

Society cannot afford to squander
a teacher’s timeon clerical duties.

The appropriateness of teaching to the test also becomes involved in this discussion. Many
teachers point out that whenever a lot of emphasis is put on test results and those test results are
used to judge and compare, then eventually one of the items that will be judged and compared is
the teacher. Teachers also point out that when anyone, including teachers, is evaluated‘in such an
unfair way, he/she will, for survival purposes, adjust to protect him/herself. One way to do this is
to teach the test. After all, if the administratior ind the public are so greatly concerned about
students’ ability to perform well on tests, then this is what students should be taught.

The most persistent concern expressed by teachers has been how time-consuming level testing is.
The concern deals with the relationship between instruction and evaluation. Teachers recognize that
both are important and that they are related. In discussing this relationship some teachers have used
the analogy of instruction being the dog and evaluation the tail. Using this analogy they feel that in
District A’s plan, the tail (testing) is wagging the dog (instruction). They point out that with all the
testing, retesting, and recordkeeping required with classes of 30 or more students, instruction and
preparation time are severly limited. This, according to some teachers, has become a *“‘Catch 22"
The teacher is responsible for what the student learns or does not learn, and is held accountable
through tests that take so much time that there is very little time left to teach. If money is not
available to hire clerks to handle the records that are generated by such a testing program, then the
program should be altered to get-the most out of the teachers in the area for which they are paid,
teaching. Society cannot afford to squander a teacher’s time.on clerical duties.

-
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Conclusions

When test results are used to make decisions about students, schools, districts, and the State
educational system, rigid cutoff scores are established to facilitate the decisionmaking process.
The most commonly used cutoft point is between passing and failing. With the functional literacy
test, the basic skills tests, and the level tests, there was only one cutoff point. Seventy percent
was determined to be the difference between passing and failing. How the score of 70 percent was
derived is very vague to many teachers; but how the cutoff point was derived is not nearly as
important as its effect on management decisions.

Most decisions in education revolve around the available resources and the establishment of
piiorities. With the emphasis on meeting minimum standards and on remediation for students who
score below the cutoff point, it is only natural for this to beccome the number one priority and
therefore receive additional resources. If there is not a corresponding increase in overall resources.

" then other sections of the educational system will naturally suffer. In some schools and districts
this has become obvious as class size goes up and money for supplies goes down in classes for average
and above students.

The comment most often made by tcachers in favor of the testing program in Florida is that
now more of the responsibility for learning is placed-on the student. These teachers feel that there is
now more of a built-in motivation for students. In their opinion, the ultimate motivation is the
functional literacy test. If students realize that they cannot receive a high school diploma without
- léarning the basics, they will become more serious students in the early grades. Others believe that
such punishment will be meaningless to students in the lower grades where the foundations are laid.
Rescarch needs to be done in this area of testing and motivation.

-

This entire new emphasis on testing and student assessment developed out of the public’s desire
for accountability. With the public’s loss of faith in their political leaders, the desiic for measurable
results from government institutions has increased. Since the educational system is the State’s largest

_business, it has shouldered the brunt of the public’s dissatisfaction. The political leaders seem more
‘than willing to use teachers as scapegoats. The combination of these attitudes has fostered a loss of
faith in the professional judgment of teachers. Teachers are asking why they spent so much time,
effort, and money to be trained if they are not trusted as professionals.

It is possible that well-trained teachers and administrators can direct the educational system more
successfully if they are left with some flexibility to meet local needs. Should a school in a major
city with a student population containing a large percentage of Spanish-speaking students be guided
.by the decisions made in a school located in a high socioeconomic suburban area? Should the two
schools even establish the same minimum standards? Or should they each be managed by trained
* professionals making :ecisions on local conditions and needs and not strictly by test results?

. Our country is based upoii the worth of the individual and the recognition that each person
differs from his neighbor. This is especially true with children, who mature at different speeds. The
basic modern philosophy of our system of public education has been to work with individual needs
of the students. Mass uniform testing does not lend itself to this type of philosophy. When you say
all third graders must pass a certain test now, individualized differences are not being considered.

- We must t'euch_‘ students to do their own thinking so they will be able to adjust to a changing
world. If we only train students to memorize knowledge and emphasize only basic skills, they may
have great difficulty adjusting as technology mandates. It is impossible today to determine what a
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15-year-old student will need to know when he/she is 35. Skills and knowledge that are important
now may be of little use in 20 years.

Teachers throughout Florida have what could be called horror stories about the effect of uniform
testing on some students. They talk about the emotional stress some students go through, especially
in.the lower grades. These students often are tested in unfamiliar surroundings by unfamiliar
people who demand that they perform tasks that they cannot do. The reasons the students cannot
do the tasks vary—fright, poorly explained instructions, poor testing conditions, poorly written test
items, lack of academic readiness—all of which cause frustrations that at times can even bring tears
to their eyes.

This charge, that our children are being frustrated by this emphasis on testing, has serious
implications. If it is true, then the frustrations that the children experience in these instances may
adversely affect their relationship with their teacher. How can a young child trust someone that
forces him/her into such a situation and then refuses to answer questions or help him or her in
any way? Even students in the ninth grade have exhibited extreme anxiety and-fru-tration when
they are asked to answer questions based on a reading selection with vocabulary words that they do
not understand. This frustration is increased when they ask the test proctor, a normally friendly. :
teacher, and the'teucher responds with “I am sorry, but I can't help you.” This type of experience
will reinforce any negative feeling a student has towards school and can be devastating'to a student
in the primary grades. ) °

The purpose of the laws which initiated the testing programs was to cause changes that would
improve the quality of the public educational system. If the changes that are caused by the testing
programs reduce the quality of the public educational system or only bring about changes on paper,
then the testing programs should be radically altered or possibly the laws-should be repealed. Many
teachers, worried about the changes that have already occurred in their’classrooms, advocate
repealing the laws and stopping what they perceive as the “bastargjizhtion” of testing.

This struggle to determine the role of testing in our public.educatjonal system is of great
importance. Until our political leaders, research and evalpa’fion experts, and the teaching profession
can agree as to the proper use of tests and their results; it is recommended that a moratorium be put
on the practice of'standardized testing. I recognize.that this would be a drastic action, but it may
be the only way to protect the innocent, both __stlidents and teachers. Such an extreme course might
force the divergent groups to work togethe(.--"' '

Even while this struggle to determine the role of testing in our public educational system s
continuing, experts in this field shptiid not only carry forward their research, but, equally
importantly, they should also attempt to educate dur political leaders and the public about. the
promises and limitations of testing. A ’

-

,//’
//
s

In March/l 79, a U.S. District Court in Florida enjoined the State of Florida from requiring passage of a functional literacy
test for graduation for 4 years. In jts decision, the court did not find that the Florida test was racially or ethnically biased but did
find that inadequate notice provided prior to invocation of the diploma sanction was a violation of due process.
J‘hé court also ruled that the use of the tests for remediation purposes wis constitutionally permissible. The case is under appeal—-£d,
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3. «-Making Reading Achievement Tests Work
for the Inner-City Student

‘Edward J. Cypress
New York City public schools

In thrachapter, the writer, as teacher-in-charge of a second grade minischoo! in New York
City, observes the difficulties faced by inner-city children who are compelled to take standardized

readrng achievement tests.

The manner in which America’s middle class has viewed the progress of its minority population
has set definite and serious limitations on the latter’s upward social and scholastic mobility.
Crippling labels deﬁotmg inferior mental attributes have been assigned to.our Nation’s black popu- .
lation. Many more black and Spamsh-speakmg Americans are classified as mentally retarded than
would be expected from the1r relatively small segment of the total populatron

Society’s reluctance to accept the socially and economically dlsadvantaged has always influenced
- the outcome of devices which have been used to measure achievement, aptitude, and intelligence.
The early use of the Binet test classified approximately 80 percent of the immigrants who passed
through Ellis Island in 1912 as being “feeble minded.” Since the arrivals from southern and eastern
European nations were deemed less socially acceptable than were earher 1mm1grants, their scores

~ reflected thrs bias.

7

In an attempt to gain status in areas governed by academig inquiry, psychologists and educators
have for the past 65 years turned to science and technology in an effort to develop statistical and
scientific methods of evaluation. In doing so, they have devised instruments which for the most
part measure the results of cultural deprivation and not scholastic achievement. .

* With this in mind, I would like to address the deficiencies that are exhibited in.current city
testmg programs based on standardized reading achrevement tests and to suggest ways in Wthh
these deficiencies can be improved.

‘A section descrlblng advantages seen by the author ln the “Language Expenence Approach-Cloze" technique of testing has been
deleted from the full Version of this chapter—£d,
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Limitations of Norm-Referenced Achievement Tests

Current tests which measure reading achievement are of questionable value in educating the
inner-city child. Since *‘the purpose of measurement is to provide information which can be used in
improving instruction,”! it is imperative that educators take a hard look at these devices to
determine if they accurately predict those skills and abilities that are necessary in the development
of the student. .

Formalized testing techniques are necessary because reading development is a continuous process
and must be monitored to determine the effectiveness of the instructional procedures that are being
used. However, the limitations.of standardized reading achievement tests as tools of evaluation
prevent the educator from incorporating test results into the curriculum and makmg sound
administrative decisions based on the results.

Publishers of systems that attempt to evaluate scholastic achievement first look to the total
populatlon to determine their norming group. Through an elaborate selection process, a fair sample
representing a cross-section of our Nation’s youth is chosen as the base against which comparisons
are to be made. Most current norming groups purportedly include a representative portion of inner-
city children, but they are still not sound foundations against which this group can be compared.
Norm-referenced tests, as they are currently constructed, measure narrow ranges of skills and
knowledge and do not evaluate the disadvantaged child’s potential for achievement.

Inner-city children show a readiness for learning at an early age, but because of their cultural
backgrounds and environment, for different sets of materials than their more affluent peers. Socio-
economic conditions have mstllled in such children a strong desire for survival and independence.
However, they cannot relate to the values that the middle class has set for them.

Although the inner-city child must one day function in the larger society, it is necessary to
determine his/her level of achievement in relationship to other children of similar backgrounds and
experiences. In addition to the norming tables that are currently in use, it is imperative that
publishers of educational testing materials, with the help of local educators, set up local norming
groups as well. The information provided by comparing disadvantaged children to their socio-
economic peer group would be helpful in understanding students as they relate to their subcultures.
" To do this, it would be necessary to deteérmine the most recent performance of local students.

Publishers, who are naturally concerned with their corporate image, have been reluctant to
develop separate norming data. They assert that attempts to do this would be resisted by leaders of
the minority community who would proclaim that their endeavors are fraught with racism. If this
issue was exainined more carefully, economics would appear to be the underlying cause for the
unwillingness of publishers to give this matter serious thought. It might cost a great deal of money
to construct tests that would be used by a limited market.

At one time there was a strong consensus of what the goals for educating our youth should be.
Throughout our Nation, curricula were also similar. Today, both the objectives of educatlon and
curricula vary with the needs of the students; but there is little change in the items that achievement
tests cover. Thus, the process of norming may not permit the matching of test content with the
. actual curriculum that is taught to the student.

Inner-city children, who generally have a weak oral language base, begin their education with a
poorly developed vocabulary. The sight vocabulary that they acquire generally comes from a
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basal reading program and from teacher-directed independent reading lessons. The vocabulary skills
that were examined by the Metropolitan Reading Achievement Test, given to New York City
elementary school pupils in 1973-74, went far beyond what was taught by the basal readers and
embodied a variety of words that had been gleaned from supplementary rcading materials. When a

switch was made in 1975 to the Stanford Reading Achievement Test, the total scores in reading .

rose. A review of the test quickly revealed that a word study subtest was included, thus indicating
that inner-city children do best in what is school-related (i.c., phonics). They did most poorly in
listening-based vocabulary skills that called for a language experience background that they did not

3,

It is interesting to note that the publishers of the Stanford Achievement Tests chose to delete the
listening vocabulary subtest in their 1976 edition. Their reason—the time to-administer the test
extended beyond reasonable limits and children in the early primary grades would be frustrated by
the length of the examination.

Technical imperfections in the development of test items, coupled with ambiguous tasks,
frequently cause much confusion. This was unfortunately highlighted in a recent standardized
reading achicvement test that was given to.second and third grade students who attend the public

- school system‘in New York City.

Review of the 1978 New Ydr.k_ CityxR_eading Test Program

The 1978 New York City Reading Test, published by CTB/McGraw-Hill, Inc., was the newly
developed, secured version of the California Achievement Test Form D. The examination given
" to the majoriiy of the students in grades four to nine went smoothly. But second and third graders

who were given a lower level of the test found it to be very disconcerting.

The test was divided into four subtests which consisted of phonic analysis, structural analysis,
reading vocabulary, and reading comprehension. It lasted 68 minutes. The portion devoted to struc-
tural analysis covered the formation of compound words, the selection of two words that form a
contraction, and the use of base words and affixes. The tester read instructions to her students
before each part and directed them to perform separate and distinct tasks. Within a few moments,
it was obvious to many teachers.who administered the test that this exercise was becoming dis-
ordered and that their charges were frustrated and confused.

The situation was further exacerbated by the inclusion of test items in both a vertical and
horizontal fashion. In addition, prior to the last two segments of this subtest, the teacher’s manual
advised the tester to devote a few moments to the definitions of contractions, base words, prefixes,
and suffixes.

- Generally, reading programs geared to second and third graders emphasize questions that call for
explicit answers. Although many inner-city students can solve inference questions on an oral level,
their lack of a developed sight vocabulary and of experiences in solving such tasks prevent them
from responding correctly. The subtest of reading comprehension dealt with exercises that tried to
determine the students’ knowledge of figurative language and their level of critical, literal, and inter-
pretive comprehension skills. More than half of the questions stressed responses that were
inferential in nature.

‘The Board of Education did attempt to anticipate the difficulties that its students were going to
face whcn\they took the standardized reading achicvement tests. A list of domain groupings was
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issued for its elementary school population. Local school districts were encouraged to use this
informatioui in the development of test sophistication programs. '

To show witst could be done to help children prepare for tests, the domain groupings for the
Spring 1978 citywide ryading tests were used in the following ways in my school: :

- ® A balarced reading program was stressed from the beginning of the school year. I directed
the second grade teachers to emphasize decoding skills as well as basic comprehension skills.
.~ Through directed aﬁiindependent reading lessons, teachers were able to see their students’
oral and writtén vocabularies growing. o -

® ‘During a series of grade workshops, my colleagueS and I constructed developmental lessons,
which implemented the suggestions made by our district reading supervisor.

® To enable students to determine the implicit meaning of a passage, they were given help in
locating certain key words tq use as cues or signals to the fact they would be expected to make

~an inference. The pupils were taught that implicit meanings could be obtained from stated
details. c

e Stories containing idiomatic phrases were presented to the students, who attempted to
discern the meaning of these expressions through the use of contextual clues. Idiomatic lan-
guage is truly a product of one’s culture and should not appear on a reading achievement test.
However, without a working knowledge of these expressions,.communication and comprehen-

, sion are limited. Thus, inner-city pupils must become familiar with figurative language and
should be able to understand the hidden meanings of such phrases as “‘make a pig of yourself,”
“nosebody,” *‘chewing the fat,” *‘chip off the old block,” and “putting your best foot for-
ward.” : B . “

® To augment the vocabulary skills of our students, it was deemed necessary for them to
understand the correct use of a word that has multiple meanings. It was suggested that teachers
review using contextual clues to determine correct usage.

® A review of compound words was constructed by using graded word lists found in pasal
readers and in other reading materials. It was suggested that teachers emphasize those words in
which both parts give a clue to their meaning. In addition, lessons stressing the joining of words
to make compound words were created. This technique directed the student to read a word at
the beginning of a line. He/she would then be instructed to read the four words following it

and to determine the word that could be added to the first word to make it a new word.

® A game was created to lielp teachers review the use of contractions. A stack of fifty index.
‘cards was prepared so that one half contained contractions and the other half held corre-
- sponding verb phrases. Each'of 10 participants then received five cards. Each student then .

- took his/her turn and selected one card from the hand of-the playér who sat on his/her right
side. Whenever a student discovered that he/she had a pair (a contraction and a corresponding
verb phrase), he/she placed them in front of him/her. The first player who displayed all of
his/her cards in this fashion was the winner. '

Fortunately, fhése efforts proved to be successful and the median total grade equivalent score for
-our second graders was 2.9. This was slightly above grade level. Great efforts had been made to help

" our students become “test wise.” :

The results of the 1978 New York City Readling Tests arrived during May and were promptly
recorded on the students’ cumulative record cards. Since the term was drawing to a close, classroom
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teachers paid little attention to the types of mistakes that were made or to the subtest scores that
each pupil received. The total score and the teacher’s estimation of the child’s scholastic ability
. were, however, factors used in determining class placement for the 1978-79 school year.

" Edumetric Tests

I assert that a testing program must consider instructional decisions as its primary goal. Edumetric
or criterion-referenced tests measure the scholastic progress of the individual. An evaluation of a_
student’s performance on this type of examination would alert the teacher to the subskills that
need to be taught and would determine whether the child has mastered a skill and can proceed to
the next level. This form of measurement would also indicate if the student is progressmg at a rate
‘comparable with his/her ability.

Through the creation of detailed domain groupings which would touch upon all aspects and
levels of reading ability, criterion-referenced tests could be constructed to fdcilitate a diagnostic-
prescriptive approach to reading. This method W‘g'uld set specific instructional objectives that the
student should meet. His/her responses would be measured against predetermined criterion levels.
If the responses given by an individual student indicated that a particular objective had not been
mastered, the teacher would then be responsible for the development of a remediative domain
grouping.

I strongly suggest that computer technology
be employed in the construction of
criterion-referenced fests.

i

Norm-referenced tests are geared to produce variant scores in which half of the students in the
norming group give correct responses to an item while the other half answer the items incorrectly.
The items thus chosen are highly correlated with native intellcctual ability and do not detect the
effects of good pedagogy.

Tradltlonally, norm-referenced achievement tests have been given at the end of the school year.
.Criterion-referenced examinations should require pre- and post-testing schedules to help define the
students’ competencies and detect the effects of good mstructlon The post-testmg quality could be -
used as an assessment of scholastic growth.

Great care must be taken to assure that criterion-referenced tests are not affected by the degree .
of cultural unfairness and bias that has often been ascribed to norm-referenced measures of reading
achievement. The criteria that should be selected must not point out differences between subcul-
ture groups and middle class society. Rather, the language of the instruments arid their content
should only represent the influences that are being tested.

The creation of a well specified set of tasks which would be included in the domain groups would
not permit the employment of the empirical item selection procedures that have been used in the
past. The influence that the quality of-instruction has on the student would determine the success.
that the selection had in measuring the achievement of the specified objective.

o . 3 3 3 . B . . .

34



32 ‘ Testing and Evaluation

The absolute information revealed by criterion-referenced testing would be independent of
measurement practices as they currently exist. Properly documented field research is needed to
determine the reliubility and validity of such devices. Reseurch should commence to define new
techniques of empirical analysis that could be used. '

I strongly suggest that computer technology be employed in the construction of criterion-
referenced tests. The ability of computers to classify and store an infinite number of test items,
written at numerous levels of difficulty, would permit educators to develop comprehensive sets of
vhjectives. Statistical devices used for item sampling could'then be applied to prpduce more
© representative tests from the available objectives. :

If they were consulted, most parents of inner-city children would probably say that they are not-
cowcerned with the content of reading achievement tests or the ways in which they are graded.
"ather, they would wish their children t¢ be spared from the traumatic results of unfair labeling
acrived from test scores. Most educafors would readily agree that standardized testing should not be
the sole indicator of a pupil’s scholastic : ttainment. Growth can be demonstrated through children’s
acjustment to school life, their participation in class activities, and their increasing ability to absorb ‘
and comprehend the materials presented to them.

Ac.liévement tests have a valid purposc in program cvaluation. But, unless they can be used as
instructional tools which enable the classroom teachers to develop groups and to provide pupils
with remediation, they will continue to be mere political and social devices for ranking and
classifying groups of students and their schools.

SR
{Note
. A. N. Hieronymus, “Evaluation and Reading: Perspective '72," The Reading Teacher (December 1972), p. 264.
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4. 'Teachers on Testmg

Myrna Cooper

Director, New York City Teachers Consortium
- and Maurice Leiter

United Federation of Teachers, New York City
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We will attempt within the narrow confines of one chapter to confront a significant range of
issues concerned with testing. We support the view that the primary function of tests is to contrib-
ute to the advancement of learning. We will look with a critical eye at current testing practices but
will seek to examine the positive potential of tests and to suggest directions for research, for demys-
tifying the test process, and for increasing the relevance of testing to classroom experience. We will
emphasize the importance of teacher involvement in test development, research, and application to
instruction. We hope that this endeavor will accomplish at least two goals: 1) reinforce the use of
‘constructive tests in relation to the total educational effort and 2) maintain a perspectrve about the
use of tests so that they be regarded as neither panacea nor scourge

What teachers want from tests is something other than headlines or stigmatization or celebrity.
They have certain convictions about what tests should do. Tests should serve to verify the extent to
which what has been taught in the classroom has been learned. Without verification, teachers cannot
proceed in communicating curricular content with any rational expectation of completeness or
success. Tests should also incorporate learning. goals for a given area of study. This obliges the
setting of standards requiring clear definition of what is to be learned. Because standards must be

m\r\and because they can only be expressed through curricu-
lum development and implementation, such an approach to the formulation of learning goals

'+ _requires decisions as to how the content of jnstruction is to be transmitted. Taken in tandem with
- other assessment clues available to teachers, a tes%v\hjch contributes information about the student

being tested can assist in planning the direction and\content of instruction on an individualized
basis. Thus, good tests as teachers conceive of them can verify leamrng, assrmrlate standards, and
facrlrtate adroit decisions affecting the course of instructjon. ' :

: In the minds of teachers, these instruction-related fu\ions are appropriate criteria for the
evaluation of tests. One or more of them should be within the capability of any given test or its

) ratronale wrll be in questron Within the context of these general cuterra for useful tests, teachers,

T e Ty
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i Various illustrative details and aJsection on minimum competency testing have been deleted from the full verslon of this

: chapter—Ed 0T . _ )
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drawing on concrete classroom experience, have practical expectations which they want tests to
fulfill: ‘

* Teachers want tests to provide discrete information about individual performance, They
want basic product information: what a child knows and does not know. In addition, they
need process information: why the child hasn't grasped a particular concept; where the con-
ceptual process broke (own. ' ‘

® Teachers want standardized tests to yield more infornation at the upper and lower lmits of
the measurement range, for, to be more effective, they require insight into the sum and
quality of both excellence and deficicncy. '

B ® Teachers want tests to reflect what is actually taught rather than what is written in a possibly
obsolete (or archaic) curriculutn conceived by those furthest removed from the classroom.
® Teachers want tests to be administered with due consideration of timeliness, and they expect
feedback of test information to be available when it is appropriate for instructinrnal needs:
otherwise, potentially valuable information expensively obtained is wasted. The act that
tests are given at the wrong times and that test feedback is received at the wrong times is

- evidence that the instructional.function of tests is not a priority.

® Teachers and students would benefit from a different reporting of test results to include
detailed item analysis and to-yield information capable of illuminating the nature of the
errors. Such information weuld enable teachers to determine whether the errors were group
or individual misperceptions-and, further, whether they resulted from faulty instruction
(material not adequately covered) or from the absence of instruction (material tested which
was not part of the course content). Judgments would be possible as to whether the errors
were of product or process. :

® Teachers feel that tests should be suitable to the age group being tested. For example, a
second grade reading test should not involve 78 minutes of continuous concentration. Power
tests are, in general, preferable to speed tests for learning purposes. Rate of response is not a
measure of learning. '

® Teachers administer tests but are rarely permitted to become familiar with the test instru-
ment itself—~its purpose, format, and rationale. If they were, they could effectively antici-
pate aspects of difficulty inherent in the “dministration process for a particular test. Test
security must not be given greater importance than intelligent test administration. Profes-
sionals should not be denied access to tests as if they were potential felons.

® Teachers want tests in which design does not mediate the perception of content. If a pupil is
being diverted by complexity of directions or of internal format or any aspect of that
document other than its substance, the test has failed its purpose. Test format or question
presentation should not be an aspect of assessment or a factor in the measurement being
sought. R ' ' ' :

e Finally, teachers want tests normed on the basis of a sample which produces a content
validity akin to the real world classroom’s curriculum. Often, the norming of standardized

“tests precedes establishing the standard to be normed. Moreover, these norms constitute
a statistical puree the flavor of which changes as the social-economic-educational-political
condition of society changes. Like Webster’s Third International Dictionary, which tells you
not what a word should mean but only what it happens to mean at the point in the life of
the lexicographer as the volume is readied for the press, norms on standardized tests
function as passive descriptors on a ship of state without a standard floating from its mast.
The test should reflect educators’ perceptions of what should be learned and is actually
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buing loarned at a given dovelopmental stage, Materials Rrepared by testmakers should reveal
standurds undorlying the norms to permit test seloction appropriate to the loarning ox pectu-
tions of the school system. ' T'hus the use of tests wopld yield something more than neat
oquations, ‘There would be a rolationship botween the tost, those achicvemonts for which
measurement ds sought, and actual classroom activities, Norms should inforn, not obtuscate.

As teachers desire having test instruments perform as integrated components ot the instructional
process, 80, too, they are concerned about the frequency with which tests and test scores are put to
uses which are irrelevant to instruction and to its improvement or actually damaging to students, to
public confidence in education, and to teachers themselves.

The misapplication and misinterpretation of test results can injure individual students and erode
curriculum and instruction. Test scores thus used create social and intellectual segregation, foster
clitism, fashion a punishment/reward syndrome, reduce learning to rote and regurgitative modes,
deprecate, stigmatize, exclude. To a large extent, school personnel and institutions, reacting to
outside pressure and needing test scores as a cruteh, have made such practices a part of the fabric of
every child's education.

The most serious problem . ..
has been the miseducation of the public.

o

Perhaps. ultimately, the most serious problem resulting from the exploitation and abuse of crude
test data has been the miseducation of the public. Critics of schools cite published test scores to
argue that we k:low that schools have failed because tests have told us so. The ‘‘telling” consists of a
presentation of gross test results and gross interpretations presented through the mass media with-
out refined, sophisticated, or knowledgeable guidance in comprehending the data. Such use creates
a public perception of test information in the form of a deficiency model;i.e., testing exists to place
blame. The preoccupation of the public rests mainly on two indicators: reports of normed perform-
ance of schools and school districts related to “‘national averages,” and individual reports for a
student which elate or alarm that child’s parents. : :

The rationale for this type of reporting is given as the public’s right to know whether the schools
are doing a good job. What the public does not know is the extent and dimension of uncertainty
attached to the measure, its meaning, and the environment of variables contributing to the result.
What the public does not notice is that the score does not give any insight into the specific learning
accomplishments or gaps in learning of a particular student, or into the process of ratiocination
which yielded right or wrong answers, or into the nature of difficulty that the student is experi-
encing with certain classes of items. The score, in short, is merely a gross comparison of one student:
with a class of students in the same grade and tells little or nothing about any individual that can be
used to affect that individual’s instruction. Yet it is precisely this kind of information that has
precipitated the current sense of crisis in education. Each tim¢ a newspaper reports quantified test
results, alarms sound for that proportion of students whose rz‘inkin'g falls short of the r.orm. Defi-

ciency makes for headlines and headlines make for distortiom'. R
L j
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Consider, in contrast, tho following statement ? from the National Assessmont of Edueational
Progress roporting on the comparative tosting of 9-, 13-, and 1 7-year-olds in 1971 and 1975:

During this period we find that the roading ability of American students hay changed, but
this change is neither all positive or all negative. The results released in this report disagree
with the image created Ly recent publicity surrounding the declining SAT and ACT
scores. As I'm sure you know, both SAT and ACT are designed only to prodict tho
success of college freshmen and thus discriminate among and between the students taking
them. They were not designed to measure a student’s educational progress [or] ....the
nation’s educational progress.... Recent reports on various test score declines have spurred
the American public into discussion and debate about education in this country. If our
education system has specific problems, we need to know their scope. We need to know
what approaches work...which techniques fail... whether we really should go ‘back-to-
basics’ ... [and] those making the decisions should review all available data with a com-
plete understanding of the data’s intended use and the data’s limitations.... [Thus]

we may,avoid costly errors in the allocation of education resources....The reading data
reported...show significant gains for 9-year-olds while the reading ability of 13 and

1 7-year-olds remains about the same.... Using National Assessment information and
complementary data—the decision may be to continue the current primary grade em-
phasis while expanding the reading programs to serve junior and senior high students.

... the possibilities for tests are greater
than the obstacles to their realization.

<

" The point is that the contrdversy relating test scores to school performance exists without a
sqund basis in fact and is largely a product of superficial or misinterpreted information. And where
data are offered which suggest a “‘real’’ decline in achievement test scores, they are usually accom-
panied by vagueness as to the cause of the ostensible decline: “We will not be in the position to
prove any causal relations, but we will show the potential importance and power of some factors.”3
This is ' why those who are sensitive to the use of tests as the basis for attacks on schools place heavy
emphasis on the relative imprecision of standardized measures, on not concluding from their data
what their data have not been developed to conclude, and on the importance of factors not related
to school performance (such as population mobility and poverty). None of this contlict is-helpful to
teachers, for we are concerned with what tests tell us about the specific children we teach. In the
process of dealing with attacks on schools fueled by the public obsession with standardized scores,
school districts and teachers are often obliged, out»of concern for the survival of students, their own
professional reputations, and public ed ucation, to place undue emphasis on test success and to treat

I

test performance as an end of education or an end in itself.

™ It is most unfortunate that the testing movement has gone away from an emphasis on assess-
ment as a part of the instructional mode and that we, as educators, have been overcome by a
nisguided politicization of the test mechanism. This is particularly regrettable because the pos-
iibilities for tests are greater than the obstacles to their realization. .

N - AT
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Howuover, we do not belisve that tests can be made more relevant to instruction in i vacuum. ‘To
be part of any instructional process implies not only integration with curricnlum developmant,
strategles of teaching, and evaluation, but o velationship to a framework within which actod out
notions nbout the purpose of schooling and the potentinl of learners are acted out, What and how
we teach and why and how we test reflect our convictions and owr commitment. Pevhaps the way to
make testing more relevant and effective is to arvive al an understanding of the meaning ol what wo
are dolng.

Considcis, for example, the instructional approach popularly known as Mastery Learning. In his
recent book, Benjamin Bloom states, ““Socicties in the pagt have relied largely on prediction and
selection of talent as a4 means for securing o small group ot educated clite.4 Modern socicties,”
he concludes, “stress the development of a very lurge number of well-educated persons and attempt
to produce this by legal and social pressures’™ (such as compulsory and compensatory education).
Since our socicty places such great vialue on education, it must develop educational strategics which
will make school more mcuﬁingml to individual pupils and must find the means to develop talent,

Morcover, Bloom is critical of the current use of standardized achicvement tests which make
judgements on whether a pupil has. learned or will learn more or better or less than his/her peers.
Bloom claims that scholars, rescarchers, and others, expecting differences, design assessment in-
struments which will provide theoretical, prg:nmuntal and practical Justmc.mon for the process in
which they believe. )

Bloom refutes the popularly held view of achievement as a function of aptitude which is fixed,
stable, und observable and which, at each stage of schooling, typically shows greater individual
differences in learning attainmeht than was true at previous stages. He is critical of those who would
use the concept of indjvidual differences as measured by achievement tests as rationalizations for
depriving some students of the opportunity for further learning. He has drawn attention to a -
growing body of knowledge which indicates that almost all children can learn what the school has
to teach if provided with proper learning conditions.

Because teachers have been traihed to believe in achievement as an entity which falls rightly onto
the normal curve, they considér a unit, regardless of its origin (syllabus or published works) to have
been successfully taught and learned if the test results at the conclusion of the unit fall into the
established pattern of the normal curve. Pleased with the curve of the normal distribution, because
statisticians tell them that it's supposed to be this way, teachers often do not provide correctives to
those who naturally fall below the grade norm. Consequently, approximately half the class proceeds
to the next learning not quitg prepared to acquire new skills. Bloom’s approach to learmng seems to
call for a reexamlnatlon of t.urnculum instruction, and testlng as we have traditionally known
them. ' i

The rationale and approach of Mastery Learning illustrate a humber of important points about
testing\. For one thing, Bloom'’s view is that using a structured and sequential learning method will ~
result in students achieving test results wherein the regular distribution of scores will be bunched at
the top of the scale. This is in line with 'what teachers really want to accomplish; namely, the
success of all their pupils. In addition, this appreach underscores the importance of the teacher_-_
made test as an essential tool of assessment, particularly in the short range. For a variety of practical

~ reasons and obstacles, standardized tests are not now usable for obtaining information on pupil
+ performance. for other than long-range periods and broad areas of knowledge. The gap is filled by
teacher-made tests, but the criteria dre really no dlfferent One still requnres items which reflect
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what is actually taught, which, on analysis, will reveal what has not been learned, and which must be
ordered and sequenced in relationship to the curricular goals. Most important, these tests are used as
part of the continuum of instruction. In fact, the Mastery Learning strategy is inconceivable with-
out testing as an internal component. Therefore, while we continue to require long-range assessment
tcols to evaluate relative adherence to a standard and to guide in decisionmaking, we begin to see
that, within the classroom, the teacher-made mastery test is perhaps the most important assessment
instrument. ' )

Research and Development on Testing

There is a great deal to find out about learners and learning, much of which can be derived from
worthwhile research and development on tests. The methodological and technical problems associ-
ated with test construction and feedback are under control, and we are, in a sense, at a juncture in
- measurement at which it is reasonable to assert that tests can be made to do almost anything we

want them to do. We lack not information but direction for testing and integration of the testing
information currently and prospectively available. Unfortunately, research in the field tends to serve
'pﬁma‘rily the research community itself; it tends to be introverted and to be largely incomprehensi- ’
ble and’inaccessible to others in the field of education. This is not solely because the researchis .-
recorded in an abstruse metalanguage. A piece of research worth doing can be described and ex-

- plained in the common tongue and can be made meaningful to intelligent and interested educational
personnel. However, at present, the wall between researcher and practitioner does not promote
teacher confidence in tests or in educational research as a means to improve teacher effectiveness.

We lack not information
but direction for testing.

A similar problem exists in the specific area of test research and development. There is a gulf
between testmaker and testgiver, between test and curriculum, between test and actual classroom
activities. There is a substantial lack of articulation between practitioners and researchers. Teacher
input into the content and purpose of tests is rarely sought. Idealized assumptions are made about
curriculum and about whether the knowledge being tested was conveyed and whether the learning
was in the classroornA.v,.-""/

The research_.ah'd' development aspect of testing would be enhanced by articulation with practic-
ing teacheys'iri"the course of test conception and construction. The use of “experts” is insufficient
since these people are frequently removed in time and place from classrooms. In many instances,
the,ct'l/rricular.f[,)_"g“éis of test items is twicé removed from reality, taking its cue from the testmakers’
_-Published curriculum 'materials which are themselves idealized and probably generalized versions of

the actual classroom’s curriculum,

o If teacl}ers" are involved in test development and use, and if research results are communicated to
~them, teﬁcgwrs will be encouraged to acquire greater sophistication in the use of test instruments
~-and to plage greater faith in test information and general research as applicable to classroom instruc-
tion. While “the daily challenge of the classroom simply does not demand...psychometric elegance”
it is clearly not an impetus to the advancement of our thesis that measurement is an integral part of

S 11
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instruction to have between three- and four-fifths of practicing teachers estranged and virtually
helpless where measurement is concerned.?

Colleges of education b_e,arl'pirt of the responsibility for this situation and for its correction. In
teacher education, the,tetidency has been to present measurement as essentially a statistical subject
with some attention given to familiarizing teachers with specific versions of commonly used affec-

“tive and achievement tests. To make measurements meaningful, however, teachers need to know
how to construct tests in an efficient manner using the materials available to them and meeting the
" developmental needs of specific pupil groups. They need training in developing test items to yield
product and process information, a notion of how to interpret test results, and an awareness of
informal assessment means such as oral questions, logging, and observation of pupil behavior.

In addition, testing must be presented in connection with training in' curriculum development,
instructional methods, and child development. The pieces of the educatlonal complex should be,
but are rarely, integrated into a whole. :

In considering useful directions for research and development in testing, we are conscious of the
importance of making research priorities. If it is our conviction that most of what schools have to
. teach can be accessible to the vast majority of students, then research in testing should reflect that
belief.

If it is our conviction that the primary role of testing is to inform teachers and contribute to
instructional decisions, then research and development should be directed to making tests better
perform that function. If it is our conviction that research on teaching should not be disconnected
from research on testing because testing is a part of teaching, then research should be constructed to
study the test as an instructional tool. If it is our conviction that tests need to be more than statis-
tically *‘nice,” and that they should perform a formative function as well, then test R&D should be
directed toward refining our capacity to develop tests Wthh reflect specific standards for specific
curricula and for real-life classrooms. '

We suggest within these guidelines, that testing research priorities be dlrected to the following
kinds of activities:

e The developmetit of normed power tests to exclude time as an achievement factor (what '
some pupils need is more time to learn and to reflect on what they have leaqu—for time

may be the only vatiable in learning which schools can control). 4
e The development of diagnostic standardized tests which yield discrete feedback capable of
prescriptive application. e

e The development of achievement tests which yield both a measure of what has been learned
and information to provide direction for further instruction to individuals and groups.

e The development of tests which are responsive to our national commitment to meet chil-
dren’s learning needs ‘‘where they are at.”” If we want to do this, then we ought to face
the real problems and devise instruments to provide precise information on language assess-
ment, early indentification of gifts and talents, learning disabilities, and physical develop-
ment.

e The development of tests to measure that whole other dimension of schooling, the affective

_domain. We recognize that the schools have traditionally had the role of promoting affective

learning of children (learning how to learn, human interaction, social participation, forma-
tion and growth of self-concept, problem assessments, exercising options, valuing, and the
relationship of these to cognition and instruction). Certainly, these diversions are more
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- pertineni_lifegskills than handling 1040 forms. They form a seminal part of learning which
seems to have largely escaped the attention of both educational researchers and basic skills
zealots. Beyond some work on cognitive styles, little serious research exists.

® The development.of research into testing as a tool in arranging a child’s learning environ-
" ment—testing as a measure of the appropriateness of environments and to verify theories of
instruction and cognitive style. o : i
e The development of research into the use of tests as a means to identify schools which are
successful with various types of learning problems—research and test development to isolate
. the components which create the climate of success.6s 7 ' :

'] Thé development of research to determine why changes in general pupil performance have
occurred and whether they are good or bad; e.g., if current standardized achievement tests
“suggest that 8-year-old pupils today are less efficient at decoding than their counterparts -
10 years ago, can we by analysis determine what has yielded this change (departure from
phonic instruction, emphasis on context) and, as a corollary, whether there has not been a
concurrent gain in an a¢ccompanying area such as comprehension? -We have too readily
assumed that a decline in one area measured signals an absolute rather than a relative
" learning loss. e ‘ .
® The development of research on reporting of test information to teachers, to parents, ard to
the public in order to find effective ways of explaining test results, making test functions
understandable to a variety of audiences, and making test information reporting compara-
ble in proportion and intensity to other kinds of school performance-communications.
® The development of an R&D complex comparable in scope to existing laboratories and
centers, with the significant difference being the integration of this one with an existing
~ large urban school system like New York’s. Such a center could draw upon the data-base
" provided by the diverse pupil population, the expertise of the many researchers associated
.with the large number of urban universities, and the field-based experience of thousands of
practicing teachers. It would serve as a living laboratory and as an arena for collaboration
and interaction. ) ' '

Regrettably, a formal place for teacher input into the R&D process is laéking. Teachers’ partici-
pation and expertise should be reflected in every stage of research, from conception and design to
execution and evaluation to dissgmination and application.

In connection with these specific recommendations on research and development, we have some
views on the burden of testing and the responsibility to disseminate information that research has
yielded which are related to the role of Government in this area.

' Clearly, the financial impact of testing as a function of evaluation or qualification for Govern-
ment funding is more than school districts can bear. It is, ironically, a regressive tax on those
districts least able to pay. Federal or State Governments should assume the cost for tests which
districts are obliged to administer to receive or retain funding. In.any event, it is certainly possible
to find less expensive ways to.obtain data not related to individual instruction (estimates of general
achievement, qualification for funding, etc.) and to simultaneously reduce the physical burden of
testing. ‘The use of matrix sampling is an obvious approach,

Finally, we are troubled by the absence of teacher recognition of institutional forces in the field
of research and by the lack of articulation with teachers by those who “create” the literature of
- research. Few teachers are aware of the existence of the National Institute of Education; or, if they
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v know little of its responsibility and scope. Nor does the existence of ERIC
.0 teachers, as it is mainly useful to researchers, scholars, graduate students,
and proposal writers. W+ suggest that NIE consider passing up two or three of its more recondite

do know its initia’s. i

-grants each year and use the money thus realized to disseminate directly to every practitioner in the

country a concise publication titled, perhaps, Research of Use to Teachers. By this means, and by
standards for research and interaction with the world of the teacher which'NIE is in a position

to set_through its granting authority, significant progress could be made in promoting teacher
participation in developing and applying research on testing. In addition, NIE should consider o
setting aside money on a minigrant basis to fund teachers directly in research projects of their own, -

Few teachers are aware of the existence of the American Educational Research Association.
Despite the fact that teachers are looked at, measured, investigated, observed, and frequently judged
by the numerous thousands of members of the research community and despite the fact that the
purpose of educational research is application for the improvement of teaching and learmng, there is
no formal interaction between researcher and teachier. Were any teachers among the 10 ,000 in
attendance at the last A.E.R'A. convention? We feel it is important to formalize the relationship, to-
create a means of obliging researchers to reveal their work “in the common tongue’ to teachers and
of encouraging teachers to react to plans for research, the results of research, and the applicability
of research. We suggest a series of national and regional interaction conferences to prbmote relevant
research and meaningful dissemination through close encounters of the two constituencies.

While we believe it to be valuable—in fact, esseatial—to make the practicing teacher an organic
partner in the activities of test research, constructlon utilization, and analyms—a ‘partner in this as
in any ether aspect of instruction—and whilé we consider it helpful to seek the personal and con-
crete views of teachers on this area of assessment, we do riot believe that teachers can overcome the
intrinsic and extrinsic difficulties and shortcomings which tests and their interpretation currently

‘present in isolation as individuals or even as a single body within the profession. The solution to

our problems with testing requires coordination among many groups in and out of education, in-
cluding but not limited to higher education personnel, researchers, political leaders, the public, and
the medla v
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5 Standardlzed Testmg in Elementaty School: |
.-A Practitioner’s Perspectzve on Several

Slgmﬁcant Testmg and E valuatzon Issues

- Parker Damon
o Prmcipal McCarthy Towne- School Acton, Massachusetts

.

L3 ..‘

~ Thie chaptcr focuses on (1) the retentlon and distribution of test information, and (2) the

" interpretation of test validity. Both are issues an elementary school principal confronts and has a
professional responsibility to handle in a way that protects and serves the best personal interests

- of individual students and their families, the professional rights of faculty, and the pedagogical con-
cerns of the.school and district. Unfortunately, the use of standardized tests makes it difficult if not
impossible for a principal to fulfill this responsibility adequately and equitably to each constltuency

I have seen the results of standardlzed tests! used to make numerous admlmstratlve decnsnons:

To transfer a principal. - N
. To compare the effectiveness of the total curriculum of different schools.
To determine the need for new materials. o ,
. To gage the relationship of curriculum goals to particular materials and methods.
To evaluate teacher effectiveness.
To diagnose an individual student’s strengths and weaknesses in partlcular currlculum
areas. '
7. To deterimine admission to private school
8. To place students into ability groups.
9. To predict an individual student’s performance.
- .---10.To reinforce budget-priorities. -
j\]\rn 11. To compare individuals and groups of students to each other.

S

Frequently, the same test battery stipports many, if not all, of these decisions.

-Sections stating the author s views on.the lnﬂuence of tests, a professional’s responsibdity regardmg test content, and various
illustrative deuils have been deleted from the full version of this chapter—£d.

N
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I'know it is not possible for any one test to do-all these things in a way that makes sense.
Therefo;g, I believe a principal has the responsibility to try to prevent this Kind of misuse. I have

~found, though, that this is practically an impessible. task.

S SR Th’e-backeto_;basic.s*“arrd‘ cofnpét‘ertcy“fés"tiﬁg movements
.| illustrate and intensifv the increasing general interest
in the use of tests, regardless of their Jaults.

Despite whiat testmakers state about the proper use of their tests, professionals and laymen alike
" place unwarranted value on test scores. Feople in both groups misinterpret and/or misapply test
“data even though they have been warned by professional and citizens’ organizations. The traditions
of elementary school emphasis on the stident and secondary school emphasis on subject matter en-
Courage some of this misunderstanding. The back-to-basics and competency testing movements illus-
trate and intensify the increasing general interest in the use of tests, regardless of their faults.
-Teacher education institutions do not stress the critica: anaiysis of test content or comprehensive
“determination” of the appropriate application of results. Soms of us who believe there are alterna- _
tives to using standardized tests find it difficuilt to be heard; we are rarely taken seriously, Propo-
nents of the proper use of tests need help. Parents, teachers, administratcrs, and school board
members cannot cause the proper use of test results to happen ali by themselves. Even when they
-work collectively, their efforts are eventually overpowered by the inertia and size of the total edu-
~ cational complex. The experiences my colleagues and I have had over the past few years at our
- school portray some of this problem. '

A Case History
The McCarthy-Towne school has an enrollment of about 450 students in grades k-6. It is one ‘of
five public elementary schools of .equal size serving an upwardly mobile, middle class suburban
community 25 miles west of Boston. The school was started 8 years ago as an alternative “explora-
tory” school. At that time, the school enjoyed the strong backing of parents, some school bogrd
members, and the superintendent. It was also the iarget of a lot of criticism. Among aspects of the
school that were attacked were its methods and materials for the teaching of reading and math.2 As
- one means of dealing with the conflict, the school board decided to use criterion-referenced tests to
determine whether the school was doing “at least as well as the others.”

As a public alternative elementary school, McCarthy-Towne diffetred at the start from the other
four schools in several ways. Faculty members knew when they were hired that they would be part
- of all decisions; each, like the principal, had one vote, and only the superintendent and the school
board hac the usual veto power. Faculty and parents agreed that a quality education could, for
them, be best attained without recourse to certain specialized staff positions (art, learning disabili- -
ties; music, physical education, and remediai reading teachers) or reliance on texts and workbooks,
As a result, each classrpom teacher had the responsibility for all areas of the curriculum. This was
made possible by reallocating much of the money not used for some of the specialized staff for .
_other purposes, such as a coordinator of volunteers and student teachers, consultants, and inservice
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\;f\?}shops. Teachers had a lot of help available if they wanted it. but not at any added expense to
e school’s budget. Through the inservice sessions, the faculty became adept at using the Gattegno
approaches to teaching reading (Words In Color) and math (Algebricks) as well as in developing a
~ different approach to teaching ail the other subjects. Teachers knew that their control over the '

school’s curriculum and learning environment was complete, but not supreme. They sought and
received parental and district support. Now this educational entrepreneurship is bemg eroded by
— the pressires of competency testing and thelike: =

These tests were created by representatives from each school with the assistance of consultants
from a nearby college. Although the results were inconclusive, a local newspaper used certain
subtest scores to show that indeed our school was not only doing “‘as well as’’ but *‘better than” the
others. This misuse, plus faculty and community feeling that the tests were either too easy or did
not accurately reflect the curriculum, soon brought about their being discontinued. '

~ The superintendent formed a committee of teachers and administrators to establish the criteria
for measuring achievement and the tools for doing the job. The committee did so by surveying
what was taught in each school, trying to match or create test items that reflected this teaching and

- each school’s materials, and polling each faculty member for opinions about appropriate levels of
difficulty and standards to use for establishing successful achievement. There was not enough time
to do all of this well, a fact that nearly everyone realized once the project was begun. The tests
which were developed at the end of a year’s work-omitted significant parts of the curriculum being
evaluated and distorted some other parts (if students work with numerical fractions but not frac-
tions of objects such as shaded shapes, can the one form be used to evaluate an understanding of the
other?). Much of it was still too easy (when there was disagreement there was a regression to the use
of easier test items). These particular criterion-referenced tests did not challenge the students
to show what they could do, nor did they accurately determine where students were weak, or
whether or not any particular programs were more effective than others. Another problem, one not
publicized, was the fear by some faculty members throughout the system that they would .be
evaluated on the basis of how well their qtudents scored.

Because of the above reasons and because they desired to be able to compare the performance
and potential of students in one district school to another as well as the students within the district -
to those outside, the district adopted the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) and the Short Form
Test of Academic Aptitude (SFTAA) battery for use with all grades except kindergarten. They are
now gjven every other year starting with the second grade.

The data from these norm-referenced tests are as worthless as those from the criterion tests, but
* for different reasons. The content of the criterion tests could have been redesigned to be more valid.
However, the CTBS test purports to measure reading and other language arts abilities, for example,
that an analysns of mdmdual test items shows it does not measure.

Because we at our school have felt so strongly about the inadequacies of the st.md.lrdlzed tests,
we have been challenged to offer reasonable alternatives, and we have done so. However, we have
been unable to bring about any significant change in testing practices. '

The situation in Massachusetts is further complicated by two State laws which influence the use
of test results. The Massachusetts State Board of Education is moving toward the adoption of a
statewide minimum competency testing program, so there will soon be a third law. (Since this was
written, the Stdte of Massachusetts has passed such a law—Ed. ) One of these laws regulates the way
in which students’ records are kept and used. The other specifies the procedures to be used to

48




48 C B ‘ Testing and Evaluation-

. identify students with special needs and the procedures for providing any 'special programs.> Both
are good laws intended to protect students’ individual rights and to equalize their educational
opportunities. Both, however, refer directly to standardized tests. As.a result, the references to
standardized tests by State and Federal regulations are a mixed blessing. On the one hand they seek
to protect students, while on the other they tend to support, by the mere reference to-the tests, an

-educational procedure which may cause abuse..

Along with proposing altematiyés, we have t.ri’ed_ several other tactics to reduce the school com-
munity’s reliance on test scores. For example, each year we write a report of what the latest results
mean and distribute it to faculty, parents, and school officials. S

Second, we have corresponded with the publisher of the tests we use.in order to l'earn how test
items are actually constructed. Our inten: was to discuss with parents the tests’ poor content
validity. However, the publisher did not cooperate with this request. o

A third tactic has been our school’s participation with Project TOR_QUE,“ which is developing a
. new Kind of test. We have been able to show that the CTBS tests misidentify high and low achievers
in math computation, and that areas of achievement labelled satisfactory really are not. The point
we tried to nrake was that if one part of the CTBS was providing incorrect information, why should
anyone put faith in the data other subtests supply? -

A fourth tactic has been to withhold test results from students’ records when they are passed
along to the junior high school. We have used different methods to-do this, and have been only
partly successful. ) '

. Some people have become more “test conscious” and they are questioning the tests’ content
validity, diagnostic value, predictive capability, and summational usefulness. However, these reserva- .
tions are diminishing under the pressurc of the growing popularity of competency testing, special
needs assessments, identification of the academically gifted and talented and, in our school, requests
for report cards and grades. ' o '

What Isfthe Professional’sv Responsibﬂity To
Retain, Distribute, and Interpret Test Information?

- As mentioned earlier, Federal and State laws govérn much of what school people may or must

do. But, within this framework there may be a lot of leeway for principals to exercise leadership.

For example, in our State the student record consists of a transcript and a temporary record.’

The latter may include sfhndardized test results and may be periodically reviewed by a principal for
the purpose of destroying misleading, outdated, or irrelevant information. The principal has a .
4responsibility to weed out old test data, and should be encouraged to do so from outside the school. -
In addition, elementary school principals or their designees should meet with parents to review the
contents of each child’s student record prior to its being passed along.to the next level of schooling. °
Regardless of who carries out this work, the process should involve (if it has not already been done)
an examination of the actual tests, the actual answer sheets, and the scoring and interpretation

forms. The scoring and interpretation forms only become meaningful in the presence of the other
two. Again, support from outside the school and district would encourage this kind of activity and
help overcome the attendant obstacles of time in which to do it, space for keeping such complete
information, and moncy for possible additional faculty time. -
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Along with the responsibilities to parents, pupils, and othef professionals to insure the proper use -
of test data, principals must also acknowledge and fulfill certain obligations, prerogatives, and
expectations.

Principals are often obliged by their own contracts, or those of teachers, to hold meetings and
perform other duties within set time periods. This contractual obligation, when coupled with legal*
requirements to conduct and complete educational needs assessments according to strict deadlines,
¢an mean that testing is hurried and not as thorough as it should be. For example, it is not easy to
bring togetler a team of professionals for early morning, late afternoon, evening, weekend,
or vacation meetings to discuss assessments and educational plans with parents. The end of the
school year and then the summer vacation before school begins are often excellent times for doing
this kind of work, but contracts and costs together prevent this time from being used. Therefore,
‘principals may be forced to function in other ways that conflict with the responsibilities that have
- been mentioned.. -

Or, the principal may not be allowed to keep test booklets and answer sheets with the student
record folders, but may instead be required to return them for safekeeping somewhere else. Or the
principal may be prevented from handling pre- and post-test information differently from the way
in which the district does. Thus the principal may be prevented from giving additional mformatlon
or advice.

Principals need help in taking advantage of
and exercising their prerogatives.

Because principals occupy a unique position in the educational system, they hold prerogatives
not available to other educators. They have access to every classroom and are privy to student and
parent concerns, involved with teachers’ curriculum problems, and informed about district and
community issues. As a result, principals should take stands on what a class, school, or district
should do, and they should express opinions about the merits of philosophies. policies, and practices.
My experience is that principals are, on the whole, a quiet group who do not speak out or exercise
prerogatives such as these. Or if they do, they fail to make any significant large-scale impact for
want of appropriate technique and training. Therefore, principals need help in taking advantage of
and exercising their prerogatives. And a district’s student and program‘evaluation process is a good
focus to have when working on this rev1tahzatxon

Prmcnpals like everyone else, assess what they do in light of their own, their family’s, and their
community’s expectations. Are they fair, open, and curious about new developments such as those
. related to testing? Do they seek out new information, work to help others acquire new information,
and share the information they have with others? For example, will a principal recommend for
hiring, rehiring, or dismissal someone who does not know very much about testing-and its implica-
tions and alternatives? Principals might be helped by research showing how their professional
judgment is affected by the pressures of these different expectations. The topic of what to do with
test information provides a stage on which to examine these adversary and supportmg roles.

o An
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Standardized tests do not deal with several key factors:

1. Standardized tests get in the way of the teachers’, schools’, and districts’ responsibilities of
setting the criteria by which programs and groups of students will be evaluated. It is not

- just that-the norming and comparative data obstruct any predetermination of what the

criteria should be. It is also that many professionals and lay people assume that the test-

makers have already established what the standards should be and what the best ways are
for finding out if these standards have been met. I believe tests have far more credibility
with parents than with teachers and principals. Thus, professionals have a hard time getting
other standards and criteria accepted by the public. Currently, standardized tests do not

help with this problem. N : .

2. There is no list of points on which to evaluate the tests themselves. Such a list, plus a
comparison of test and curriculum content, would do much to improve the way in which
- tests are used.

3. If there were such lists for parents and professionals to use when evaluating the tests

"~ themselves, it still might be very difficult to have the tests available to examine. Most

testmakers protect from public scrutiny both the details of test design and the content of

the tests. Testmakers argue that unless the tests are kept “‘secure” the norming or compara-
tive value of the tests will be impaired, z2nd that some students will acquire an unfair
advantage over others. They also claim that the cost of developing each item is so great as

- tq preclude the production of an unending supply of alternatives.

. The test secrecy issue poses some interesting problems. On one side are the testmakers
who\wish to protect their product by means of copyright laws and trade secrets acts. On a
second side are the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (the Buckley Amendment)
and discriminationtlaws that provide students and parents with access to information being
accumulated about them. )

Still a third position is represented by the Freedom of Information Acts which permit
individuals or.groups to examine the records of governmental committees and to observe
* their deliberations in open session. If a taxpayers’ group, for example, wanted to challenge
a school board’s decision to allocate huge sums for wide-scale testing, their case would be _
- .greatly strengthened if they were able to compare and openly critique the tests under
consideration. '

- Lastly, there is the moral side of the secrecy issue. Should not all the parts of public
education be public? Magy projects funded by the government require the use of private .
tests, and thus the government is both subsidizing the testmakers and supporting their
reliance on secrecy. Not su\rprisingly, the testmakers are content to overlook these prob-
lems. Thus, they maintain the status quo which, in turn, translates into the continued
misuse of tests. \’\

4. Standardized tests do not take into consideration the way in which many professionals and
parents view schooling. In elemeht\ary school, especially the early years, teachers are
student-centered as opposed to subject-centered. Standardized tests do not foster this
developmental, holistic, and interrelated view of students and schooling. Instead, standard-
ized tests foster the compartmentalizing of learning that occurs in secondary school, the
separating of abilitie$ and interests into hierarchies of importance that starts in the middle
grades, and the comparing of individual performance to group norms that begins with

- kindergarten. The only significant differean in the way a 12th grader and |st grader take a

standardized test is that |st graders have theirs read to them, Shouldn’t different stages of
schooling have different types of tests? Shouldn’t both content and format differ?
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5.- Standardir :d tests confuse quality and quantity. They are not designed to show how well a
student can perform a particular task, but only with whether or not a certain number of
tasks can be done< they are not concerned with how an idea may be’ expressed or inter-
preted differently.

Student productivity is the heart of elementary schooling. Teachers in elementary
schools try to harness children’s proclivity for activity by using interrelated experiences,
physical involvement, and assorted technology. They hope for productive activity, not
busywork. National and state assessments focus more on what students actually do than

do standardized tests. In addition, standardized tests direct attention away from more ™~ "

important assessment and evaluation issues. 6 The kinds of questions students ask, how
they seek and give ,answers, and the way in which they choose todescribe and explain ideas,
émotions, and events should be part of the information acquired by standardized
testing. Too much effort is devoted to too little return, and there is too much stress on one
correct answer rather than an order of acceptable ones. Perhaps the NIE could focus atten-
tion on the development of tests that explore what quality means in the elementary grades
and why alternative measures of performance are needed at both elementary and
secordary levels.

v. There is a general need for more widespread understanding of how standardlzed test results
correspond to other forms of evaluation. Some work has already been done in this area,
but a lot of confusion still exists about whether various types of measurement mstruments
are actually different. For example, is a teacher-made test any more/less subjective than a
commercrally made one? How does the content of norm-, criterion-, and domain-
referenced tests differ? Questions such as these need more attention if there is to be greater
trust between school and commumty

A Vision |

Standardized tests do provide a lever on the vast educational system. This is a lever that can
force, direct, and assist improvements in the learning experiences of all students. Therefore, any
restructuring of tests should consider their present and possible uses. For example, | believe that the
Federal Government, by intervening with lmproved evaluation and assessment practices, could cause
the following to happen w1th1n 10 years:

I. An employment literacy for 85 percent of the student population by the time they gradu-
ate. That is, they would be able to read high school materials designed tor 10th graders.

2. There would be no reading failures.

3. The dropout rate would decrease significantly since none would occur as a result of not
being able to read.

4. The quality of literacy for all students would be.improved and observable. Students would
not only be doing more reading and writing, but the quality of both would be improved.
Library use would expand as would sales of books. :

5. There would be no school-caused boredom. Everyone should be allowed to bore them-
selves some of the time if they wish to, but schools would no longer be boring students
with unnecessary repetition, dull 'materials, phony situations. and low exnectations.

6. Students would correctly perceive that experiences in school, or those which are school-
related, are at least as exciting-interesting-challenging as those occurring nut of school.
Student newspapers, radio stations, TV production, moviemaking, theater, dance, and
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) music pe(formances on all—sc:fle_s, experiments and explorations of all kinds, both at the
g secondary-and elementary levels, would occur as a result of the-improved use of tests. Time
i ' now spent on unnecessary activity would be available for other forms of activity not now
seen in schools. s '

: All‘ghjs is not an impossible dream since each is already a reality in more than one spot. A vision
made up of elements such as these wiil become reality if the Government exerts its power.

‘Notes | : o ___,__ﬁ_,_._

1. Asused here, the label “'standardized tests” describes both group-administered norm-referenced achievement tests and group-
‘administered norm-referenced aptitude or intelligence tests. : oo )

2. See Caleb Gattegno, What We Owe Children, The Subordination of Teaching to Learning (New York: Avon Books, 1970);and
Towards a Visual Culture, Educating Through Television, (New York: Avon Books, 1969). These two books give brief descrip-
tions of the pedagogy used by the schools. : :

3. These two laws are similar to two Federal ones: Education of the Handicapped Act (P.L. 94-142) and the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (the Buckley Amendment). ) :

4. Project TORQUE (Tests of Recurable Quantitative Understanding of the Environment) is a foundation-funded project at the

° Education Development Center in Newton, Massachusetts. The TORQUE approach features specially designed games and
activities that yield information about students’ mathematical understandings. In cach of these games, a child’s ability to perform
depends directly on his/her competernce ata specified set of mathematical skills. : .

' 5. Student Records Regulations, Massachusetts Department of Education, 1976.

6. Assessment looks at performance to predict what is nceded by a student or group, whereas evaluation looks at performance to see

if goals have been met and methods are successful.
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__6 AILEIementaly School Principal’s View.
of Standardlzed Testmg -

!
Luis Mercado '
Principal, Public School 75, New York City public schools 5

]

Standardized Tests

Standardized test scores are meaningless for diagnostic purposes. There is no way of knowing
- why*a child has selected a- wrong answer. Is the error due to not being able to decode written
- words? Does the child understand the task? Does the child’s reference framework make for differ-
ent Interpretatlons" Are there multiple possibilities in the answers? Is there no best answer? Piaget
describes the differences in children’s conceptual thinking as they pass from the concrete to the
abs/tract developmental stages Is this the reason for the error" ‘ ,

t now appears that standardized testing has merged with the trend toward *“minimum compe-
} tency in teaching reading and basic subjects In high schools it is reflected as standards to be met
' by students graduatlng from high school In the readlng area it becomes’ laundry lists of skxlls taught
and tested. .
/

I

=4 The efject of i the minimum competency movemet
is to produce an overemphaszs on the test score.

In our dlStl‘lCt and our school, the effect of the minimum competency movement is to produce
- an overemphasis on the test score. A thrust for curriculum changes, with an emphasis on isolated
skills, 1s evident. Ina recent conversation, one of the highly skilled reading teachers in our school’s
summer remedlatlon program made a strong statement that the basic problem for our children is’
'lack of comprehenslon Her solution is more systematic instruction using basal readers and readmg-
out-loud activities I observed her teachmg ‘My.interpretation is that the teacher is establlshmg "
relatlonshlps promotmg language art actnvntles ina small group setting (six children), and increasing .

]

) * Sections on bilingual educatlon, testing alternatives, and percelved testing needs of minorities and the handicapped have been-
' _'deleted from the full version of this chapm-Ed -

« ~ . . ~
’ ~
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motivation as well as comprehension. Thomas Murphy of Holt Rhinehart and Winston said, “Teach
the skill—that’s the new old time religion. But this makes me.uncomfortable. Reading is more than
- skill acquisition. It is an art form. You can cripple children by not giving them enough literacy.”

Publishers are designing and have on the market, built into new texts, tests resembling standard-
ized tests. Is the main purpose of reading to get the right answers on multiple-choice tests? Stand-
ardized tests are not useful for diagnosis. Coaching and rote practice activities could very well
become parents’, teachers’ and children’s main preoccupation. Do poor test results mean that a
child who is reading cannot read? Are some of our reading failures due to the testing process?
As we explore the testing area we observe children making errors because they have never learned
certain infornfation. Children are penalized because of a lack of knowledge. The test developers’
assumptions of common cuitural knowledge creates culturally biased tests.

I would like to see the social inquiry case study method used at our school to assess children’s
literacy. Robert Stake indicates that the case study approach is in harmony with aims of under-
standing, extension of experience, and conviction of what is known. !

I would give children a-choice of reading materials. I would interview them using a case study
approach. We would be able to determine their comprehension of printed material and their oral
reading ability. The case study approach is holistic and difficult. The facts are drawn from inter-
related variables. The information is gathered by personal observation and reported ina literature-
narrative form. The main focus is understanding the individual case.

I would like to have people who are involved in testing write the tests. Teachers, local test special-
ists, principals, children, and parents could participate in test construction. We would decide what
- material is to be learned, and how and why it is important. What are our goals? What is it that will
be useful to us after finishing the course? In any event I would not use multiple choice questions
‘because we should test understanding and comprehension.

I believe that our tests could then be related to actual learning goals. Teachers would be trained
in the processes of making tests and®evaluating learning activities. To involve students in composing
questions would enable them to better understand what they have learned. This type of criterion-
referenced and meaningful testing is what I have been experimenting with at P.S. 75 (Manhattan), as
site director of Broad Jump, a tutorial remedial program based on self-image and motivational
activities i\n\corporating the arts in reading and math instructional processes.

Barbara I\)i Novo, visual arts teacher in Broad Jump’s summer program at P.S. 75, shared with me
her thoughts'on the only test she remembered from her schooling. This involved the type of active
learning that I have in mind. “The only exam I remember in 12 years of post-high school education
was the final exam during my sophomore year on | 7th-century poetry. The professor instructed us
to write the preface and table of contents for a book on five I 7th-century poets, selecting the best -
or most representative poets and their five best or most representative poems. This is the only test |
remember that asked me to discriminate, to evaluate, and to compare based on a personally devel-
.oped criterion.” ' -

What Should Be Done?

Acquiring skills is not usually a sufficient goal in cognitively oriented learning experiences. |
" would like to see more mastery cxperiences, defined as the utilization of those acquired skills.
Barbara Di Novo’s experience on that one test reflects the premise that there are busic mental
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activities underlying her performance, which can be taught nd then tested. These are mastery
experiences utilizing skills acquired by students and are a credit to the criterion-referenced-type
teacher-mude test: .

Criterion-referenced or objective testing requires full involvement of teachers in selecting and
developing objectives. Goals have to be agreed on. What goals are not being accomplished after
we've tested children? How do we get students to succeed in achieving missed objectives? I prefer to
Have our school begin to consider this problem not as remediation, but as a rethinking of high-order

. reasoning and comprehension. How do we systematically think? Research describes approaches for
teachers that develop problem-solving skills. These approaches are based on the premise that there
are basic mental actiyities which underlie performance and which can be taught.

The system used is thinking out loud as both teacher and student work through ideas, analyze
relationships, separate concepts, and generalize. If I applied this thinking to my summer activities of
directing a remediation program for 90 youngsters at P.S. 75, then our followup school year pro-
gram for this population could involve the development of criterion-referenced tests. I would
involve the teachers, parents, students, and administrators in a dialogue establishing instructional
objectives. I'd need technical assistance from evaluation specialists on test item development. I'd
ensure that our objectives are consistent with district and State goals for education. I'd think
through some possible educational outcomes based on long-range goals for each student. These
would require a broad range of test formats. [ would not use multiple-choice or true/false questions.

But in any event I'd use a variety of criteria for evaluating our students’ learning development. |
do realize that care must be taken in selecting objéctives. The complexity of developing objectives
needs the development of leadership team approaches and is difficult. The payoff for everyone is
the improved diagnosis of individual learning problems and the prescription of systematic approaches
to strengthen the learning situation. -

I'am not advocating the development of minimum standards or a pass-fail system. I want our
students to be judged on their individual performances. I want our criterion-referenced tests to
o reflect instructional objectives. In developing criterion-referenced tests, I'd like to correct for
cultural and socioeconomic bias. I'd like to emphasize that student tests should not be used for
teacher evaluation. This destroys our trust relationships. It demonstrates a lack of understanding
of what tests do measure. Tests of any type reflect only a small part of student learning or teacher
effectiveness in the classroom.. ' ‘

I'believe that criterion-referenced tests where the student is evaluated as to the achievement of

. goals avoids some of the problems of standardized norm testing. But there are other possible prob-

" . lems. The refinement of structured materials in programed materials leads to frequent testing>The
ddnger is that shorter and shorter test intervals push out teaching. We can end up right where we
started, teaching to the tests. Another serious problem in criterion-referenced tests is.the local
districts’ determination of what passing level is acceptable. Is it 30 percent, 45 percent, 60 percent,
or 90 percent for students on a task? In any event, the teachers’ job is to help the students become
more proficient at the task. The criterion-referenced test advantage is that' we can relate it much
more closely to what is taught in the classroom. |

- The break-it-down-into-its-parts approach to reading is exemplified by standardized testing. The
* devisers of these tests believe that a series of discrate subskills or behaviors, that can be independ-

ently observed and thus measured, define reading. The more we break down the processes, the

better we can understand and measure reading. The behavioral empiricists support the same view-
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point, arguing and-applying B.F. Skinner’s theory to reading.2 They say that reading is a habit
system. It is based-on mechanistic positive reinforcement of good. habits and: discouragement of bad
habits. Lesson stg‘*,ps must be discrete. The approaches thus recommended are basal readers, work-
books in phonich word-attack skills, vocabulary, and identification of main ideas and detail. Of
course, the above follows the standardized test design. Thus we get the idea that reading is what
tests measure. In our school most traditional formal teachers believe i in the empiricist appro.lch to
reading. .

v

What is needed is a definition of reading based on what children do when they read. Marks on a
page are transformed into meanings in a holistic process. What students bring over a period of time
to reading broadens and deepens the readlng experience. Children need to be able to respect the
content of reading. Children need to dg,velop language experiences that enrich their reading. Alone
and in small groups they need to know how to apply their intelligence to comprehending the
meaning of experiences. The process in reading is similar to learning how to talk. All children have
learned to talk. They have used trial and error and succeeded. We did not classnfy or categorize
children before they came to school. We let them talk. We did not understand how children learned
and applied their language. Yet children did learn to talk, just as they can learn to read.

o

What is needed is a definition of reading
based on what children do when they read.

. Test publishers have failed to consider problems of testing minority children. Tests are used for
sorting out and determining the economic and social future of school-aged children. Problems of
testing cannot be solved by recreating standardized tests for minorities based on antiquated con-
cepts of intelligence and achlevement De Avila and Havassy3 conclude that we need a new-approach. -
They recommend the Program Assessment Pupil Instruction (PAPI) system. This generates two
basic types of information by means of computer data- processmg The flrst type is statistical in
nature and is meant for funding. The second is for teachefs: it suggests classroom activities. The test
battery consists of four tests, individually: administered. The first thre\e tests are paper and Q@nul
group tests; the fourth is individually administered. Achievement and.developmental levels are
considered for each child and his/her reference groups. If a child does notwnderstand a concept,
sets of classroom activities are recommended. Chronological age is used for‘thc child’s peer or ref-
erence group. However, the PAPI system can be designed so that the child’s reference group can be
descfibed on the basis of grade, ethnic group, or sex, etc. I would certainly like to explore this type
of testing at our school.

Our school has responded to the individual needs of students. We have broadened their school
experiences. We have focused on the thinking process as well as the development of values and
personalitics. We have developed and participated in network activities emphasizing a humanistic
mainstream climate for all of the arts, special education, bilingual, open, and traditional education.
Yet we are still stuck with standardized tests for asscssment of our educational quality. Fortunately,
we have been able to maintain the leading position vis-a-vis other schools in our district. But the
depth and quality of our innovative bundles of learning activities have created a garrison outpost
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mentality. We always have to’be cdreful to watch what we are doing,. ThlS creates a great strain on
our administrative and teaching staffs.

In all our programs we attempt to develop cooperation among students in various projects. We
believe students myst learn to work together in real life. Standardized testing isolates the student. It
destroys the efforts necessary to learn the difficult process of problem solution through cooperative
efforts

. Frequent testing leads to student discouragement. Success leads to skill development through
repeated performance. We must encourage and make classrooms a joyful expericnce for a// children,
( not just the 50 percent above the standardized test level norm. .
Notes

1. Robert Stake, "Position Paper: First California Conference on Educational Evaluation and Public Policy™ (Morth Dakota Group
on Evaluation Monograph, 1976), p. 52.

2. B.F. Skinner, Beyond Freedom and Dignity (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1971). X

3. Edward A. De Avila and Barbara Havassy, Some Critical Notes on Using I Q Tests For Minority Children and A Piagetcan-Based
Computerized Information System As An Alternative (Stockton, California: Stockton Unified School District, 1973).
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/. Coordinating Testing, Evaluation, and
- Decisionmaking at the Local Level

Blas M. Garza, Jr.
Pri)gcipa], Franklin Elementary School, Santa Barbara, California

It would be safe to say that there is a very high degree of agreement in the country that the most
important function of the public schools is to teach-literacy. Beyond that, there are many other
functions of schooling that are also considered important, but there are differing opinions as to how
. important. One needs only to gage the momentum of the back-to-basics movement and competency
testing developments to be impressed with the relative importance“that people place on literacy.

. Inlocal school districts everywhere, a great deal of time, effort, and money: are spent to make the
practice of teaching children how to read more effective. Learning to read and performing the
. function well is so important that monumental efforts have been launched by Federal and State
Governments to attempt to provide direction and special assistance where local efforts need help.

The purpose of this chapter is to view decisionmaking at the local level in areas of readiné and
categorical programs and to describe the influence that tests and evaluations have in making these
decisions and to describe the need for more coordination locally.’

It should be understood. that the decisionmaking process at a local school is filled with numerous
distractions and pressures. One seldom has the luxury of a concentrated period of time which can
~ be devoted to the thorough study of any one subject.

_In attempting to focus attention on the decisionmaking proeess, I am reminded of the model
which is common to legislative bodies, boards of education, and city councils. In this model, facts,
figures, reports, and statistics are presented, and after some discussion, a decision which is presum-
ably based on the evidence is rendered. While things may sometimes happen that way at an eleinen-
tary school couicil or faculty meeting, much decisionmaking at this level does not actually follow
that format. ‘ :

I have pondered whether the model described above is really as clear-cut as it seems. I recall that
there is a great deal of skepticism regarding research and evaluation; in essence, the suspicion is that
one can prove anything with statistics. If there are such suspicions, what is the net effect that

‘rDe~tails about curriculum improvement efforts in the Franklin School and an illustrative appendix have been deleted from the full
version of this chapter—E£d. -
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testing and evaluation might have on the decisionmaking process? There has been some research in
this arca. An article by David Cohen and Michael Garet, in summary, states the following:

Characteristically, while lots of money has been spent on policy rescarch, much less has
been spent on assessing its consequences. A few descrlptlve accounts and some after-the-
fact analyses, however, have shed some light on the issues. In general, efforts to improve
decision making by producing better knowlédge appear to have had disappointing results.
Program evaluations are widely reported to have little effect on school decisions; there is
similar evidence from other areas of social pohcy 1

There is a similar, though more hopeful view in a speech by Fred Kerlinger, past presrdent of the
American Educational Research Assocratron

How does research rnfluence and change education and educational practice? The effects
of research are indirect and deep and are, felt only over appreciable periods of time.
.Deeper understandrng of underlying phenomena is relatively slow, even reluctant, because
it has to combat or displace fixed sets of beliefs.?

The insights from these two articlés provrded me with some renssurance regarding some of my own

observations. Testing, evaluation, and research do have a role in decisionmakirz, but it is usuaily ‘
" combined with many other fuctors, including some political ones. For the active decisionmaker,

all of them ser~ as a networ!: of in formation which are carried around and upplied when needed. /

This process is not necessarily the neatly paf‘kagtd legislative body model, but it s realistic for the

local administrator. -

This chapter will focus on actual testing, zvaluating, and management decisions at my eiementary /
school. . /

The Situation

Franklin Elementary Schoo} is sitvated in a gencrally low to middle income sectios of Santa
Barbara. It is the largest ciementary school in the school district, having un average enroliment of
approximately 720 students. The student population is diverse aiid inc'.dcs chrldren from families
on welfare, families from upper levels of professional occupations, and a majority from skilled and
semrskxlled working families. The ‘ethnic and racial groups represernited include appreximately 57
percent Spanish-surname, 15 percent black, 2 percent other rainorities, and 25 percent white.
Transiency-is approximately 30 percent. Spanish is spoken in approximately cue-third of the
homes, and about 30 percent of the studerts are consideved either of li:nited or non-English-~
speaking ability.

Because Franklin is considered a target school, there is a pilnary concern with reading improve-
ment. This concern stems f:om findings of the district testing frogra.n. In 1970, the Santa Barbara
School District began using the Metropohtar Achxevemcnt Test in reading and math with the
intention of continuing its u-. +s"er a number of years Since the State Department of Education
had not bren consistent in using, the same test in the State testing program, it was felt that the MAT
would provide local consistency for evaluation and comparative purposes. The results of these tests
- have been presented to the bozrd of educaution every year and comparisons made on the relative
performance of each school. Teachers have used the item analysis data in their planning and princi-
pals used the same iufcrnatios to assess program strengths and weaknesses. Public disclosure of the
test scores also helped ta apply pressure for improvement on the part of teachers and principals.
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For a few years during the carly 1970, MAT test results were grouped according tQ the major
racial and ethnic concentrations in the city- -white, black, Spanish-surname, Asian, and other
minorities. This type of analysis served to demonstrate that the composite school or district scores
were not reflected evenly among the various groups. When separated, white and Asian groups
reflected a much higher score than the school or district average, while black and Spanish-surnamed
children scored far below. “Other minority” was a category with very few children.

On the whole, Franklin School cons'istvcntly ranked among the lowest three schools in both
reading and math. Grade-by-grade analysis of the test data showed that the school’s first grade
classes usually scored above the 50th percentile based on the publisher’s norms, but that a gradual
regression occurred with each succeeding grade, with the sixth grade scoring at the 26th percentile.

Beginning with the 1974-75 school year, the State of California began using the California

Assessment Program, which is a matrix sampling test for first, second, third, and sixth grades. The
~ California Assessment Program showed a pattern for the school siniilar to that revealed by the MAT.

.. it is extremely difficult to explain low test scores
toparents with the explanation that “We're performing
as well as is expected for schools such as ours.”

Perhaps there should have been some consolation in knowing that in comparison with other
schools similar to ours, our students were scoring within the expectancy band on most skill areas
most of the time. That is, our students were performing as well as should be expected. However, it
is extremely difficult to explain low test scores to parents with the explanation that “We're per-
forming as well as is expected for schools such as ours.”

A District Decision To Move Into Biﬁgual Education

Because of its high concentration of Spanish-speaking students, Franklin School is deeply involved
with bilingual education. This development has been slow in coming and even now nceds further
strengthening. However, the school district is not now employing any new teachers because of
declining enrollment, and there are no more qualified personnel within.

A decision for the school district to move into bilingual education programs was made at the time
the board of education was receiving Metropolitan Achievement Test scores showing low achieve-
ment of black and Spanish-surname children. As director of Intergroup Education, I attempted to
impress upon members of the board of education that the reason the Spanish-surnamed children
were scoring so low in reading was that many were non-English-speaking and a great many more
were of limited English-speaking ability; consequently they neceded help with oral language develop-
ment. Since most black children were from low socioeconomic backgrounds, they too'needed special
oral language development.

The need for bilingual education was very controversial in 1971. However, the board of education
wis responsive to arguments in favor of the unique needs of the Spanish-speaking. It appropriated
$10,000 to the Office of Intergroup Education for the purposes of exploring the need further and
developing a plan on how a program might be implemented.
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The following year, the school district was awarded a State grant for a bilingual education pro-
gram. Franklin School was one of the first schools to be part of the program. Beginuing with a
kindergarten class, the school was to add one additional class per grade cach year.

Evidence of success wis slow in coming, There was much enthusiasm on the part of the partici-
pating staff and the parents, and it was readily noted that children in the program were happier and
learning more. Tangible results, however, did not begin to show-until the initial kindergarten class
reached the fourth grade. A decision was made at this point not only to expand the program to the
fifth grade, but also to add to the program a supplemental kindergarten and first grade class.

A tandem effort to improve reading achievement was the adoption of a new reading textbook for
all grades. School personnel have generally felt that the reading program was weak, since there was a
wide assortment of books and materials in use but no common direction,

While the school was busily exploring new ideas to improve rcading, a scemingly contradictory
event occurred: a decision was made in the school district not to accept any new categorical pro-
.grams. The decision was not anti-improvement as such, but it did underscore teuthr resentment of
regulations, controls, and duplications in categorical programs. The final decision in this matter was
actually made by the board of education, but it was prompted by strong teacher opposition to the
introduction of any new categorical programs.

The question in this case was whether the school should make an application to the State for
early childhood moneys. The Stuate of California had made provisions through Assembly Bill 65 for
expanding its efforts in early childhood education. One of the features of the new funds was that
they could be spent on all children regardless of test scores, language, or poverty factors. There
would be no restriction on the type of activity for which money could bé spent, as long as it wis
designed to meet proven needs which were approved by a school site council comprised of 50
percent school staff and 50 percent parents. ' B

With this much “pie-in-the-sky*' how could teachers be opposed to the new categorical program?
It seemed that teacher discontent was focused on fear of new controls and regulations'in spite of
promises of local control. (Two yeurs earlier, at the request of State monitoring officials, the school
had been asked to adopt three management “continuums” in reading, language, and math. The
criterion-referenced systems on these subjects required a vast amount of paperwork —pre-test, teach,
and post-test on every skill. Each management system contained approximately 75 distinct skills.
and all information regarding the continuums had to be properly recorded in student profile folders
and in class progress charts.) :

It was also widely known that the teachers in the bilingual program, although very dedicated to
the program and the needs of their students, were required to do much more evaluation than the
continuums. They had to test for [anguage dominance (San Diego Test of Language Proficiency),
for insights into the use of language (Bilingual Syntax Measure in English and Spanish), for deter-
mining reading compreheasion (Cloze Test in English and Spanish), for determining math skill
" development in Spaaish (California Achievement Test), and for reading progress in Spanish
“(Santillana Criterion Referenced Management System). They also had to keep inventories 'on
children’s self-image and social development. \

It is rccognized that good teaching demands careful roadmaps to learning be followed, and all the
instruments mentioned above are useful, The rub, though, as far as the staff was concerned, seemed
~ to be that many instruments were deemed to be imposed without due consideration of whctlf‘gr.
the'additional requirements would detract from the existing. curriculum or how they would com- .
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plement it. Although local instrument selection studies were made by toams of local teachers, the

choice was not whether to get them, but which onces to get, This left resentment among the staff,

and the resentment grew as problems of program implementation developed.

- Problems With Evaluation and Coordination

It was in this setting and mood that the school was considering whether to undertake a new
. categorical program in early childhood education. Among the information made available on A.B.
65 to teachers and parents was a question-and-answer publication in which a State official lnterpreted
‘the meaning of the A.B. 65 legislation. One of the questions was: “Will local districts do the evalua-
tion of student achievement or will the state? If the state, what indices will be used?” The official’s
_-response was:

A.B. 65 really provides for four levels of evaluatlon school level, district, State and an
independent evaluatlon There are requirements for ‘different kinds of evaluation at each
of these different levels, including information on student achievement and student cog-
nitive and affectlve growth as well as process kinds of information about what’s really
happened at the school as a result of the funding that school has recelved 3

The evaluation burdens suggested by the response were an addmonal concern of the teachers
when considering the new categorical program. Several informational bulletins were sent to parents
prior to the final vote of the Franklin School site council. One of the bulletins contained a list of
what | considered to be the advantages and merits of A.B. 65. It also contained a list of disadvan-
tages drawn up by teachers, consisting of the following:

. ® State moneys bring State control. ’

Teachers fear additional continuums and management systems.

Teachers fear too many people bring fragmentation of classroom programs.

The school site council involves too many meetings and time spent not in the classroom
More money may not provide better education.

Planned provisions for uniformity can decrease teacher flexibility.

When the school site council met to consider whether it wished the school to be included in the
appropriate section of A.B: 65, it was clear that teachers harbored a deep mistrust. The vote was
eight to four in favor of inclusion, but the four negative votes were cast by the teachers!

As pnncnpal, I saw thls sntuatlon as unworkable. Although the vote favored inclusion and the
council could make that recommendation to the board of education, any attempt of parents and
- teachers working together to plan school improvements would be jeopardized by teacher resent-
ment of A.B. 65 being forced on them—in this case by parents, principal, and other staff members.

In presenting the positive recommendation of the school site council to the board of education,
the school and district administrators nonetheless recommended that the Franklin School be
excluded from consideration. The board of education agreed, lndlcatlng that it wanted the council

~--to reconsider the-matter within a year. - :

- It is appropriate to look closer at some of the conflicting factors that brought about this decision.
This can bring more into fQCUS some of the coordination problems at a local school.

Frz;nklin School receives categorical assistance from five sources. Two of them, Federal Title I
and State Educationally Disadvantaged Youth, are combined as one program with common applica-
tion procedures through the State, and they also have a common evaluation procedure. Title VII,
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Bilingual Education, is u Federal project with separate guidelines and evaluation procedures; it is
funded directly from Washington D.C. The Emergency School Aid Act project (ESAA) is still
another Federal project with its own sct of guidelines and evaluation procedures and it, too, is
funded directly from Washington D.C. Migrant Education is another project with separate adrinis-
tration, funding, and evaluation.

it frequently happens that many of our same children, by virtue of qualifying under different
program guidelines, are participants in all programs and tlmt separate evaluators analyze the same
~ set of test data for the different programs.

This question about icentical children qualifyin;, for help from different programs raises another
problem. If the same child is receiving services from four different programs, how can four different
evaluators apportion for their respective programs the gains made by the student they have in
common? Or, being separate and; independent programs, do they all claim full credit for progress
made? Who takes the blame for failure?

It is permissible under California consolidated application guidelines to apply Title I and
Educationally Disadvantaged Youth funds to unmet needs of Spanishspeaking children even if they
are in the Federal Title VII Bilingual project. Help is therefore provided in the way of money
for educational materials and additional instructional aides. Some of these same children also

- qualify for the Migrant Education program, in which case they receive special medical assistance as
well as additional instructional aide  help. Special assistance is provided from migrant funds for
family liaison and social problems. If the children are in the Bilingual Title VII program, they also
have the services of a home liaison worker.

Categorical projects, because they come from distinct -
State and Federal grants, have a tendency to create
independent departments at the local level,

Because of the number of children needing bilingual education, two additional classes (not Title
. VII) were created. These classes have been funded by Title I and State EDY moneys, although they
get supervision, guidance, and direction trom the Title VII program. Finally, almost all of these
projects have components for intergroup or human relations, but they all depend on the ESAA-
sponsored Multi-Cultural Teacher Resource Center to provide for those needs.

That is perhaps sufficient to show that there is a splintering and duplication of effort locally. The
categorical projects are all dedicated to the solution of problems, but together they amount to a
confusing picture—a patchwork of effort. Because all projects have their own district level coordina-
tors or directors, decisionmaking in the school reflects the results of combined decisions made at
many levels. Often this means relegating the principal’s role to simply accepting and coordinating
directives.

Categorical projects, because they come from distinct State and Federal grants, have a tendency
to create independent departments at the local level. This further serves to splinter efforts for a
school principal who must deal with various directors and coordinators. Even if projects are consol-
idated under common administration at the school district level, local officials still have to contend
with separate and distinct regulations issued from separate State and Federal agencies.

Ra
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It is apparent now that State and Federal involvement in local education iy here to stay and that
categorical programs need to be planned more as integral parts of the totul local educational effort
rather than as extra appendages which are here today and gone tomorrow.

Some Concluding Observations \

This chapter has presented problems and dilemmas in efforts to inprove literacy, expecially for
those with language probleins, at one elementary school. Some observations are now made to
suggest how research and development may help such a school.

I. Pressures for improvement have been great at Franklin School and it lias been agreed that
improvement was needed. However, the reporting practices of the tests used there and of
most other normed tests are detrimental to the efforts of schools such as Franklin. At best,
normed results only serve to create much anxiety among teachers, administrators, and the
general public. Far bettér would be a system which begins with a careful assessment of
school entry skills and weaknesses and relates all reportmg procedures to the measurement
of growth only.

‘A professor once explained this problem with great clarity: ‘“The problem with testing is.
that 100 pen%r;t of the parents expect 90 percent of their children to be in the top 10 \
percent of the'tlass.”” The reasoning can be extended to school communities. All school )
-communities want their schools to be at least above the 50th percentile. This is a vicious
cycle! Will anyone above the 50th percentile ever stand still so others can catch up? A new
testing frame of reference and reporting practice needs to be developed.

2. The case of overlapping services to identical children has been presented and questions
have been raised regarding evaluation accountability for each project that delivers such
services. Because the projects have reporting obligations to different State or Federal
sources, it is unlikely that evaluation analysts at one level will know details about evalua-
tions of the children’s progress being reported elsewhere. :

Every program is attempting to remedy a specific piece of the problem, but whgn there
is more than one grant, the pieces that each one is attempting to remedy often amount to
more help than one child can use. Separately, grants can amount to more specific help than
is needed in any one area; the Federal and State officials may not be able to visualize the
total delivery of the services at the local'school level.

. Ideally, the hand of the school principal should be strengthened to allow much more
flexibility than now exists. This is not making a case against categorical funds, for it is
-recognized that many reforms came about because categorical moneys were created for
specific purposes. It is a case, however, for examining the splintering effect in individual
schools of diverse grants from State and Federal levels, and coordinating them better

in order to avoid duplication of services. -

3. For the sake of efficiency, all project evaluations should be concentrated in the school
district’s office of testing and evaluation. Financially, it is no problem to take a porlion of
money from each categorical project and allocate it to the district’s office of testing and
evaluation. The amount could be prorated depending on the size of the project. The. gain is
that the same people would handle all test dates and would be thoroughly familiar with
them, facilitating assessments which must be made. These people would also have an .
overall perspective on the requirements and needs of all programs. Such a move would
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save neodloss duplication and waste of time and enorgy. ‘The evaluation consolidation pro-
cedure should be duplicated at the Stato and Fedoral levels.

. The overall problem can be corrected by consolidating all categorical grant resources, It is o
truism that grants funded through different Federal or State oftices have a tonddency to
estublish sepurate departments at the local level, The Federal office can see to it that all
categorical grants are funded to the local school districts through the State, The State can
then see to it that all Federal and State funds are delivered to the local level as a combined
and integrated package. All categorical grants would therefore have a common evaluation
and a common accounting system. At the local district level, all programs would then have
a4 common administration and evaluation.
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8. Evaluation of a Planned Change Effort

M. Claradine Johnson, Assistant Professor,
. Department of Personnel Services, College
" of Education, Wichita State University

Problems and Limitations of E\_{aluative Processes

During a time when financing, accountability, and credibility are critical issues in education,
when their lack is literally eliminating programs and shortening school terms because of diminished
public support, when charges of nonperformance are being leveled at educators because of declining
test scores, when a lack of salary increases is the will of the taxpaying public, school people should
" be _clamoring for assnstance in developing evaluative plans by which they can document their pro-
fessional worth. The much maligned process of evaluation is a potential lifeline for public educa-
tion, if only it could be refined and accepted.

Some of those who are contributors to the field seem to agree that evaluation as a process is,
1ndeed “ill.”” In the early 1970’s recognized authorities Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba,
Hammond, Merriman, and Provus coliaborated as members of a National Study Committee on

'~ Evaluation. The goals of the committee were to communicate the conceptual and methodological

. . problems and needs of the field and to review procedures and techniques which currently could be
employed The authors concludéd early in their writing that evaluatlon was not then prepared to
‘respond to the issues ralsed in the schools of the seventies.

1The purpose of this paper is to acknowledge the problems of evaluation that eme.ged in an inner-
city high school. It is hoped that this discourse will contribute to the development of some prescrip-
tions for the “‘illness” that seems to plague educational evaluation not only in this local setting but
also in general.

The. focus is an effort at overall school renewal undertaken in a Wichita, Kansas, high school. As
an administrator; I was aware that the organizational development process would need evaulation,
and limited efforts were made to accomplish the task. But I did not have the sophistication, time, or
school district technical and financial assistance to measure adequately the 4-year plan to revive the
school. The troublesome consequences of this limited evaluation are described here.

Claradme Johnson w was pnnclpal of the Wichita, Kansas. high school discussed herem when this chapter was written. She is now an

"assistant professor in the College of Education, Wichita State University. A review of related literature on evaluatlon practice has

been deleted from the full version of this chapter—£d.
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The Setting for Planned Change

Wichitu High School East 1s an inner-city school in that Kansas city of' 200,000, 1n 1974 the
s¢hool was typical of the city's other five high schools in its per-pupil budget allocation and stalling
ratio. It was atypical in that its location 15 on the main drag-street adjucent to the ghetto, and its
programs were housed in a S6-year-old facility. Last High campus had been the locus of many rucinl
disturbances, The press had been less than generous. When negative issues of youth were to be inves-
tigated, reporters turned to the school that was perceived to be the worst of them all for the latest
story. However, there had been i time, even as late as (he carly sixties, when the school enjoyed
tremendous prestige. The East High alumni roster boasts many local greats, and cven one person
who is illustrious in a wider cigle, Jim Ryun.

In 1974 the student enrollment of 2,300 comprised a broad sociocconomic spread from welfare
to wealth and a racial mix of 23 percent minority students, most o whom were black. Twenty-one
buses arrived cach morning to bring enrollees from the Assigned Attendance Area (Wichita's approach
to desegregation), as well as those who “qualified” for a ride by living more than 2% miles from
school. Often there were problems cither on a bus or problems fater in the day that originated on
the bus. : ‘

The faculty numbered approximately 100. The membership supported a pervasive internal power
structure which gained its strength from the need to survive. At least 50 percent of the staft had
been assigned to the school for over 5 years. There were scattered examples of quality teaching but
there was little evidence of prolessional interest in program or staff development: nor did it seem
that staff members were even interested in each other.

Problems were commonplace. Security guards and administrators patrolled the halls while taculty
members carefully hid themselves in classrooms or the many nooks and crannies that had become
informal lounges in the cavernous three-story building. Students were chronically absent, either by
the hour or by the day. Parents had been known to pull every possible political string to have their
child transferred to another high school. A computer summary of the 1974-75 school year'indicated
that 33 percent of the sophomore class had been withdrawn before the year was over, or had failed
one or more classes. - :

The Change Model

It was in this sétting that a planned change effort was initiated in the fall of l??S.__A classic
organizational development model was followed in an effort to involve the entire school community
in identifying problems and proposing solutions. Essentially the plan involved the following steps:

I Establishing awareness of problems by scrutiny of hard data—absences. failures, with-
drawals. ‘ o -
Assessing needs.
Identifying problems to be addressed.
Establishing priorities.
Charting goals: .
- a-- -Reviewing-existing programs-with-an-emplasis on updating curricula and incorpo-
rating learning style/teaching style awareness.
b. Finding a process by which negative student power could be redirected to bécome a
positive force in the management of the school.
¢. Finding a process whereby teachers would be motivated to become involved with
students and assume the role of student advocates. ‘

L
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6. Planning programs to accomplish the goals. :
7. Evaluating the programs, including the general school climate on a longitudinal basis.
8. Making plans to eliminate or expand programs based on evaluation results.

. A third-party evaluation was contracted to evaluate the overall school renewal program.

Planned activities became a reality. Existing programs were reviewed, with resultant expansion in
some cases, deletion in others. Those changes were undertaken departmentally. The increased aware-
ness of the problems of the school—school-leavers, nonattenders and failing students—moved some
departments to establish independent study programs to be used as alternatives to the conventional
classroom. The course content was monitored and evaluated by members of the departments under
the direction of the department coordinator.

The ¥'strict’s curriculum division became interested in the efforts being made at the school and
recoinmended that East be the site for an Experience-Based Career Education (EBCE) program to
be funded for the district by the United States Office of Education. (EBCE is an alternative school
program developed with NIE funding which incorporates student experiences in the community and
workplace into academic credit. EBCE was an emphasis in funding under Part C of the Vocation
Educational Act at-that time—£d.) The pregram was to be a 48-month project to start in 1976.
The proposal also called for third-party evaluators to assess the EBCE. The evaluators for the over-
all program were thus commissioned to evaluate EBCE’s 14 process objectlves and 12 outcome
objectives by the following methods:

I. The status of process objectives was determined by interviewing program personnel and
examining project records.

2. A pre-test/post-test design was used to evaluate the attainment of EBCE outcome
objectives associated with academic achievement, self-esteem, career orient.tion, and sex
bias. There were 51 students in the program and 41 controis.)

3. A self-administering checklist/open-ended response form was used to collect summary
impressions. of the EBCE program from students, parents, and site resource personnel,

4. Three career sites were visited by evaluators to interviéw resource people regarding

~ impressions of the program.

A peer leadership program was then initiated in East after an incident of racial violence that
occurred during a powerline blackout. That violence underscored the need for a program to insure a
safe educational environment. The assumption behind this program was that student power could
help produce a positive learning climate, and that student cooperation could alleviate many prob-
lems. It was believed that the students themselves must become involved in helping to develop and
‘maintain a nonthreatening atx;msphere in the school.

The peer leadership program, designed by a local task force, included £ students who were iden-
tified as leaders of a// kinds on the campus: in student government, athlc:.¢~, sponsored clubs, unau-
thorized clubs, class-cutting. hall-walkiiig, parking lot dis-control, pushing, and hustling. All grade
levels and races and both sexes were rey resented.

-

) Seven goals were defined by the peer leadership local task force and accepted by the students:

1. To develop an understanding of preventive law in society.
2. To develop communication, personal interaction, and group process sKills.
3. To develop an appreciation of the values of others.
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‘' 4. To provide resources and guidance to peers in helping them solve problems. ‘
5. Todevelop an understanding of leadership qualities and the power of peer leadership.
6. To provide an opportunity for classroom discussion of student problems. /
7. ;

*To improve students’ attitudes toward school.

This-program received the funding from the Lilly Endowment. It, too, employed the use of the
" third-party evaluators. The evaluation targets were as follows: 7

1. Change in social indicators (i.e., increase or decrease in juvenile delinquency%eferrals,
absence, withdrawals, physical attacks, vandalism costs, student involvement in school
- activities, discipline referrals). 7‘ /,r"
Student performance indicators.
Judicial review (an “‘adversarial®’ legal process of evaluation in a courtroom setting in
which the program was put “on trial>’). -

w N

/

A teacher/student advisory program was piloted duﬁng the spring semester of 1976. “Home-built”’
- questionnaires evaluated attitudes of students, parents, and teachers. The program was expanded so

that in 2 additional years all students had a teacherjadvisor, and 90 percent of the teaching staff was
involved. / / '

{
f

In 1975 when the overall Ehange model was initlated, the Staff Development ﬂivision of the
District provided financial support for third-party jassistance in the formulation of the plan and
supported the building administrator in a climate urvey in the fall of 1975, spring of 1976, winter
of 1977, and spring of 1978. : /

A district data base also documented the reduc ions in failures, numbers of school-leavers, and
vandalism costs, and the improved attendance. In ernally, increased participatigin in school activities
and greater attendance at school events were recbrded. No record was made of the decline in
numbers of parental complaints or requests for transfer. The local press featured various program

efforts with a positive approach. /

By the school year 1977-78, significant people in the school community wéare saying that the
. school had been “turned around.” Teachers had bedome a unit that tended to work as a joint force
- with administrators and volunteers; they assumed cuyricular leadership not only in their own de- .
partments but in district endeavors. Students were %gistering increased pride in the leadership
abilities they were able to demonstrate among other sthool groups in town./Parents made support-
ive calls and reinforced teacher-advisor: #%en contactskvere made with the homes. Central office
persannel and school board members . .~ stently referred to “‘what’s happening at East” as a
highly desirable educational condition, \ /
f
!

Pro lems of the Evaluation Process

Notwithstanding successes that occurred, from the beginning there were problems that militated

" against the full use of the evaluation process. Those probl fx\ls were inhergént i tire setting. The re-
capitulation of the evaluation that follows is not intended tq be an indictment of a school system or

of individualsemployed therein. It is made with the awarenesy that the local circumstances described

are not unique. The overriding constraints to full evaluation e were perceived as follows:

- 1. The philosophical and theoretical position of central dxninist/fation. The philosophical and
- theoretical position of central office administrators with reg?rd to evaluation remnained

|
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undefiped, but experience indicated there was not an extensive proactive use of evaluative
services. As with most school districts, the research orientation was toward summative
data required to obtain or support funding from various sources. A practical framework
was lacking within which a planned chhnge operation could be usefully evaluated.

The research division was limited in scope to meeting immediate and pressing needs of
report writing and negotiations. There were no personnel available for consultation to
individual schools on a regular basis. Very little money was budgeted for research and
development of evaluative designs. While requests from outsiders to conduct evaluations
of one sort or another for their own purposes were cleared through the research division,
often there was confusion that ended up with competition for data within a single building.

District financial support in terms of relcased time for staff, evaluation supplies, data

- processing services, or third-party evaluators was in short supply. Attempts made at the
building level to engage computer services, even to get a set of answer sheets scored, were
futile and extremely frustrating.

2. Lack of sophistication on the part of the building administrator in the field of evaluation.
As building administrator, I had had a great deal of *“experience” with evaluation, but I
lacked the expertise to create and propose an adequate evaluation design. Too, while I
supported and promoted the concept of evaluation, my administrative thrust, like most,
was toward maintenance and operation of the building. Given an adequate evaluation
model there still would have been a scarcity of money and people to carry out a very ex-
tensive evaluation plan. There was a local awareness not only of what positive evaluation
could do for the school, but also of what negative evaluation could do fo the school.
During the early days of the project, paranoia was an intermittent condition.

3. Posture of the building staff. Staff attitude toward any measurement other than each
person’s own classroom evaluation was another force to reckon with. The people simply
were not educated as to the overriding benefits of evaluation. The process was perceived
by many as a threat, a necessary evil upon occasion, an intolerable intervention, and
totally irrelevant in most cases. Teachers were not willing to give time and effort to meas-
urement. The program director of the Federally funded EBCE project would rather have
had no data than face hostile faculty and students in order to collect those data necessary
for the financial support of the program he was directing. The third-party evaluators ex-
perienced the same hostility in the building.

4. Student attitudes. The attitude of students reflected that of the staff: evaluation was an
infringement on personal rights. They did not understand the importance of measuring
the school’s accomplishments. Students tended to avoid testing situations by not reporting
or by not making constructive effort to accomplish the task if they were coerced into a
test setting. To get a valid performance from a control group was even more difficult than
from the students enrolled in a program.

5. Deficiencies in the evaluation plan and controversy over instrumentation. Many aspects of
the change, as it progressed, were never measured. Ethnographic or anthropological
methods that perhaps would have picked up on the social changes were not employed.

The third-party evaluators were critical of the instruments selected by the funding agency to
evaluate the EBCE program because they were intended for use in a traditional controlled research
setting. Such a design, given the flexibility of the program, was impossible to hﬂp\lement. ‘
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The judicial review used to evaluate the peer leadership program was built into the plan for
political reasons: the funding agency had recommended that it be used. It was moderately success-
ful, but less than practical in the setting. Such an evaluation required a great deal of time to prepare
and sophistication about legal process on the part of those involved. Because the program partici-
pants were at all levels of academic and social skills, to implement the judicial review in a meaning-
ful way was an extensive task. Faculty members questioned its worth in terms of time spent in
preparation by both students and teachers.

The school climate measure for the overall evaluation was selected by the third-party evaluators
because of its reputation as the best-known theoretically based instrument. This measure was more
extensive than other climate measures available at the time. It included questionnaires for students,
teachers, department coordinators, administrators, and counselors, anb thus it provided information
from a number of reference groups within the school. The problem with the instrument in this
setting was that it was too global. Results did not give specific usable fnforxnation, but the grand
mean still proved to be about as useful as the |7 subscales, which were not considered to be highly
reliable because the items were so few. Because appropriate data were not available from the pub-
lishers, it was impossible for the third-party evaluators to validate the internal reliability and validity
locally.

The results on the measure consistently registered “‘no significant difference” in climate, though
other social indicators throughout the school contested this. Strong inferences could not be made
from the data. One value of the climate instrument was that it proved to be a good way to measure
differences in perception of given issues between various groups in the school.

Unanswered Questions About Evaluation

' have attempted to express the frustration as a building administrator of not having adequate
evaluation measures during a 4-year organizational development effort that was nevertheless per-
ceived as successful. As implementation progressed there were not sufficient data to adequately
make empirically based program decisions. We could not document the change to or for the local
district, or promote the use of the change model to others who might be interested. It would seem
that in order for evaluation in such instances to become more meaningful to administrators and
districts there are several general questions that should be raised and addressed :

1. What actually constitutes an enlightened evaluation of education? Kaplan advises us that
~ measurement is not an end in itself. The scientific worth of evaluation can be appreciated
. only in an instrumentalist perspective--one in which we ask what ends measurement is
intende% to serve, what role it is called upon to play, and what function it performs in
inquiry.

Stufflebeam would have us start with a definition: “Evaluation is the process of delin-
eating, obtaining, and providing useful information for judging decision alternatives.”3
The kind of evaluation needed is determined by the type of decision to be made. Stake
describes what evaluation should do as follows:

As evaluators we should make a record of all the following: What the author or
teacher or school board intends to do, what is provided in the way of an environment,
the transactions between teachers and learners, the student progress, the side effects,
and last and most im‘fortant, the merit and shortcomings seen by persons from
divergent viewpoints.
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Greater appreciation of the potential strengths as well as limitations of appropriate
evaluation in our local school renewal program would have been helpful to the decision-
makers. '

ra

‘What needs to happen for the “ills” of evaluation to be addressed? There are those who
feel that first all parties must admit that there are serious problems. It has been suggested
that perhaps we need a way to make it more rewarding to do evaluations.> Maybe if
funding and technical assistance were available for practitioners who wish to design and
implement plans, more progress would be made.

Consultants presently in the field need to become more aware of their own inadequacies
in preparing evaluation designs. Since these consultants are mainly university professors,
some pattern of national institutes or seminars in which these problems can be discussed
and some training in new approaches offered seems to be in order.6 ‘

Provision of incentives to participate in evaluations as well as better technical assistance
and more appropriately trained personnel would have helped in this instance.

Greater appreciation of the potential strengths
as well as limitations of appropriate evaluation
in our local school renewal program

would have been helpful to the decisionmakers.

3. What kinds of methods are being, or can be, developed which might provide-a more en-
lightened evaluation of education in general and of innovation or change in particular?
Parlett and Hamilton describe “illuminative evaluation and the social-anthropological
puradigm"7 as an electic approach. Their primary concern is with description and inter-
pretation rather than measurement and prediction. Such an approach—which aims to
study the innovation, how it operates, how it is influenced by the setting in which it

. applies, what those directly concerned regard as advantages and disadvantages, and how -
the intellectual tasks and academic experiences of the students are affected —could have
been useful locally. Further investigation is directed to discovering and documenting what
it is like to be participating in the scheme, either as a pupil oras a teacher, and identifying
the innovation’s most si&niﬁc\ant features and critical processes.

Egon Guba has postulated that a useful theory and practice of evaluation can be generated
through the use of metaphors drawn from other fields and disciplines, such as the law and
journalism. The metaphors become descriptors of circumstances and are used as a com-
pact vehicle for transferring a great deal of information that would usually require lengthy
and tedious explanations. He suggests that perhaps a set of metaphors applicable to educa-
tional evaluation could be generated and fieldtested. Hopefully such a development would
aid teachers, administrators, and evaluators by providing help with communication, not
only about the results of an évaluation, but also about the need for <onducting an evaluation
in the first place.8 More descriptive, perhaps ethnographic, evaluative information would
have helped in our program.
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4. How can school administrations be come a ¢ { the valuc of well Jeveloped evaluation
plans? In 1977 the National Association of Secondary School Principals did an in-depth
study of 60 high school principals who had been identified as being effective in the principal-
ship. Extensive questioning was done in zn effort to deterrine the nature of an “effective
principal.” On the subject of evaluation the folfowing q'iestion was asked: “How do you
evaluate the outcomes of programs or projects initiated by you?”"? The answers indicated
that evaluation of programs was not high on the principals’ list of priorities. The authors
stated that most of the principals admitted that little, if any, systematic cvaluation is done,
other than what is required by others. Greater sensitization to the need for and importance
of evaluation by principals would be a valuable asset in dealing with recurring program-
matic change efforts of the kind described here. Perhaps universities should review their
administrative training programs to put special emphasis on program evaluation.

Notes
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9. Responding to Conflicting
Evaluation Demands

Michael H. Kean
" Executive Director, Office of Research
and Evaluation, The School District of Philadelphia

Rapid, and often uncontrolled growth has characterized urban school district-based research and
evaluation offices since the advent of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The
view that evaluation, as the process of providing information for decisionmakers, is vital to effective
school system administration has developed simuitaneously with increasing Federal involvement in
education, particularly in urban areas. Although the overall recognition and expansion of the roles
of educational research and evaluation should be viewed positively, such rapid development does
not take place without complications.

Offices of research and evaluation should function as service agencies which aid decisionmaking
and advance instructional practices in school districts. Such offices should approach their task with
a single mission—to help advance the quality of education available to children in the public schools.
To reach this goal, standardized test results and demographic data must often first be considered.
By providing this type of current information to a variety of clients, offices of research and evalua-

“tion help them to establish educational programs aimed at strengthening students’ skills and knowl- -

edge. Such offices might also be responsible for assessing the progress of children in State and
federally funded projects and evaluating programs designated as school district priorities. Findings
are generally disseminated to funding agencies, project staffs, and other decisionmakers.

Educational advances can best be made-when vital questions are posed and new answers are
found. With experienced, knowledgeable personnel and sophisticated instruments and equipment,
offices of research and evaluation have the ability to conduct studies with the needed degree of
professional objectivity. This objectivity is balanced when working closely with classroom teachers,
principals, and other school officials who interact daily with students. Through such collaboration, *
research and evaluation data acquire greater meaning. By sharing findings, the professionals in
contact with schoolchildren are assisted in making curricular decisions which may modify instruc-

- tional techniques. '

Details of clicnts for evaluations and a genieral discussion of proposed solutions to the problems identificd herein have been
deleted from the full version of this chapter—£d.
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In short, offices of research and evaluation function as service organizations. Their raison d ‘etre is
to provide specified, information-related services and products to a variety of clients.

In discussing the service orientation of offices of research and evaluation, as well as their clients
and the problems which they might frequently experience in mediating between conflicting evalua-
tion demands, it must be taken into consideration that rarely do two such offices function identically.

> information presented here reflects both the author’s éxperience as the chief administrator of
one of the Nation’s larger and more comprehensive research and evaluation offices, and his familiar-
ity with other similar offices, through close contact with their directors. Though the information
and suggestions which follow may be generalizable in concept, modification for use in specific
organizational structures could likely be necessary and desirable in order to assure maximum utility.
The information contained herein does not refer to any one particular school system.

Most offices of research and evaluation function or attempt to operate as service organizations.
Virtually all such offices also function with limited, and often insufficient, resources. The lack of
relationship between requested services and available resources often results in the need to negotiate
which services and products are and are not available to the clients of research and evaluation
offices. The need to balance client service requests due to lack of resources is but one of a larger set
of conflicting evaluation demands faced by such offices. '

... offices of research and evaluation function as service
organizations . .. to provide specified, information-related
services and products to a variety of clients.

In the pages which follow, the problem of responding to conflicting evaluation demands will be
considered in detail. An analysis of its principzl compoaent - Gl be undertaken by examining the
clients responsible for creating evaluation demands and b ; .. fying many of the demands most
commonly made. The concluding section will contain suggestions for further research on the topic -
and will propose expanding the role of evaluation. -

Conlflicting Evaluation Demands

Evaluation is the process of providing information upon which decisions may be made. Though
barely a dozen years have passed since evaluation became a required activity in major federally
funded educational iegislation, both evaluators and their clients, those whose data needs :re to be
served, have become increasingly sophisticated. Evaluation methodology has made rapid technical
gains and has become more systematic and more manageable. At the same time, decisionmakers
have also become increasingly sensitive to the importance of evaluative in formation, and as they
have come to understand its value, they have begun to increasingly request more of it.

The tendency of local education agencies to provide for their own research and evaluation needs
is a rapidly expanding phenomenon. This-is borne out by a 3-year NIE-funded project to identify
-and analyze educational evaluation activities at the local level, conducted by the Center for the
Study of Evaluation (CSE) at UCLA. '



Michael H. Kean 79

One of the project’s purposes is to provide accurate demographic data about LEA evaluation
units. In early 1978, a survey was conducted to identify school districts with organizational units
having responsibility for program evaluation.

Introductory letters explaining the study were sent to all school districts (750) in the United
States with enrollments greater than 10,000 students; in addition, letters were sent to a 50 percent
-sample (573) of districts with 5,000 to 9,999 students. Superintendents were asked to return a
three-question postcard, indicating whether their districts had evaluation units.

Through the survey and followup, information was obtained about all 750 districts with enroll-
ments of 10,000 or more; the study has also received responses from 464 of the smaller districts (81
percent). Ninety percent of the metropolitan districts (45,000 or more pupils) report having an
evaluation unit, and two-thirds of the large districts (25,000 to 44,999 pupils) have such an organi-
zation. One-third of the medlum districts (10,000 to 24,999 pupils) report the existence of a
unit responsible for evaluatlon while 16 percent of the small districts (5,000 to 9,999 pupils)
responding have such a unit. Overall, 336 districts with a 10,000 or more enrollment (45 percent)
have a centralized unit with responsibility for program evaluation. Students in this enrollment
category represent approximately half of the 44 million students enrolled in U.S. public schools.

Evaluation has now become recognized as an integral part of the educational process. It has been
vi,nclﬁded in textbooks, taught in universities, and legislated into law. Decisionmakers talk about it,
though most do not fully understand it. Now that in-house evaluation units have finally gained
acceptance, they simply cannot fail to *“deliver.” '

Most offices of research and evaluation profess to be service oriented, yet they have limited
resources and must serve different groups of clients with often widely varying expectations. The
limited capability of such offices to respond to conflicting evaluation demands is the problem upon
which this chapter wnll focus.

There are two major components of the problem confronted by offices of research and evalua-
tion attempting to respond to conflicting evaluation demands. The first is identifying the numerous
clients to be served and hence responsible for making the demands; the second is detailing many of
the variant demands most commonly made.

The Clients

The fact that offices of research and evaluation are information-oriented organizations automat-
ically means that in order to succeed in their mission, they must be client-centered. For the purposes
of identification, the range of clients has been divided into two categories—direct and indirect.

Direct clients are those individuals or groups which are served as the result of organizational
intent, hierarchical relationships, and/or fiscal support. Generally speaking, they have a direct right _
to receive services.

Indirect clients include individuals or groups which, though they be every bit as important, or
have even greater need for service than certain of the direct clients; are in a position only to request
information rather than to demand it. (This does not necessarily stop them from making demands,
however.) The requests of indirect clients may also frequently be forwarded through other agencies
or individuals which are in themselves direct clients.
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Direct Clients—The direct clients commonly served by offices of research and evaluation include
the following:

The superintendent of schools.

Deputy superintendents, associate superintendents, and assistant superintendents.
District superintendents.

Principals.

Teachers.

~Instructional supervisors.

Project managers.

The office of funded programs. (This office is usually responsible for securing and admin-
istering Federal funds—and sometimes special State funds—for the school system. It often
provides support for virtually all of the categorical evaluation activities conducted by offices
of research and evaluation.) :

Office of State Subsidies (Reimbursable programs—This office often tends to make
extensive use of demographic data. Without these data, the variety of State-mandated re-
porting forms could not be completed, nor could special information necessary for the State
Department of Education and the State Legislature be developed.)

Program directors. (The heads of subject matter areas [e.g., reading and mathematics]
should rely heavily upon test score data, special program data, and instrument development
services.) '

Indirect Clients—They include:

The board of education.
Unions.

Parent groups.
Individual citizens.
Community groups.

City government.
Governmental agencies.
Colleges and universities.
Outside research groups.
Individual researchers. .
The media.

Students.

Clients’ Conflicting Demands

Given the broad array of clients listed in the previous section, the potential for a large number
and variety of conflicting demands and needs should be readily apparent. The term *‘conflicting”
indicates being at odds or in disagreement with another point of view. It should be pointed out,
therefore, that in certain instances the needs and demands may seem to represent but a single focus.
The area of conflict in such instances is that the need or demand is contrary to existing research and
evaluation practice. In other cases, conflicting demands between two clients or client groups may be
evident. In either situation, however, offices of research and evaluation often must mediate the con-
flicting needs and demands in such a way as to provide the requested services, given available
resources and appropriate technical considerations. \
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Among the more common conflicting needs and demands voiced by evaluation clients are that:

10.

11.

Evaluation results having political repercussions or negative implications should be
ignored. Conversely, in those instances where positive political payoff might result,
pressure is often brought to bear for overemphasizing evaluation results.

Only positive evaluation results should be made public if other information has the poten-
tial to affect patronage positions negatively. For example, the negative evaluation of a
readmg project in which heavy reliance is placed upon the use of aides might result in that
project being discontinued. If the aides are community people -who receive their ap-
pointments through the patronage route, such an evaluation might not be greeted enthu-
sxastlcally .

Evaluation resultsshould always be negatrve if negative t’mdmgs do not result information
need not be provided. This is an example of the ‘‘we do not need evaluators to tell us
about the good things that we are doing’’ philosophy. This philosophy views the purpose

“of evaluation only to identify problems. The same concerns with objectivity as in #2

(above) are relevant here.
Federally funded programs should always yield positive evaluative findings, lest further

- funding for such programs be denied. Some interesting notions emerge here. For example,

on one hand there is the “it is OK forlocal funds to be misspent, but not Federal dollars”’
approach, and on the other the assumption that ‘“Federal money is by nature experimen-
tal,” so it does not matter how it is spent.

Evaluation should be used as a tool for improving management and instructional practice
as opposed to the proclivity to simply disregard (without malice) or ignore it.

\Evaluation results should not be utilized in program decisions (e.g., for the modification,

treations, or discontinuation of programs), but should simply be included because the
State or Federal funding source requires it. There is a pervasive fear among some decision-
nlakers that the inclusion of evaluation results may lead to projects or pragrams being dis-
ntinued, and that such discontinuance means that the project administrator has failed.
The evaluation process should be structurally linked to the instructional organization of
the school district. Unfortunately, in many mstances instructional personnel are reluc-

“tant to accept such a relationship.

Line personnel such as principals and instructional supervisors should make use of evalu-
ative data. Though this expectation may be logical, it is often not supported by the
line personnel’s superiors, who simply fail to develop the vehicle to provide evaluative
information to their stalls.

Evaluative data should always be accessible to the public, regardless of the form they take
or their stage of development. This assumption creates serious incongruencies with the
Federal legislation. The common conflicting demand is that all data be held confidential.
This is not acceptable either, particularly in light of the Buckley An:endment.

The mass media require either sensational or highly significant results. In actuality, much -
of the evaluative data produced usually do not fall into either category, but rather de-
scribe program implementation; or, when they report on outcomes, they reflect small
incremental changes.

Evaluation provides instant accountability, and evaluation results should be. usable in
singling out unsatisfactory personnel. If this were actually an appropriate evaluative role,
it is highly unlikely that many teachers would permit an evaluator to assess a program in
their classroom.

8n
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‘Recommendations for Research and Evaluation

The purpose of this chapter has been to examine conflicting demands made upon school system-
based offices of research and evaluation by various clients.

It would be appropriate to conclude by recommending areas of further research and development

. which might bear upon the problem. In addition, several new evaluation roles seemed to emerge

during the development of this chapter. These roles and their relationship to the problem discussed’
will be briefly discussed. ‘

A Research and Development Agenda

‘The areas recommended for further research and developmeht have been categorized according to
focus. Though 'many of the suggested studies relate directly to the structure and function of offices
of research and evaluation, others may be linked to the topic in a more tangential fashion.

- Studies of the research office and research office functions—Tasks include:
® A comprehensive survey of research and evaluation reports over a 5-year period to find com-
. monalities of research findings.
® A study of the internal and external communications patterns of research and evaluation
offices to identify and to assess efficiency of paths of information flow.
A study of the impact on decisionmaking of selected research projects. .
Development of a comprehensive system for dissemination of research and evaluation
findings into efficient use in schools
® The development of system-wide models designed to evaluate compensatory education
programs. . '
® A study of the use of program evaluation in the decisionmaking process in urban schools.
® Development of various methods and procedures for interpreting and using test data and a
comparison of the effectiveness of those methods for pupils, for parents, for teachers, and
for principals.
® A comprehensive model for empirically defining and specifically cataloging appropriate
comparison populations for various evaluation needs in school districts. :
® Development of ways by which to individkjjze services to meet specific evaluation needs,
® A study o7 successful practices utilized by offices of research and evaluation in balancing
political pressures with the provision of objective data.
® A comparative study of the organizational structures of offices of research and evaluation,

- @
\
L J

_including reporting relationships within the office and the school system. -
® A study of the formal mission(s) of offices of research and evaluation as they relate to the
actual role(s) played by such offices. '
° 'Development of new programs for training personnel to work in school system-based offices
of research and evaluation. .

Studies of fiscal support for research and evaluation—Tasks include:
® A study to determine the minimal and optimal dollar amounts and percentages of budgets
for research and evaluation activities.
® A study of methods of allocating research and evaluation funds across school system
__ priorities. : '
® . Development of new ways of securing funds for local research and evaluation activities.
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e A study of the role of local, State, and Federal Government agencies in supporting school
system-based research and evaluation.

Studies of administration—Tasks include: -

e A study of teacher and administrative characteristics related to the effectlve functioning of

Federal programs.

® A study of the interrelationships of local Federal program administrative personnel and
school administrators.
Measurement competencies of principals in terms of instructional management applications.
Studies of administrative decisionmaking at school and central office levels.
Development of effectiveness measures of principals.
Studies of the use made of research and evaluation data by boards of educatlon and supenn-
tendents.
A study of the differential use made of research and evaluation data produced for manage-
ment decisions as opposed to instructional decisionmaking.
® A study of the structure and processes utilized by institutional research review commrttees

Studies of attitudes— Tasks include: .
e Effect on attitudes toward research and evaluation of personnel in schools who have and
have not been part of the experimental group in a research project.
e The development and validagon of instruments which measure:
o attitudes towards self and others
o attitudes towards teachers
o attitudes towards schools
o attitudes towards learning
o attitudes of administrators towards measurement
o attitudes of teachers towards measurement.
® Development of graphic dlfferentlal scales appropriate for kindergarten and beginning year
one pupils.
‘e A study of the relationship between beginning of the year attitudes of year one pupils and
end of year performance.

Studies of instrumentanon—Tasks include:
® Establish regression relationships between nationally normed standardized tests.
e Effect of systematically introduced response randomness on reliability and d1scr1m1nat10n
ability of standardized test items.
® Development of content standard scores for citywide test instruments from classroom tests.
The development and validation of an instrument designed to assess career awareness.
® Scaling studies involving various reading tests used in citywide and individual school
programs.
® Retrospective longitudinal study of pupils’ scores in citywide testing programs to identify
gain characteristics at various performance levels and to develop equations for score predic-
tions.

Studies of programs—Tasks include: ]
e Multi-regression study of effects of various programs on academic performance:
e A longitudinal study of the relationship between part1c1pat10n in vocational training pro-
grams and on-the-job success.

¢ Qo
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e Cost effectiveness of selected compensatory education projects. -

® A comprehensive evaluation of the services provided by institutions for neglected children

~ funded under ESEA Title |.

) e The effect of different career development models upon disadvantaged youth in terms of

occupational awareness and occupational decisionmaking. :

e The impact of programs funded by the Vocational Education Act of 1968 upon thé total
vocational education program.

e Longitudinal study of}gtudcnts exposed to various compensatory education programs.

Studies of students—Tasks include
® Profiles of the low SES-and middle SES droupout.
Profiles of “good”” high school attendees and “poor” high school attendees.
Trend analyses of achievement data. ‘
Effects of visual and auditory variability among students on achievement levels.
A study of Piaget’s and Kohlberg’s theories of moral development i_n‘relation to academic
performance and pupil attitudes. R .
® Academic and social characteristics and performance of students involved in alternative

education programs. Also, a similar study of students who applied but were not accepted.

Studies of teachers and the teaching situation—Tasks include:
® A study of the difference between effective teachers in the various Follow Through models.
\ ® Development of effective mcasures of actual and perceived environment in schools.
¢« Studies dealing with the relationships that may exist between teacher behaviors and pupil
achievement in compénsatory education projects.
® The development and validation of teacher assessment devices.
. _® Measurement competencies of teachers in terms of classroom applications.
e Development of effective measures for teachers. ’

New Evaluation Roles

It should now be obvious from the foregoing evaluation research and development agenda that
school-based research and evaluation offices are called upon to serve a variety of masters by pro-
viding a Zroad array of products and services. The primary mission of such offices should still be the
provision of information upon which dzcisions ray be made. It has become increasingly apparent,
however, that offices of research and evaluation need to begin to deul with other areas, including
those related to policy planning and development. Decisionmakers often require assistance in
making use of data provided to them sc that the best and most logical decisions will result.

I
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Though crises cannot always be anticipated, the cxtent to which a systcrh can respond to a crisis
will largely be related to the availability of objective data that the crms nmna;,u may use in resolve_if

the situation.

Included i

\
\

1 the provision of information {or system dcvclopmcnt and ers manag. FUS

variety of oihwer vital rescarch and waluatlon roles. A listing of thcsc roles mu,ht inclu.. i not be

limited to th«

following: )

e The provision of comparative \Jata.

e The provision of longitudinal duta. ' :

e Scrving as an ¢xpert witness in court oh t'. /ity and/or interpretation of duta.
- [ J

The settlement of questions relating to the . .. .r2tation and methodology of research

studi‘es (a form of “technical arhitration”’).

The dircct provision of information to clients and interest groups.
Scrving as a source for the provision and interpretaticn of data to the ans media.

e The orovision of information which can be utilized to dssnst decisionmakers in sctting
policy.

ln considering conc rns releted to policy, @ number of questions might be dealt with--some prior
to the adverit of a decision to fund a program, and cthers during the course of that program’s opera-
tion and at its completion. An example ol the types of questions to which research and cvaluation
in its new role shculd provide answers follows:

e Cunc

o

(o]
(o]
0

@]

o Cone
0

© o C

erns nrior to funding

Ase the objectives of the program important to the school district’s prioritics?

Is the cost of the program per person (per unit) questionable/appropriate/reasonable?
Are there alternative means of funding the program? ‘

Arc there alternative ways of accomplishing the objectives of the program”

What would the impact of maintaining the same level, expanding, or terminating the

service be on the community in terms of public support of education? '

vihs during pmgram operation and at the completion of the program

What is happening?

Arc the objectives of the program being met? }
What is the cvidence? !

Does the program scem to be operating effectively? ‘

| The notion that school system-based offices of research and evaluation should now play a major
‘role in school system development and crisis management may be morc politically pragmatic than
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10. Problems of Measuring Achievement and
How They Are Bemg Addressed in
the Portland, Oregon, Public Schools’

Victor W. Doherty
Assistant Superintendent of Evaluation,
Portland public schools

-
\

Major problems of measurement identified in the Portland School District over the past 20 years
include:

1. Lack of sensitivity of achiévement test scores in measuring effects of experimental efforts
: to improve instruction and learning.
2. Inadequacies of normative measures in describing the nature and magnitude of growth in
learning.
3. Absence f satisfactory language and deqitions for communicating about learning out-
comes both within the profession ar.' - tween the profession and the public.
- 4. Lack of reliability of conventional wid«-range standardized test scores, especially at the
, extremes of achievement.
5. Lack of useful measurement tools in areas of learning not profitable for commercial pub-
lishers to service. :
6. Lack of useful measurement tools in subject areas where agreement on curriculuin out-
) comes is difficult to secure within the educational community.

It is recornized that there are nther nrahleme nf tecting tadavu incrhidine malitinal acahlamma haas
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seemed to serve the purpose of research and evaluation in the school system better than publishers'
tests with their “national” norms and nonequal iuterval-derived scores. 1t is a tribute to the leader-
ship of measurement personnel in the district and to the superintendents under whom they served
that such a program survived the pressures that constantly urged a return to politically attractive
uses of standardized tests and grade-equivalent scores. -

Events of the past 9 years, however, have imposed on the Portland District both the need and the
opportunity to advance its program to yct another stage of development, one which we believe
represents important progress in public school measurement.

Need for Better Language To Describe Learning Outcomes

Shortly after the Central Evaluation Departiment was created-in 1970-71, it became evident that
program evaluation of the type desired could not occur without well defined learning outcomes in
the various courses of study. Behavioral objectives, with their extreme specificity and stated condi-
tions of performance, did not seem to be a viable ty pe of outcome statement for planning and
evaluating instructional programs. So we set about to ereate a type of statement that served these
purposes more effectively. The result was the “course goal,” a concise, clear statement of desired
learning stated at a level of generality suitable for course planning.

The Central Evaluation Department organized a three-county effort to develop this new tool for
planning and evaluation. Over an 8-year period. comprehensive, carefully classified sets of “course
zoals” were produced in 12 fields of study.

The tricounty goal-defining effort was intended to place a resource in the hands of teachers and
administrators that would permit them to select rather than create statements of desired learning.
This scemed necessary since attempts of school systems throughout the country to have teachers
create such statements seemed to produce results of insufficient quality for successful planning and
evaluation. The 12 course-goal collections created by the tricounty cooperative effort now provide a
vase for pianning and measurement that is comprehensive and of acceptable quality. (See “note” at
the end of this chapter for an extragt from the coursé-goal collections.)

Development of Goal-Referenced Tests

All test items developed in Portland over the past § years have been referenced to goals in the
" " N
tricounty collections. Tae district now has the ability to print out Item results for cach goal repre-
seated in each test developed for use in the system. Basic steps followed in devcloping tests in

| & NUPS S B 1 1 1 ~
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trial item administrations. The procedure can yield information on item difficulties for any tes:
administered to any group; it also yields an estimate of the ability of individuals and groups tested.

What advantages does this method have over conventional test norming and scaling procedures?
First, it permits establishment of a scale that is independent of a norming population. Given condi-
tions of curricular validity and good test construction, it appears that item calibrations (estimates of
item difficulty) based on administering a test to 200 or more students are stable enough for prac-
tical purposes, reaching great stability at about 300 students.

A second advantage of the Rasch procedure, and one of great importance, is the ability to create
item pools through the administration of a large number of different tests, linked to one another by
overlapping items. By obtaining difficulty values (calibrations) of the linking or overlapping items,
and then adjusting the calibrations from one test to the other through linking constants, it is possible
to place all items in all tests on a difficulty continuum. The scale thus created makes it possible to
secure perforinance estiraates that can be compared for various groups attempting any items from
the pool.

To understand the importance of this procedure it is necessary to return to our goal-based system
of test construction. One of the persistent objections raised by teachers to measurement, and espe-
ciaily to use of standardized tests, is the difficulty of finding or constructing tests that correspond
to e outcomes sought by particular teachers. That objection can be overcome by a system that
(1) permits teachers or sclicol systems to select the goals they wish to have measured, (2) has pools
of items that are referenced to those goals and which have been previously calibrated so that when
thoy are administered, total score estimates can be derived that are statis*ically comparable to those
deiived from any other set of items administered from the same nools.

The combined goal-referencing and Rasch scaling capabilities appear to meet teacher needs.

Having such a large pool of calibrated items not only makes it possible to secure comparable
measures for different groups vworking on different goals, it also makes possible the administration
of simple tests (¢ less ai:lc students and more difficult tests to more able students while retaining
score-comparing and scei-averaging capabilities. The various test publisher fforts to produce con-
tinuous scales throuxb sttistical mani, alation of normative data cannot compete in accuracy and
statiscical reliability with the continaous equal-interval scale of achievement produced by Rasch
analyv ' combined with the linking :ncthouology developed by Dr. George Ingebo of the Portland
starf.

Portland’s test development work ot ih. past seveszl years has made increasing use of the capa-
tiiiiies just descnbed.
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. these conditions vy focusing the attention of teachers and instructional support personnel on the
goals measured and on the importance of teaching directly for their attainment. But more is required.

It is easy to yieid to the illusionvthat if only we were capable of defining learning outcomes in
clear, simple language, finding methods and materials to achieve those outcomes would be a logical,
uncomplicated procedure. Those who have tried it, however, know this is not true for a number of
reasons.

First, in most school districts there is no organized support system to help teachers implement
the goals and objectives they are required to write. It is difficult to appreciate the degree to which
teachers rely on instructional materials that give readymade, day-to-day support to their instruc-
tional planning and work with students. While reliance on such materials is not looked on as creative
or even as necessarily good instructional practice, teachers are faced with the need to deal every day
with large numbers of children and to provide them with many different kinds of instruction. Time
and logistics prohibit extensive planning of every day’s activities by the teacher. Without textbooks
and supplementary materials and learning systems that provide routines of learning that may be
followed from day to day, none but the most gifted teacher is able to create the many activities and
materials required to carry out coordinated, consistent programs of instruction that cover goals
and objectives in every subject. The solution to this problem is not'simple. At a minimum it will en-
tail the development of improved models and procedures for teachers that demonstrate how to
move from a selected set of goals to the design of learning experiences likely to attain them, and the
development of materials that will support this type of planning,

The upshot of all this is tha: changing to
goal-based planning and evaluation must be
viewed as a difficult, long-range process.

To move wholesale into a system that requires individual teacher identification of all elements
of learning as well as the development of mecthods and materials to meet these identified goalsis a
quantum leap in responsibility for which teachers are totally unprepared by prior training or by
existing frrms of organization~l support. Failure to understand this and to deal with it appropriately
can lead to disastrous conseqe..”es in a school system. These consequences include: (a) the pos-
sibility of inept identification of learning outcomes that are even less satisfactory than those that
might be covered in adopted materials; (b) possible failure of teachers to find organizing principles

AL . .
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Teacher Education

The current state of teacher education is almost chaotic. The student in a typical teacher educa-
tion institution today might be taking a course in science methods in which he or she is taught to
use new science programs, materials, or learning systems from a variety of publishing sources. These
teachers might be trained in one or more of at least half a dozen different science programs in the
elementary schools and another half a dozen at the high school level, some of which stress the rela-
tionship of activities to well defined objectives and others of which stress exploration without ex-
plicit mention of either process or knowledge outcomes. A similar statement could be made about
the diversity of training being received by future ieachers of social studies, mathematics, and lan-
guage arts. In some of these programs, goals and objectives are stressed. In others they are hardly
mentioned. At the same time, teachers are being trained to use published materials in some areas
of instruction and to write goals and objectives in others, with no bridging of the gap. Where
specific training in goals and objectives is given, most teachers are taught how to write behavioral
-objectives or some variation thereof. Despite the fact that behavioral objectives are, generally,
inappropriate to use in instructional planning (they are more appropriately used as performance
specification statements), teachers are still taught these inappropriate uses.

The problems in this arca ¢ 1d the slowness of teacher education to move to a more enlightened
.use of goals and object’ves in inst-nctional planning are due in part to the inbreeding of the educa-
tion profession. For ou'te a numi . of years the works of Bloom, Krathwohl, and others were re-
garded as the standard rowcurcer for writing goals and objectives in education. Teachers found those
taxonomies difficult tc use The.r classification systems simply did not square with the realities of
teaching, and the ¢ noc .+ " *zaght required to see useful relationships between mental processes

and informational gua: .5 simply tco syreat for most teachers to handle.

filuom’s work was followed by that of Popham, Mager, and others, who developed and promoted
*oe matk . ity lized behavioral objective format. This probably did more tc set back the art of goal-
o o-2d pla.ining ¢ad evaluation than any movement that has occurred in the past 10 years. The re-
' ‘reinent of a performance component for every such statement confused the distinction between
statements of desired Jearning and specifications of performance required to indicate that learning
has occurred.

It is not difficult to understand how tzacher education attached itself to these two movements.
They were by and large the only works of significance taking place in higher education that related
to gouis and chjectives. The work done in the past 7 years in the metropolitan area of Portland,
Oregcn. which produced what is now known as the “Tri-County Goal Collections” has heen aimed
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Note
Tri-County Mathematics Program Goals

1. The student is able to e the symbols, elements, operations, and structure of whole numbers, integers, rational numbers, real

numbers; and, as appropriate to needs and interests, complex numbers and other systems both finite and infinite.

The student is able to compute with accuracy and efficiency in cperation with numbers and algebraic expressions.

The student is able to solve open sentences (equations, inequalities).

The student is able to use geometric definitions, Postulates, and theorems.

The student is able to measure things which can be described by a number that compares the thing being measured ‘0 a

specific unit, and to make estimates of measurements.

The student is able to use mathematical functions as represented by mathematical statements, graphs, and tables for the solu-

tion and graphing of proble -+,

The student is able to use principles of logic to develop a valid conclusion deductively or inductively.

The student is able to use the mathematics of probability and statistics.

The student is able to use the language and symbolism of sets, set operations, and their properties to relate icvics and branches

of mathematics.

10.". The student is able to translate a practical problem into a mathematical sentence or model, find a solution {r the model, and
interpret the mathematical solution in the context of the problem.

1. The student is able to select and use support technology such as calculatoss, computers, and slide rules in the solution of
mathematical problems, and of problems which require mathematical solu*ions.

1Z. The student knows the historical and cultural development and functions of vounting, measuring, and of mathematical sym-

. bols and systems.

13. The student is able to develop skills in problem identification, analysis, organization, evaluation, application, and gencraliza.
tion.

14. The student values relationships of mathematical knowledge and skills to his or her increasing effectiveness in a variety of life
roles.

o Lihwwe

© o

Tri-County Mathematics Program Processes

-

System Go.... Students will know and be able to apply mathematics appropsiate
to their current and future personal, occupational or educational
needs.
Progran: Coal: The Student is able to use the symbols, elements, operations, and To be found in the course

structure € whola numbers, integers, rational numbers, real numbers; goa!l collections
and, as appiopriz fe to needs and interests, complex numbers and
other systema & ».h finite and infinite.

0Z—ZZ>»rT

Course Goal: The studeni 3 able to rename a rational number in all of the forms: .
fractional, decimal or percent. ‘ N ;
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11. Some Problems of Evaluation
in Large School Districts

Ronald E. Banks
Director of Evaluation,
Buffalo, New York, public schools

The singular character of large city school districts concerning evaluation is a subject whic': has
‘developed a considerable literature over the last decade.l Problems involving evaluation in urban
schools have also been explored by the media in every possible manner, usually with pious expres-
sions of distaste and horror, which almost always conclude by blaming administrators and teachers
for not resolving the problems which are delineated by certain evaluation data. Although such criti-
cal attention to evaluation in urban schools is not lacking in historical precedents, as Murray Levine2 v
and others have shown, the amplitude and quantity of scliolarly and media attention in recent years
have served the function of bringing to a wide public the scope and intensity of urban school evaluation .
turmoil.

It would be fatuous to presume, in the face of this widv  .ad washing of dirty linen, that any
function of an urban school district would escape unscathed trom the problems which are descrived
in the literature and the press. However, the one area in the operation of large city school districts
which has developed almost exclusively during this same period, when the problems of urban dis-
tricts have been intensifying and when the scrutiny of the problems has also grown more widespread,
is the evaluation function. '

Asthedirector of a large urban district’s evaluation operation during the last decade, I will delineate

cama Af tha nraccine nrahlame farina cnirh o dictrict and thair imnlicatinne far avmliintian a~tivitiac
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operations in a large school district. [ will indicate what these effects were and what respornses were
made in the Buffalo school district; I will then offer some modest proposals for alternative strategics
which could be employed in responding to these general problems.

Since it is obviously necessary to draw upon my experiences in one urban school district in this
paper. it is only proper to point out that such appareQtly parochial examples can be generalized to
other school districts, urban and otherwise, both large and small. It is my expericnce, based on many
meetings with colleagues from a variety’of school districts, that similar, if not identical, circumstances
arise in all school districts and are responded to in similar ways. Although one school district’s
experiences are not a paradigm of every other district, every knowledgeable reader will recognize
much in this account which is quite familiar if he or she is close to evaluation as it is practiced in
any school district.

Evaluation and Economic Influences

Since public agencies such as public schools are supported by taxes and, in the case of schools, at
least in most citizens’ minds, by local real estate taxes, they perforce are under gttack by those
elements of the locality which arc in favor of economies and lower real estate taxes.

Such attacks, aside from the general undertone of complaint about high taxes in gencral, are
many times specifically aimed at particular aspects of the public schools’ use of funds. Administra-
tion is frequently cited as a cost factor by ‘“‘concerned taxpayers” groups, teachers’ unions, and
especially the media. (Of the media and how to deal with it much more must be and will be said
later.) It is almost always stated as certain that cutting administrative costs would save school dis-
tricts significant sums. Although this argument is not true, since administration is usually not defined
accurately and it generally represents a very small expenditure in most school districts, it is an emo-
tional one that unfortunately carries weight with superintendents and board membeis under pressure
from outside agitation.

Insofar as evaluation is an operating phasc of the administration of 4 large district, the argument
concerning administration costs does prevent proper staffing of evaluation units, since the superin-
tendent and the board are averse to the appointment of administrative personnel. Evaluation lcader-
ship must be compensated at and operate at an administrative level; therefore, approval to hire
evaluation personnel is nmuany times seriously hampered. This holds true even if the entire support
for such personnel is from Federal or State sources, as is frequently the case. Because of this attitude,
evaluation personnel must frequently be recruited at employment levels other than administrative
onces.
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school districts to financially support in-house evaluation departments. The failure to support
evaluation is related in turn to the general failure to properly support urban education by local and
State governments. To illustrate the extent of this lack of local support, evaluation—including the
testing programs—in the Butialo School District is locally funded at a level somewhat less than
004 percent of the total local budget. This certainly does not indicate a high priority of local level
support.

Aside from the general insufficiency of local support, there do remain the Federal and State
supported evaluation efforts. At a district level, these are unfortunately restricted to the evaluation
of ESEA Title I programs and other such categorical programs, except for those few districts which
might, from time to time, be involved in special studies carried on by Federal or State agencies.

It is interesting to note that, although the statutory requirement for evaluation of ESEA programs
has been responsible since 1965 for the growth of evaluation efforts at the school district level, re-
cent developments at the Federal and State education department level have resulted in greater
funding problems for local districts in the area of evaluation.

less than .004 percent of the total local budget
. does not indicate a high priority of local level support.

—

The reason for this situation is to be found in two factors: first, the consistent underfunding of
Title I has forced State education agencies (SEA’s) which administer such programs to underfund
evaluation at the local level. In New York State, the emphasis of the State education department
has been to provide as much funding to the program opcrations and as little to the evaluation of the
programs as possible, even though evaluation at the district level is a requirement for program opera-
tion. Sccondly, the necessity for the collection of achievement data to meet SEA and Federal legis-
lative dcma ads has reduced evaluation of such programs to the most simplified forms of evaluation
design The latter tendency is intimately connected with the low funding level for evaluation since
such primitive ¢valuation procedures are also the cheapest to carry out in most cases.

Since SEA’s administer all of the federally funded programs, the -iccisions concerning evaluation
by the SEA’s have a depressing cffect on the funding of all evaluation efforts. If evaluation as an
important element in decisionm: 1k|ng is to be takc.n sc.noualy thcn tmrc must be a senous ettort
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funds were also regularized, Bascd on a reasonable level of expenditure, I'ederal 1egulatory require-
ments for LEA evaluation funding should be set at 3 to 5 percent of program ¢osts.

In order to insure participation of : !l .« ol district stafl in evaluation, it is essential that both
USOE and NIE encourage the sharing ¢f nlunning and implementation of all forms of evaluation.
A proportion of the evaluation funding should be utilized to maintain ongoing involvement of ad-
ministrators, teachers, parents. and students in all phases of evaluation. An integral aspect of this
involvement should be the establishmer.t and maintenance of evaluation and testing committees, -
inservice programs in these topics, and the deveiopment of materials and programs.

In my district the use of such participixtory committees has been underway since the carly days
ol Title I evaluation activities. Qur experience is positive in every way. However, the extent of our
activities has been much less than we would have liked. because of lack of funds. These sorts of ac-
tivities are not presently supported by Federal regulations as interpreted and administered by SEA’s.

Relationships of Evaluation to School Staff

The present relationships of teachers and the administration of large school districts to the
processes of evaluation can be characterized, in general, as hostile. If it is not shared completely by
all teachers, this attitude has nevertheless been made abundantly clear in the pronouncements of
teacher organizations such as NEA. Negative attitudes of principals have also been expressed nega-
tively recently in the Journal of the National Association of Elementary School Principals.-It may
be pointed out that this is not necessarily an indication of antipathy toward evaluation per se, but is
rather directed toward standardized testing, However, in essence, most evaluation in school systems
is based on standardized testing. Consequently, this expression of hostility toward testing may
reasonably be considered to be directed against evaluation activities in general,

'nost evaluation in school systems
» d on standardized testing.

Such groups raise several arguments against ¢valuation as testine. These may be subsumed into
four major complaints:

1 It i< enltnirallv hiaced acaincet rortain Linde Af ~hildeac; ~e fn fe meboam ccoeees 6 o 1 ¢
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it stems from the district administration’s desire to take these complaints seriously and meet the
hostility in a reasonable manner which has some positive reinforcement for individual teachers.

One strategy our district has adopted is the establishment of a committee of administrators,
teachers, parents, test specialists, and, in some cases, students participating in the program which is
to be evaluated. This group, which is chosen by the members’ representative groups (e.g., teacher
unions, parent advisory groups, etc.) reviews the available instruments, sometimes with presenta-
tions by publishers’ representatives. Administration, scoring, and reporting must be taken into con-
sideration as one of the technical responsibilities of the testing specialists on the committee. Our
experience has been consistently positive with such committees, which we maintain on a permanent
basis for optimum effectiveness and real sharing of responsibility.

The issue of the use of test data as a means
of evaluating teacher or other staff performance
must be met head on.

Although the above strategy does not end all general argument against testing and evaluation, it
does serve to promcte a collegiality of responsibility for choice of instruments and provide a “‘learn-
ing experience’ for the members of the test selection committee. It also serves to some degree to
assure that the issue of cultural bias can be discussed openly in direct relationship to the choice of
instruinents; in many cases, items or tests demonstrating such biases can be eliminated by careful
scrutiny. ‘

The issue of the use oftest data as a means of evaluating teacher or other staff performance must
be met head on, since there is no more baleful influence on evaluation than such an attitude among
teachers and administrators.

School districts which allow such fcars to gain credence are asklng for a reaction which will inevi-
tably wreck evaluation etforts and cast a terrible influence on teacher behaviors for years to come.
Teachers are quite (,orrect; when they argue that such use of measurement\data is abysmally unfair
since neither they nor the school has control over the type of pupil they téach. Their argument that
achieve :nt tests cannot evaluate everything they are teaching is also frue. “1

/ .
The first precaution which must be followed, in my opinion, to counter these legitimate concerns
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great a payoft as possible for their mvolvement and the consequent reduction in their instructional
time. Teachers should be given the results of tests as quickly as possible, along with detailed intor-
mation regarding pupil standing, percentage of pupils below the level which has been determincd as
satisfactory, and all other information useful to the classroom specialist teacher. Item analyses are
very desirable. All of this requires concern for planning and training teachers on the use of tests to
promote the improvement of instruction,

I Buffalo, all these procedures have been followed, anit toachers have given a great deal of coop-
cration to the evaluators. Of course, this demands the use « Fappropriate scoring equipment and data
processing facilities; but such facilities are nowiubiquito:  wnd can be utilized byeven the smallest
school district.

N
The above discyssion leads inevitably to the conclu. ., without a reasonable level of coop-
erativn of teachers and administrators, the evaluatic 1 . _ .cational programs cannot be under-

taken. At best,’it will be poorly undertaken with otfhandced rdiministration of instruments, indif-
ferent completioz‘of forms, and general apathy. At worst. vuti ight sabotage can be anticipated.

If central administrations ever controlled large schoc ' 4 ricts, thanks to teacher contracts they
no longer do; it then becomes incumbent on ¢ ° ors to elicit cooperation in every possible
manner. Our experience in such a school district indicates that with much effort and tact it is pos-
sible to obtain a reasonable degree of cooperation from those persons most intimately involved in
evaluation—principals and teachers in schools. However, this requires direct participation by,

“teachers and principals and all others who play a role in evaluation in all phases of such evaluation.

This is an arca where the-Federal agencies and specifically NiE can play a supportive role.

Evaluation and the Media

The discovery in recent years that test scores and similar evaluation data are newsworthy has
led to direct confrontation of the urban school evaluation departments with the demands of the
various news media. This p'robl_cm has elicited a number of responses from cvaluation specialists in
large school districts and a number of recent demands from the media.

In relations with the medii: an evaluation director !
must walk a very narrow line. '
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Boiled down to instances, the superintendent would like the headline to read, ‘‘Scores Skyrocket
3 Points™ while the media would like to state, “Scores Plummet 3 Points.” The evaluation.director
cannot favor either headline and is then caught in a serious dilemma.

No district evaluation director can avoid this dilemma because he or she is part of the administration
of the school district. In relations with the media, an evaluation director must walk a very narrow
line, balancing between the necessity to interpret evaluation findings or test data accurately and the
pitfalls of undue alteratlon to some recumng methodologxcal concerns, which to the media appear
like waffling,

It would simplify the matter if both the media and the educational establishment had more
precise knowledge about evaluation methodology and what its findings can mean than they do at
present. It would also be of great value if some of the claims concerning evaluation and its usefulness, -
especially the usefulness of test data, had not been so exaggerated. \

Be that as it may, the interpretation of test results or.evaluation findings is peculiarly the respon-
sibility of thg director ot evaluation or the equivalent in a school district. This responsibility is addi-
tionally complicated by the natural desires of some factions in the community to denigrate a
particular program or the school district and of other factions to extoll it. These desires are also
found, on both sides, within the school district’s own personnel.

In our experience, time spent acquainting the media with the background of the situation at hand
is always helpful. In the case of the print media, chiefly newspapers, the reporters have limited time
to file their stories—unless they are working on background or feature articles, in which case more

- time for briefing can be made available. In the case of radio or television, the short period given to
any story on the air makes succinctness of primary value. However, even in the latter case, time
spent on background can frequently be utilized to reduce the overly dramatic news spot to reasonable

proportions. &

I have always attempted to provide reporters with opportﬁnities to write feature articles on
various aspects of evaluation and testing. In learning about the complexities of the subject they not
only teach their readers through the articles but learn themselves how to interpret data with care.
Unfortunately, because of the rapid turnover of working reporters covering education, the

“seminars” with reporters are a never-ending matter and must be continued with each new face.
Hopefully, someday education will be regarded as a subject of as much complexity and seriousness
as politics, with the consequenge that specialists will be hired on all newspapers who will be some-
what more permanent and more learned in the complexities of evaluation. Until then, the contmual
“bneﬁng of reporters remains an essential element for the director of evaluation.

One strategy with the media which appears to be effective concerns the careful preparation of
‘reports to the board of education concerning evaluation and testing results. Such reports, which are
always made available to the press at the same time they are reported to the board, must be care-
fully worded in lay language and must state any precautions in the interpretation of data which may
be necessary. Both of these considerations can minimize later abuse of the data in the media.

The relationship of testing and egaluation personnél in large school districts and the media was
considered by the former group to be sufficiently important to have been the subject of a confer-
ence of Large City Test Directors in Vail, Colorado, in May 1973.5 ) -
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NIE could potentially contribute to needs in this area in at least two ways: /

1. Sponsoring meetings with the media and evaluation specialists from local and Federal
educational agencies to explore ways of satisfying each group’s needs. Such conferences
should include the working press as well as editorial personnel.

2. Developing materials such as a media relations handbook for school personnel covering
areas of conflict and the needs of the media and the evaluation specialist, with similar
materials to'be made available to the media. The NIE, as a relatively neutral party, might
be much more acceptable to the media in this area than individual education agencies. In
any case, no such material exists at present for the use of either group.

Notes

1.

2.
3.

For example, the journal Urban Education has printed many articles and reports. Originally published by the University of

‘Buffalo Foundation, it is now a Sage Publication. >

A. Levine and M. Levine, “The Gary Plan.” Evaluation Quarterly 1, 2 (May 1977).
“Properly trained personnel” in the sense used here are persannel who have the essential graduate training in the areas necessary
for sati:{actory performance in a large city school district evaluation unit. These include statistical and measurement courses at an
intensive level, familiarity with optical scanners and data processing procedures in the creation of test data, ardl appropriate statis-
tical treatment and reporting, as well as exposure to administration in an urban school setting.

Generally, the supply of such personnel is limited. The consequence of this is that inadequately trained personnel must be
hired and trained in those areas in which they are deficient. This makes the problem of financial support even more aci'te.

. This tendency is caused in turn by the desire of legislative bodies at all levels of government to insist on achievement data in

reading and mathematics only as a presumed measure of program effectiveness. Occasionally, writing is added to this basic list.
Reprints of this conference are available from Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich, co-sponsors, with the Denver Public Schools, of this

conference. .
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1 2 What It Takes To Win:
Factors in the Utilization of Evaluation
Findings for Educatwnal Impro vement

Freda M. Holley
Director, Research and Evaluation
Austin Independent School District

My mother was one of 13 children in a family living in a small backwater Mississippi town. She
made it as far as the fifth grade and knew the hard realities of the depression years firsthand. I
learned the lessons of poverty as I grew up, and I know all too well what speaking a dialect does for

"you in a classroom. It was the teachers and books in the public schools I attended that gave me
_visions of anotherkind of life where learning could open the world to you.

I care about education. In particular, I care about compensatory education in a very personal
way. Evaluation is my way of making a contribution. Evaluation findings must be used, however, to .
prove to me the value of my own role in improving our school systems. If evaluation did not lead to

' pducationél improvement, I would wish to find another way to participate.

Two additional case studies on local utilization of evaluatmns and a general framework for v1ew1ng factors related to evaiuation
utilization have been deleted from the full version of this chapter—£d.
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Fortunately, over the § years | have served as head of a research and evaluation unit in a public
school system, [ believe [ have seen the increasing impact of research and evaluation on the improve-
ment of practice. .

The first part of this chapter presents three examples of ways our school system used—or failed
to use —evaluation results, and why. The second part presents a rationale for thinking of local school
district research and evaluation units as a major channel through which to foster the utilization of
national research and evaluation.

Examples of Utilization - ——
Example One: Changing Time Use

-Time is a most precious commodity. Recent research has tended to emphasize its importance in
education. Researchers Wiley and Harnischfeger say in their summary of the research of the litera-
ture on the relationship of the quantity of schooling to achievement that:

In terms of typical gains in achievement over a year’s period we concluded that in schools
where students receive 24 percent more schooling, they will increase their average gain in
reading comprehension by two-thirds and their gains in mathematics and verbal skills by
more than one-third. These tremendous effects indicate that the amount of schooling

a child receives is a highly relevant factor for his achievement. !

Current research on teaching tends to suggest, at least tentatively, that the way the teacher expends
time in the classroom has a strong relationship to learning. Yet some observational research sug-
gest that rather large amounts of classroom time are lost to instruction; Hughes concludes, for
example, that teachers in elementary schools may “devote 40 percent or more of their time to
management routines and maintaining order or control.”’2

In local evaluations, our results suggested that efforts at individualization, team teaching, and
supervision of aides or student teachers might be resulting in an increase in the amount of manage-
ment and clerical duties required of classroom teacl.ers, with a concurrent decrease in student
instructional contact. It also appeared that multiple programs or new programs, until well established,
had the same result. Moreover, it looked as though a concomitant effect of these things was a drop
in achievement test scores.

This was part of the background from which Austin’s Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE)
planned and conducted a study of time use in its major compensatory program evaluations during
the 1976-77 school year. Using a detailed observation system, ORE personnel designed a study that
followed a total of 227 children during their entire school day. Students designated as Title I in
Title I schools were observed. The same procedure was followed for students'in sixth grade schools,
some identified as recipients of State compensatory funds. Although the central question we set out
to answer was whether students served by special programs were receiving more instructional time
from compensatory programs—or perhaps less, as some staff were complaining—the results were dev-
astating in that they confirmed the magnitude of the instructional time problem for all students.
Austin students in general were receiving only about 3 hours and 45 minutes per day of instruction.
Special program students were receiving about the same amount of instructional time as all others.
Other time went for such things as lunch, between-class or hall time, and classroom management
activities.
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The results of this study were well publicized both internally and externally. Newspaper articles
appeared; television coverage was heavy. ORE planned a readable brochure that went all over the
district. Graphs were used to illustrate the findings. There were some intensely negative reactions to
the study: many teachers were indignant, principals questioned the methodology, and school board
members simply couldn’t believe the results. Other teachers and administrators, howevei, confirmed
the results as realistic. '

As the study was repeated the next year, evidence seemed to indicate that steps were being taken
to increase instructional time. The Director of Elementary Education in particular gave this high
priority in his supervision of the elementary principals. The study had indicated that students served
by multiple programs such as Title VII Bilingual and Title I were receiving less instructional time in
some areas than those in only one such program. Therefore, the department in charge of compensa-
tory programs responded in various ways such as attempting to reduce the overlap of Federal pro-
grams for individual students through overlap data provided by ORE. A local television station even
suggested that the school administration was the “‘grinch who stole Christmas” because of an erro- .
neous story that schools were being required to drop all holiday activities to gain more instructional

time. ~ "

Fortunately, the University of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
(funded by NIE—Ed.) had in recent years been engaged in research that produced suggestions for
teachers on reducing time in management activities. Because of its ties to ORE and the district,
the Center’s researchers worked c¢ooperatively with the Departments of Elementary Education and
Developmental Programs in Austin to share their findings with teachers, principals, and other staff.
Coordinators in the Department of Elementary Education developed a slide-tape presentation based
on R&D research and used it with all elementary schoal staff.

When the results came in on June 30 that year, the findings were exhilarating. Instructional time
can be increased. The data from the 1977-78 compensatory education evaluation time study.
showed rather dramatic increases in the amount of time allocated to the academic subjects. For ex-
ample, Title I students received 24 minutes more instructional time daily in the basic skills/major
content areas, non-Title I students in Title I schools received 35 minites more, and those in non-
Title I schools had 23 minutes more. These findings were in general replicated at the sixth grade
schools where State compensatory education funds are being used. In addition, when comparisons
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were made between the other sixth grade schools and two which had voluntarily extended their
school day by 30 minutes as one way of increasing instructional time, it was found that State com-
pensatory education students in 7-hour schools received substantially more instructional time

in reading/language arts than did those in 6.5-hour schools, as well as more instructional time gen-
erally. At the same time, achicvement in the clementary grades increased.

Regardless of whether a positive achievement effect can be traced directly to the increased time
at the elementary level, the increased time itself can be valued. Even though 23 to 35 minutes per
day may not seem like much of a gain over the 175+lay school year, the gain in minutes would
amount to 10 to 16 additional 6.5-hour days entirely devoted to instruction in the school year. To
give a further feeling for the significance of this, it current Austin Independent School District pay-
roll costs for classroom personnel alone were used to computz a comparative cost for this gain, an
equivalent number of extra school days could be estimated to cost from a low of $2,142,000 to a
high of $3,265,600. Not a bad payoff.

. , . . T . .
With today’s tight budgets, such a contribution camiof*be considered anything but spectacular.
For the Office of Research and Evaluation it becomes our best example of evaluation utilization.

Why Did You Win? Factors Favoring Utilization in Example One

Considered as evaluation utilization, the positive factors in this example stand out.

X }' First,‘the initial study was based on questions arising from a national body of research findings
“-and a baSe of local evaluation findings. Evaluators thus enhanced the possibility that the results
‘would be of value.

Next., dissemination procedures weze extensive. The findings were emphasized in an open school
board meeting and in numerous personal presentations. The preparation of a visually attractive
foliowup brochure that went to just about everyone in the district revived the interest of the media
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a little later in the year. Clear cut and easy-to-read graphics illustrating the findings were used in all
dissemination.

Very importantly, rescarch was available to the district that suggested actions practitioners might
take to make improvements in response to the evaluation.

Fourth, because of the district’s strong cmphasis upon accountability, the stalT felt a strong moti-
vation to act upon the findings. The district has a procedure which requires the stall to study evalu-
ation reports and tell the superintendent and school board what actions they will take as a result of
- such ﬁndings.3 ‘

Finally, there is undoubtedly some element of luck that all these many clements catne together
for this particular study at this particular time.

Example Two: An Early Evaluation on Community Aides

During the school years 1973-74 and 1974-75, the Office of Research and Evaluation carried
out the evaluation of an ESAA pilot project designed to deterimine whether community aides
trained to assist in reading instruction were bringing about higher reading achieveinent for minority
students. The project was well implemented, the school staff was erthusiastic about tne aides, and
the staff development designed for the program appeared to be ¢ffectively delivered. Yet the
reading achievement of students not only did not increase, but seemed to suffer as a result of the

" aides. One possible reason was that the managzment time required of the teacher in supervising the
aides detracted from the instructional attention given students. Also, teachers sometitnes performed
routine clerical tasks while aides interacted with students. Finally, the language model provided by
the aides was probably inadequate. We had tested the aides and found that in many « 'ses the
reading level of aides in the project was very low. At times, the aide’s reading level was even lower
than that of some students in the classes. )

These results were announced in 1975. The regional ESAA administrators in the Office of Educa-
tion effectively cut evaluation out of the budget for the subsequent yeai’s proicct, maintaining that
this cut was the result of a change in national policy. One can’t blame vs, howe ver, for always sus-
pecting there was a relationship between the results and the evaluation cut. At any rate, the aides
remained in the 1975-76 project. For ORE, this was one of many disillusioning events. It was the
end of our second year Ofexistence as an office, and in this and in many other cases we failed to see
any immediate action taken on the evaluation reports presented.

We had learned some hard lessons by the end of those 2 years. For example, we found just how
futile it was to expect anyone to read thick final report volumes. We also experienced for the first
time a project director’s despair at being given a failing verdict on a project into which she had put
her heart, without much indication of where she could turn for impiovement

Nonetheless, we didn’t give up. During the subsequent year, we began to do a number of things
differently. We emphasized dissemination much more. In fact, we installed a position devoted to
training and dissemination in our office structure. We repeated our important findings, including
those on aides, everywhere we went that entire year. We began to be less equivocal and less inclined

-to repeat all our design and statistical limitations on every finding. We said simi#ly, “Community
aides don’t help students learn.”

Luck helped us in that third year, too. We had t gun our existence as an office threc levels down
in the administrative hierarchy. We reported to a ucpartmental director who reported to an assistant
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superintendent who reportod to the suporintondent, Through a series of pursonnel and organization-
al changes, wo roported directly to the superintondent in that third year. We quickly found that this
change mado a tremendous difference in potoutial impact from evatluation findings.

SureRienoes]
\\ VIGE st &
!

By the spring of 1976 several events occurred. The pilot project on aides was redesigned, not be-
cause ESAA required it, but because a new project director, formerly the staff development special-
ist in the project, had no desire to continue a losing program. School principals also began to ask
about alternatives to aides in the Title I and in the Title VII Bilingual programs. Finally, the school
board voted to discontinue funding for a large number of district-funded aides in favor of other pro-
grams. To this day, actions on the aide findings continue to surface. For example, just recently the
Beard cut out a.$50,000 allocation for aides from a $450,000 special allocation to bilingual pro-

- graming, :

When Did You Win? Long-Term versus Skort-Term
Utilization in Example Two S

This second example of the utilization of evaluation findings was not as pleasant as the first
example. Yet it also offers insight into some factors affecting utilization.

For one thing, these findings are in accord with other reports that an incubati'on period occurs
with many findings before use can result.

One element of considerable importance was the increased impact due to the change in organiza-
tional status of the Office of Research and Evaluation in Austin. I saw a definite change in the way
the staff responded to ORE in both of the organizational levels. More importantly, we suddenly had

immediate access to the time and the attention of the district’s top administrators.
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There was wlso o change in informal status, however, ‘The 3d your woe hacd eredibility going tor
us. At the end of the 2d year, in addition to the negative report on the aide progrom, we hid
wso produced wstudy that tobd the disteiet i implementation of the Individually Guided Eduea-
tion program was resubting in lower student achiovemont, Wo suggested that at least one major
reacon for that was o reat tack of implementation ol the progriam, and that this probably resulted
from the failure of the school hoard and administration to provide the resources the program catled
for to tho participating schools, That we were pormitted to make such statements immazed many and
indicatod to just about everyone including the school board itselt that we had the independence to
make accountability judgments. By the time this sank in, we wore well into our Jd year, with
everyone allocating a great deal more eredit to what ORI said.,

The third year meant also that we had two tull years of evaluation data trom which to speak to
the entire district not only about aides, but about numerous other topies. Information itselt has a
status and power vilue.

Finally, ORE was ntuch better at dissemination by the 3d year. We had discovered the great
gimmicks ot Chartpak and Clipart. We made more speeches and more one-page information sum-
maries. We aiso learned to use the media. We wrote press releases and talked to reporters.

Example Three: Required Reports for External Agencies

The Austin evaluation unit expends considerable energy completing required reports tor the U.S.
Office of Education and the Texas Education Agency. These reports ty pically summarize achicve-
ment levels, numbers of program participants, number and cost of staft, and other such details. 1
have yet to see any evidence ot the use ot any of these reports in the distriet. I would feel better
about our energy expenditurc it I thought our reports were being used to affect practice at cither the
State orlocal level. My vision is that they fill warchouses in Austin and in Washington.

Required Losing: Factors That Prevent the Use of Required
Evaluation Reports at the Local Level

Since we have found in the district that a common approach and format for all evaluation facili-
tates communication about results, cuts down on the time required for communication, and facili-
tates user response, we have developed one reporting style for all reports. They are buiit around
“decision questions"’ elicited from district staff and the school board prior to or during the evalua-
tion. The required formats are not only unlike our district reports, they are different for each
. Federal or State program. Thus, communicating with anyone about them requires considerable
time. Since time for communication is so scarce, it is more feasibie for us to redesign the informa-
tion in the required reports to our district style before trying to transmit it.

Most required reports emphasize lists of numbers that aré in themselves devoid of meaning.
Unfortunately, most agencies seem to think that such numbers are the end of evaluation. For exam-
ple, areport of the number of Title I students we serve at a given level of gain and cost is meaningful

“only if we compare our figures to other school districts’ per-pupil cost and per-pupil gain. We are
rarely given such feedback information; in fact, even when we insist upon it, we have a hard time
getting information about results in other school districts.

Another problem has been the emphasis upon objectives. Objectives are a good planning device,
but usually a poor evaluation device. Since programs are rarely planned with adequate baseline

105



108 . Tosting and Evaluntion

;%;3 TIvLE v )
S
Clmeg

Vo, < ,fz

data, the numbers in most program proposuls are pretty wild guesses. They may also be so inade-
quately controlled that they are developed more for the project staft protection than as realistic
goals.

If the U.S. Department of Education could provide evaluation guidelines at the national level that
stressed the need for implementation and process evaluation with a recognition of the cost of these
activities, we might be able to structure evaluation that was more useful locally. The development
of such procedures as the current “Title | Evaluation Models’’-which are helpful in some senses,
I’'m sure, but that don’t meet my definition of evaluation models at all since they are merely statis-
tical approaches to handling test data—do little to help us with such problemns. The current models
also serve to reinforce for State and Federal program officers, who usually don’t have the least
understanding of evaluation, the idea that test data are all that should be funded in evaluation.

I always favor the best available approach to measuring program outcomes, but | think this is
rarely enough to result in educational improvement from evaluation. Since, in most cases, the staff
is doing everything they know how to do, the evaluation should provide some guidance on what
they can or should not do in program operation. In many cases, I believe the best thing we have
done te improve programs is to provide staff people with a good literature review about available
options. Such activities should fall within evaluation guidelines. ‘

A Rationale for Fostering the Utilization of National Research and Evaluation
Findings Through School Sy‘sten_l Offices of Research and Evaluation

Fifteen or 20 years ago the position of evaluator was virtually nonexistent in the public schools.
In many systems there was a person responsible for ‘‘research,” but the most that role generally
covered was sending o trvey to other school systems in order to compare practices from one
.school district to anoth. [he late sixties changed this picture ‘dramatically, When the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act was passed in 1965, with its requirements for program evaluation, the
- growth of the field began. One recent survey reported that in 35 large urban districts responding,
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the oxpenditre for reswrrel, svaliation, and Yesting reached $33,900, RKK; hut more importantly,
those sume districts spent $8.937,980,.335 on general ednvation st Fowal/State Tupad expenditures
wont as high as $LASO R3S inone disteict und Federat Tund expenditures us high as $ 10,000,000 in
another tor researeh and evabuation, Thus pec-pupil expenditures Tor local veseareh and evaluation
ranged from $18.05 1o $.80/student. Sinee the munher ol research and evaluation units is now quite
furge, the Conter for the Study ol Evaluation st UCLA (funded by N Fdo) has conducted astudy
o ddentily just how many there are The total number, muttplicd by the expenditiires we can esti
nutte Trom the Wobster-StulTlebontn survey, represents o constderable gvabtion resonree, Where
sueh resonrees are properly harnossed to produce guality evaliation intormation ticd into the mi-
tional bank ol evatuation information, our knowledge ol educational practice increases,

I would maintain, however, that an ellTective tocal evaluation unit would be productive in i more
important way. The local evalnation unit in today’s school is charged with the responsibility Tor
monitoring and determining the worth of local practices. s ability to carry out this function de-
pends on the extent ol its ties to the national and local seene, as illustrated by the top circles in
gure 1. This will allect the unit's design input from the local level and its ability to interpret it
adequately and to make good judgments about practice.

Figure 1. Local Evaluation Unit Schematic

Measurement

Issues

National
Context

Judgments
Data Analysiy and Interpretation . of Local
by Local R & L Staff " Educational
: Practice
“

Test Scores
Or Outcome
Evaluation

Process/
Implementation
Evaluation

Finally, required reports usually provide little information about needed changes in activities.
Most of those making evaluation allocations believe that the presence of achievement testing is the
ultimate and only evaluation;anything beyond is wildly extravagant. Thus, few programs have ade-

_quate process evaluation. Reports on “‘nonprograms” are probably more prevalent than not. One

customary staff response to such reports, therefore, is to adjust the outcome objectives down to a
more ‘“‘reasonable’ level.

Although we have been successful locally in getting the State agency to approve more extensive
evaluation in Title I, we have had a real struggle every year. It was even more intense this year than
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it hus gver heon belore, even iy (he Hght or the very eal dolar payolf we coubl PO Eo g the e
study. Not much help comes from the national level when i promulgates “Fitlo | models™ that
complotely ignore (he oxistence of process or mplementation svalwation.

Y \‘\,.‘

-~

Where the evaluator is trained to consider and promote utilization, the eventual net etteet shonld
be improvements in local practice. Where the target of that improved practice is in the billions ol
dollars as indicated above, the impact should be considerable,

Of course, I am not suggesting that this is the only way to bring about educational improvement.
Indeed, there are many alternative routes and no route should be considered exclusively. There is,
however, a certain economy of motion to visualizing the evaluation unit in a school system as one
of the essential elements for bringing about improvement. Evaluation units exist already for such
purposes. Their staff members are the ones who attend such meetings as those of the American
Educational Research Association, where presentations of new research and evaluation information
are most likely to occur. They are the ones most likely to read research. In a communications evalu-
ation that our office conducted in Austin, we found the most frequently read journal in the dis-
trict—actually the only one read by most teachers and administrators—was the Texas Outlook, a
publication of the Texas teacher and administrator organization. Evaluation staff, by contrast, will
be far more likely to subscribe to an array of research-oriented publications. In our unit most evalua-
tors receive the journals of AERA and APA and independent publications such as the Journal of
Research and Development. . .

Given such pre-existing links with research and the fact that research units possess the evaluation
. Tesources and techniques in most school districts, then it makes sense to capitalize on their ava’la-
bility.

While other writers have effectively discussed t!}e problems the evaluator faces in utilization, I
would like to approach the problem of enhancing evaluation utilization through what I perceive as
the most practical approach. That approach is to improve the capabilities of evaluators and to
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provide them with additional dissemination resources. [ don’t believe, for example, that changing
the characteristics of organizations or evaluation users is a viable approach for NIE or OE in terms
of numbers and size. I do believe that enhancing the capability of evaluation units or evaluators is
within reason. The evaluators couild then carry the ball to other school systein staff, thus extending
resources.

- Summary

. This chapter began w1th some examples of evaluation use and nonuse in one public school
" gystem. It tried to analyze these case studies to see if there were identifiable factors behind utiliza-
tion.

The chapter then dxscussed why it might be wise to foster utilization through the local research
and evaluation umts that already exist and are tied to the national research scene.

The picture that Ihope emerges from this chapter is that local utilization is a very reasonable goal
for every evaluation study conducted in the public schools and for every research and evaluation
study carried out at the natlonal level. This is a goal toward which I hope that I and my colleagues
may contribute.

Notes
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Producmg Quality Program E valuatwn
in Education and Using It:
The Washington, D C., Expenence

June D. Bland
Assistant-For Evaluation, Division of Research and E valuation
The Public Schools of the District of Columbia :

Use of Program Evaluation

Most often, educational program evaluation reports serve one or more of four purposes:

1.
2.
3.

4.

As documentation; that is, a descriptive history of the program which provides evidence -
that the program existed. .

For accountability, or evidence that management objectives and responsibilities were met.
As evidence of the effectiveness of the program in that observed outcomes could only be
attributable to the program.

For decisionmaking: to assist administrators in determining whether a particular program
should be continued, expanded, reduced, altered, or discontinued.

Of course, while all of the preceding functions are valid componehts of the evaluative process, it
is only when evaluation findings actually contribute to program-related decisions that the process
achieves maximum utilization. There may be several reasons why program evaluations are not used
as declslonmakmg tools. For example:

1.

There is simply a lack of understanding of what the evaluatlve process is, and it is seen as
threatening. Unfortunately, many of the efforts which may have been intended to estab-
lish program evaluation as a legitimate endeavor have sometimes enshrouded the process
with a certain mystique: The practitioner may be unclear about the research purpose and
procedures involved. Thus, the combination of the mystique and fear of the unknown
creates hostlhty The greatest desire of the administration and staff of the program being
evaluated is to “‘just get it over with.”

"Further details about the design and ﬂndingx from'the 1975-76 Title I evaluation discussed have been deleted from the full
version of this chlpter—Ed
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2. The evaluation process may not fit jpto the program planning cycle. Most programs,

' especially federally funded programs, plan on a I-year cycle to correspond with funding
which is renewed annually. For a program in the D.C. public school system to begin
operation in the fall, purchases and logistical planning must take place in the previous
spring. If the program is to be continued the following year, then the proposal for con-
tinuation must be prepared in midyear; therefore, the continuation proposal may be
developed at the time in which the program is still experiencing startup difficulties.
Proposals are then reviewed by several lf}t/aels within the school system which have the
responsibility for approval, and some proposals must go to the U.S. Office of Education
or other funding agencies for further review. Even in those rare instances where evaluators
have been involved since initial project implementation, there is seldom sufficient evidence

~* or time available to process data which would provide the reviewing administrators and
policymakers with information in midyear that would support a decision to continue, not
to continue, or to alter the continuation of a program. \

3. Perhaps there is a misunderstanding of the decisionmaking précess as well, particularly by
those of us who are involved with the formal evaluative process. In the formal evaluation
process, researchers gather as much objective data as possible and after as thorough an
analysis as time and resources permit, conclusions are drawn and recommendations are
made based upon the data findings. On the other hand, administrators and policymakers
are many times responding to a different set of decisionmaking information which is
sometimes more personal, political, and immediate. Therefore, the evaluation may be
only one of several factors which affect the final decision, and whereas the evaluation
may provide the most objective information, it does not necessarily have the most influ-

. ence. ~

4. The quality of the evaluation information provided is questionable or the evaluation

information that is provided is not what is needed.

A Different Experience

In spite of the all too familiar complaint that evaluation results are not used, there are examples
to the contrary. Rather than bemoaning the negative, examining and analyzing the successes may
improve our capability to provide evaluation information which will be used.

At the 1978 Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, a document
titled Evaluation of the ESEA Title | Program of the Public Schools of the District of Columbia,
1975-76: Final Evaluation li’eportl received awards in two categories in the evaluation report com-
petition sponsored by Division H: “The Best Executive Summary” and “The Most Definitive Action
Taken by a Board of Education in Response to Findings of an Evaluation Report.”” The second
award was a result of the extensive use of evaluatipn findings from the 1975-76 report by the pro-
gram staff in developing the 1977-78 Title I program proposal which was approved by the board of
education. The awards reflected both the quality of the evaluation report and the utilization of the
results. D.C. Public Schools was the only local educational agency to receive two awards. In subse-

-Quent reviews by firms or agencies under contract to or associated with the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion or the National Institute of Edusyt'b‘n, the quality of the report continued to generate praise.

Needless to sa'y, those of us associated with the production of the report were very pleased: the
contractors for the evaluation, the D.C. Division of Researth and Evaluation, and the Title I Pro-
gram-office. In retrospect, those of us who were caught up in the excitement of “getting things

~

113




AN

e,

June D. Bland 115
done"” realize that there is a need to restate and review those events which contributed to devel-
opment of “a winner.” .

The New Evaluation Process

Under the leadership and management of the Division of Research and Evaluation, D.C. Public
Schools initiated and has continued a comprehensive evaluation effort since 1966. This was con-
tracted out to universities or private firms. Also as a part of the initial evaluation, an advisory com-
mittee, whose members were nationally recognized for their expertise in educatlonal research and
evaluation, was formed to serve as consultant to the evaluation project. Thérefore, for over 10 years,
external cvaluations have provided an objective and in-depth analysis of program data, The data ’
base included.s;andardized achievement tests administered to all students in the target grades served
by the program and questionnaires, scales, inventories, ard other measures, both standardized and
locally developed, which were administered to teachers, administrators, students, and parents. In
addition, a staff consisting of three research professionals and one clerk was provided to assist the
Assistant Superintendent for Research and Evaluation in managing and monitoring evaluation activi-
ties and coordinating the data collection effort associated with the external evaluation.

The results of evaluation =fforts since 1966 have provided priorities for funding programs based
upon performance data (there were over 50 programs) and introduced a statistical model which
would provide for a continuing system for evaluating the long-range effects of individual Title I
programs on a number of important aspects of pupil performance and behavior. Locz ¢ - s were
even established for the standardized achievement test administered for the evaluatio..

Specifications fon evaluations were regularly developed in consultation with program admmlstra-
. tors. Until 1975, however, the procedure for the conduct of the evaluation was generally the tradi-
tional one in which the evaluation contractors developed the strategy based upon the program
desigp, developed the instruments, collected and analyzed the data, and reported to the school
system in formal documents and in briefing sessions to further explain and demonstrate data find-
ings. In 1975, although the procedure for obtaining an evaluator did not change, the process for
evaluating the 1974-75 Title I program did. This change occurred because the contractor selected
' that year utilized a procedure described as the Information Based Evaluation Model (IBE). 2 The
+ conceptual framework of the model views supplying information to individuals in de01s10nmakmg
roles as the primary task of evaluation. Unlike objective-based evaluations,

the model focuses on evaluation questions and the ways these questlons can be answered
most usefully for different audiences. Information-based evaluation recognizes that an
evaluation must be dynamic if it is to be responsive. Program objectives rarely change
during the project year; thus, the objectives-based evaluation is static and methodical in -
responding to the information requirements. Information-based evaluation'accepts the

. fluidity of fnfOMation needs and the posing of new questions throughout the program
cycle. The IBE Model addresses three primary classes of information and evaluation
activity: (1) product (summative) evaluation; (2) process (formative) evaluation, and (3)
process/product evaluation. Product evaluation assesses program outcomes; process evalu-
ation monitors strategies and procedures designed to change student or teacher behavior.
Process/product evaluation explores the relationship between products and processes and
seeks to determine which dimensions of a particular program lead to successful outcomes
and how these dimensions can be replicated. Although often ignored, process/product
evaluation is programmatically more important than either product or process evaluation.
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Product evaluation asks how the students or teachers are different after exposure to
the new program, and process evaluation asks what strategies differentiate the Title |
program from traditional approaches and whether these strategies were implemented.
Process/product evaluation asks about the relationship between instructional strategies
and the outcomes of the program. :

Beginning in January 1975, a series of meetings designated as “evaluation design conferences”
was held with the contractors and representatives from the Division of Research and Evaluation
and the Title I program office. At these design conferences, a list of information needs was identi-
fied, and given priority for the 1974-75 school year:

Cognitive (reading and math)
Affective (self concept/attitude)
Staff development

- Process and materials
Parent and community involvement
Management and administration
Supportive services
Communication and dissemination

i S R N

In addition, the individuals who would be the most likely users of the information were also identified:

Title I staff

Superintendent/Board of Education

Title [ schools (Parent Advisory Councils, teachers, principals)
Department of Federal Programs (D.C. Public Schools) .
Catholic Office of Education (District of Columbia)

AW -

It is intergsting to note that while the U.S. Office of Education required a copy of the evaluation, it
was not seen as a primary user of the information. In collaboration with D.C. Title I and Division of
Research and Evaluation staff, the evaluators then identified evaluation questions and data needed
to respond to them. Data collection for the summative 1974-75 evaluations occurred in April 1975.
(Other evaluative data had already been collected.)

During design conferences, very absorbing research questiéns surfaced which extended beyond
the original evaluation specifications: How do Titie I students differ from non-Title I students in
the attainment of conservation skills (a Piagetian concept)? How does birth weight (5 pounds and
below vs. larger birth weights) correlate with academic achievement? What is the relationship
between teacher knowledge of the subject matier taught and student performance on achievement
measures? These substudies, as they were called, were somewhat of a departure from previous evalu-
ations. Additionally, they were not so much for the purpose of ‘evaluating an existing program ob-
jective as they were for the purpose of exploring program-related hypotheses. Some of the substudies
were reported at AERA and elsewhere. -

There was a consensus among Title I progranﬁpd research staff that the evaluation approach
(IBE) had been very successful in 1974-75. After a review of competitive bids, the same firms were
selected to conduct the evaluation of the 1975-76 Title I program. As.in the previous year, a series
of design conferences was held from January through March to confirm the parameters of the evalu-
ation, but a broadet representation of staff, including teachers and principals, was included. It was
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anticipated that more diverse representation would result in a more respqnsive approach to the
needs of the field staff. This would reduce apprehensions that occurred the previous year which, it
was theorized, contributed to the low response rate on some instruments. Particular attention was
‘given to the composition of the group that would provide direction in the design of teacher instru-
mentation. Three suggestions were made very forcefully by that group:

1. That teacher knowledge surveys not be repeated: it was felt that their use the previous year
had been threatening to teachers who were not certain about how the information was to
be used; also, there was not time to design and pilot another instrument that would appro-
priately test teachers of different grade levels. :

2. That each Title I school be briefed on results from the previous year’s findings by a team
with representation from the evaluator, Trtle I program ofﬁce and the Title I research and

~ evaluation staff.

3. Thet teachers not be assembled as a group for the admrmstratlon of the evaluation instru-
ments, but that the instruments be distributed to each teacher for completion at his or her
convenience over a longer period of time. S } :

As a result of these changes in data collection methodology, both the return rates and the accuracy

of the data collected increased. Many teacliers commented that it was the first time that evaluation
findings resulting from information they had provided had been shared w1th them, or that they had
been briefed about their roles in an upcommg evaluation.

Many teachers commented that
it was the ﬂrst time that .
evaluation fi ndmgs had been shared

-
—_

There was a notrceable change in the climéte of the initial meetings between the contractor and
the Title I program staff in the 1975-76 evaluation which was an obvious spinoff of the involvement
from the previous year. This change’ was .observed by the contractors and noted in the final evaluation
report of the 1975-76 Title I program

An intrinsic artifact of the Informatron Based Evaluatlon (IBE) method of desrgn 1s the
-growth in evaluation sophistication of the.client. This comes about as a result of the ‘cloge
client-evaluator interaction, which is an integral part of the method of IBE evaluatlon
design. As a result of the 1974-75 evaluatlon and the intensive effort which went into its
accomplishment, the evaluators felt that the first design conference to be held under the
aegis of the new contract would be excellent. We were not disappointed.3

- Alterations and additions to._«the proposed evaluation strategy resulted from the design conferences.
' The'se design modifications were a response to the need for providing the aptimum allocation of

resources and time, and to other evaluatlon constraints which were identified. The contractors again
" observed:

" These enumerated changes, as well as others not already mentroned result directly from
an alteration in the level ofexpectatlons of staff, both Title I and the Division of Resear
and Evaluation. This difference in expectancy level stems partly from participation infthe
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design of the 1974-7§ evaluatiohs; it also derives from the realization that individual
information needs can be translated into methodologies which ensure the fulfillment of
those needs.

In August 1976 the evaluators were invited to present their preliminary findings on the 1975-76
program at a planning conference for the development of the 1977-78 Title I program proposai. In
actendance at this conference were principals, parents, teachers, Title I program staff, research and
evaluation staff, board members, and selected officers from throughout the school systein. The con-
ference was conducted as a retreat over a period of several days at a facility several miles outside
Washington, D.C. The presentation by the evaluator provided an opportunity for persons who were
responsible for program planning to obtain evaluation information firsthand and receive clarifica-
tion of any areas which could be a source of confusion. On the other hand, the evaluators had the
opportunity to receive immediate feedback from an audience which represented each of the con-
sumer groups which were to utilize the information contained in the final report. While the interac-
tion between the evaluator and audience sometimes produced lively exchanges of viewpoints, it was
a stimulating environment in which researchers and information users shared insights about the
meaning of observations that each had acquired about the same conditions. but from different
vantage points. ' :

In the spring of 1977, the proposal for the 1977-78 Title I program was presented to the board of
education and was approved. Almost all of the recommendations contained in the final evaluation
. of the 1975-76 program that related to situations over which the program had decisionmaking
authority were responded to in the proposed new program. Each recommendation and resulting
change was cite:’ in the program administration’s presentation to the board.

| Recapitulation: How Did We Get There?

The level of enthusiasm and inquiry which characterized the 1975-76 Title I program evaluation
contributed to the production of an award-winning and highly praised document. For future refer-
ence and, hopefully, replication, the essential ingredients of that experience follow.

The most notable ingredient of.the 1975-76 evaluation experience was the exceptionally broad-
based representation of educational professionals participating in the planning for the evaluation.
With the introduction of the Information Based Evaluation approach, the level of interest in and the
articulation about evaluation needs increased as the diversity in the membership of the planning
sessions grew. Without underestimating the contribution of highly skilled technicians in the collec-
‘tion and manipulation of data, the contractors’ introduction of a procedure-which allowed for the
extensive involvement of the school staff in particular was the most obvious departure from pre-
vious evaluations. As a result, many staff suggsstions were made which contributed to the success of

-the effort. For example, all teachers who were to complete evaluation instruments were briefed on
the outcomes of the previous year’s evaluation and given an overview of their involvement in the
upcoming evaluation. That activity alone was considered to be responsible for the significant in-
crease in the response rate over that of the previous year. The level of response and completeness of
the data enabled the evaluator to perform an in-depth analysis which had been proposed the pre-
vious year but 'which had had to be abandoned because of the low response on some instruments.

There were instances where the original research design was altered because of insights shared by
teachers and administrators based upon their daily experience in the school environment. While
there was a succession of meetings, each had a specific purpose, none was redundant, and new di-
mensions were thereby added to the study. : ‘
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Cumulative knowledge about the evaluation process by some members of the program adminis-
tration and staff was/mother important and nccessary ingredient that contributed to the success of
the 1975-76 evaluation. It can be said that from the very beginning of Title I in the District of
Columbiu, program personnel were introduced to sophisticated treatment of pragmatic concerns.
Evaluations have been performed by trained and expericnced educational researchers under contract
to D.C. Public Schools. While the purpose of this chapter is not to promote contractual evaluation,
in this instance the arrangement has provided a thoroughly objective assessment of a program which
is often very sensitive to the politics of the school community. Technical competence in evaluation

designs employed and annual briefings on findings by the contractors have contributed to the
growth and development ot the D.C. program staff in evaluation methodology.

The onsite participation ot the 1975-76 evaluators in the planning of the Title I program for thic
1977-78 year was an unanticipated bonus. The schedule of the Title 1 program enabled persons
with responsibilities for planning and developing the program proposal to obtain feedback diuccly
from the researchers conducting the previous year’s evaluation. By the time the planring vonfeience
was held in late summer of 1976, all of the data from the preceding year had been collected, proc-
essed, and analyzed, and preliminary findings were available. This information was fed into the
planning process at the very beginning of the planning cycle and additional information was pso-
vided as it became available or was needed. This timely sharing of evaluation findings contrit:uted
to the high rate of utilization of the evaluation recommendations. That these findings were also in
response to many of the questions raised by the program staff was another major factor which con-
tributed to the utilization. Had no information been shared until the completion of the finai docu-
ment (Fubruary 1977, in thls casc) the proposal would have been already completed without the
benefit of that assessment,

The importance of interpersonal relations,
should not be underestimated.

L

The cvaluator also benefited from the sharing of findings before the completion of the final
report. Information which was not clear or was ambiguous was clarified, verified, or further analyzed.
In other words, it was possible to test the utility of much of the mformatlon before the final printing
of the document.

A final but no less important ingredient to the success of the 1975-76 evaluation effort was the
sensitivity of the evaluators. In addition to the technical expertise which they brought to the task,
‘they were experienced in working with both educational professionals and laypersons, with and
without knowledge of research procedures. There were many occasions when the evaluators demon-
strated that.their abiding interest was in providing meaningful information to the users of that infor-
mation and using their technical expertise to ensure the correctness of the findings, not to prepare a
scholarly document that could obscure the meaning of the outcomes. The importance of inter-
personal relatlons seldom mentioned in evaluation moduls or presentations of results, should not be
underestimated. '

-

Of course, as in most endecavors, there arc some precéutions to be observed in conducting the
type of evaluation described in this chapter. The amount of involvement expenenccd in thls pdl‘-
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ticular evaluation requires time and staff commitment to coordinate, schedule, notify, explain, re-
view, brief. and teach. Once the evaluation design was finalized (in approximately three sessions,:
including two that lasted a full day with staff representing the Division of Research and Evaluation
and the Title 1 program office), several committees were formed to guide the development and/or
selection of instrumentation. The number of meetings for this phase ranged from two to five. The
responsibility of members of the committces was to review the instrumentation and make sugges-
ions for changes both in content and in administration procedures. Such involvement in this proc-
/ess was to insure that the evaluation content was relevant and its implementation feasible. The time
required for this effort must be weighed against other responsibilities program staff may have to
put aside temporarily. In addition, the involvement of Division of Research and Evaluation staff
in the Title 1 evaluation is not limited to just those individuals funded by Title 1. Over the years, a
tremendous number of person-hours have been expended by staff supported by non-Federal school
system funds on federally required evaluations. This effort has contributed to the development of
quality products. '

While it is not nece$sary for a quality product to have an exorbitant price tag, educational admin-
istrators assume too often that evaluations can be conducted at no cost. An evaluation effort will
always require an expenditure of resources, whether in the form of time to perform the tasks re-
quired or purchasing the services of professionals to perform the evaluation tasks. The larger the
scope of the program and the more involved the analysis, the greater the expertise needed and the
higher the cost. The quality and scope of the evaluations which preceded that of the 1975-76 pro-
gram in all probability contributed to the willingness and readiness of the staff to participate in the
latter. :

Program planning cycles and program evaluation activity must be better synchronized. Many pro-
gram planning cycles require that the evaluation information from the current year serve as input
into the succeeding year. In many large systems and large programs, however, it is almost impossible
to provide such quick turnaround in data unless data collection terminates in midyear. Of course,
early termination may result in incomplete or misleaaing information. It would be more realistic to
schedule the utilization of findings from “‘year one” of a program as the basis for planning ‘‘ycar
three.” This was how our 1975-76 evaluation was used to plan for the 1977-78 Title 1 program.
Where possible and necessary, activities in “‘year two” which are inconsistent with the results from
“year one” could be adjusted. :

Finally, researchers, whether inside or outside of the system, must be extremely sensitive to the
needs as well as the limitations of program staff relative to research theory and application. The
... training and experience of practitioners do not contribute to their understanding of research proce- .
~dure. Therefore, researchers would be wise to provide gentle guidance, rather than technical arro-
géfncg. The latter will only foster hostility and suspicion which will guarantee that cooperation will
be lacking and the fruits of the effort ignored. -

Notes \

1. Prepared under contr cho D.C.  1blic Schools and under the supervision of the Division of Research and Evaluation by NTS -
Research Corporation (formerly i8EX, Inc.) and Roy Littlejohn Associates, Inc. (a joint venture).

2. A. Jackson Stenner, An Overvicw of Information Based Evaluation: A Design Procedure. Information Based Evaluation Series
Book | (Durham, N.C.: NTS Research Corporation). ‘

3. 1975.76 Final Evaluation Report, p?ﬁl;

4. Ibid., p. 32. T AN




14. Proceedings of the
Practitioners’ Conference

. Charles B. Stalford -
Evaluation Team Leader, Testing, Assessment and Evaluation Division’
National Institute of Education

~The writers met for two\days with TAE staff to present and discuss their papers (Judy Singleton
and Parker Damon could not attend). A variety of perspectives as well as diverse backgrounds were
evident among the participants at the conference.

The conference’s interim objective was for the participants to receive comments on their drafts
before preparing final papers for submission to NIE. The conference also.provided an opportunity
for supplemental discussion of themes raised in the papers. The participants were asked directly at -
the conference what kinds of research TAE could fund that would help meet their local needs in
testmg and evaluatlon

The teachers presented their papers first, followed by prmcxpals and research evaluation directors.
At TAE’s suggestion, teachers had focused their papers on testing i issues, research and evaluation
directors on evaluation issues, and principals on either, as they wished. ThlS suggestion was made in
the belief that it reflected the primary interests of the respective school groups at the conference. -
The conference proceedings subsequently suggested, however, that the local line between testing
and evaluation is often very narrow and sometimes nonexistent and, further, that these concerns are
not associated predofninantly with any one of the three professional groups.

For purposes of this su?nmary, the testing issues discussed will be described first, followed by
evaluation i 1ssues Several general comments are gppropriate first, hOWever on the interrelatedness
of the topics and the concerns expressed about them.

Perhaps the most significant among these general comments is that in-both testing and evaluation
participants stressed a need for practical procedural and nontechnical means to help them improve

testing and evaluation activities in schools. Thus, for example, the desirability of more interaction

- among different local parties to testing and evaluation activities was frequently cited: teachers with

principals and other administrators, practitioners of all kinds with researchers, and school officials

. of all kinds with tHe media. A more harmonious relationship among affected parties, greater mutual

understanding of one.another’s needs, and less distortion of both the significance and limitations of
testmg and evaluation activities were: potent1a1 benefits seen to accrue from increased interaction.
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- It should be noted, however, that even among the participants, satisfaction with actual experiences
in such interaction varied widely. Thus, for example, while Ronald Banks reported positive results
from local “participatory committees,” Vic Doherty from teacher and adminijstrator participation
in formulation of district goals, and June Bland from interactive planning with teachers, Bill Moore
sees the results of test writing in the Florida statewide program by a committee of teachers and ad-
ministrators as disappointing. Doherty expressed a need for better training of teachers to enable
them to implement local instructional objectives they have helped write.

Even Banks continues to see teachers as frequently apathetic or hostile to testing programs,
despite the existence of participatory committees in Buffalo. Perhaps a useful area 6f research
would be on conditions and processes in which participatory and interactive devices such as those
recommended can best function. NIE has funded some promising research in this area. !

In a related vein, relatively little need was expressed for research leading to new methodological
breakthroughs in testing or evaluation procedures—discussion of Rasch scaling and “edumetric
testing” being exceptions; rather, much attention was directed to reducing misuse of available tech-
niques. Concerns were expressed, for example, by Myma Cooper, Maurice Leiter, and Ed Cypress
about misuse of test results for sorting and selection. Minimum competency tests could be seen as'a
new methodological tool, but much discussion-at the conference centered on means to cope with
misuse of the technique.

In general, then, this group of practitioners was not seeking new “black box” technology of the
kind so frequently publicized, if not always generally available, in medicine. A predominant orienta-
tion towards human concerns in testing and evaluation, including relationships among the adults
involved as well as between the adults and students, was evident at the conference. Whether this is
good or-bad is a matter for the reader to judge. For the TAE staff, this orientation suggested a
practical cast to new research that might be funded on testing and evaluation—not necessarily to
abandon highly technical research on new methodologies, but not relying exclusively on such re-
search to improve local practice, either.

‘While one might argue with some logic that “practical” suggestions from a group of practitioners
for new research are not surprising, it is worth noting that the practitioners in this case were articu-
late and aware observers of the current education scene.

As such, they were not necessarily drawn to practically oriented research becausé they had no
experience with anything else. This is particularly the case with the research and evaluation direc-
tors, whose greater methodological training did not; for the most part, impel them to suggest any
more technical research than did teachers and principals.

Testing and evaluation can clearly be emotional as well as intellectual issues. Even in the highly
professional environment of this conference, sparks sometimes flew in discussions of specific prac-
tices. Such emotions, however, only serve to underscore the importance of the issues discussed, not
only for the participants, but for all in schools generally. The conference format also underscored =
the value of having the different groups work together, rather than separately, to deal with the
issues.

Testing Issues
Testing was seen at the conference in both a political and an educational perspective. Politically,
- testing was seen as a manifestation of public pressures for “accountability” and more recently, min-

imum standards of competency.
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Educatlonally, tests were seen by some as a potentially useful, if much abused, tool for assisting
students and improving instruction. Standardized as well as minimum competency testing recelved
a good deal of critical attention. There was one call (by a principal) for a moratorium on standard-
ized testing but that was not shared by most of the group. :

Considerable faith was expressed in the potential of criterion-referenced tests to provide instru-
ments appropriate for the local content of what is taught and, perhaps as significantly, to assist
¢ teacher understandmg of the processes as well as the product of a student’s testing experience.

Consrderable empha51s was given to testlng that would be better linked to local 1nstruct10nal
goals. However, even if a better link between testlng and instruction could be framed theoretically,
_accomplishing it in practice did not seem to be a foregone conclusion. In particular, the fact that

" many teachers are not trained in test construction and use was cited as a problem. Teachers not
versed in testing theory would be hampered in understanding and following up on such advances in
test1ng and instruction.

At a broader level, increased interaction between teachers and other local professionals with col-
le‘ges of education was seen as necessary if academic perspectives and capacities in testing were ever
to be more useful in schools. Finally, getting better congruence between externally generated goals
for education, such as accountability andminimum competency, with actual school instructional
objectives was seen as a way to better cope with mandated testing programs. As indicated previously,
a specific suggestion was to achieve a better match between the content of instructional programs
and testing programs. A fear was expressed, however, that in the search for such a match, the
testing “tail”” might wag the instructional “dog, as some have perceived in the current “back to

basrcs

movement.

It was suggested that NIE sponsor the following activities and research to improve testing:

Drssemlnate 1nformat10n tolocal practitioners on innovative and exemplary testlng practices.
Work with the media to develop better attitudes and knowledge about testing and more
responsible (e.g., less sensationalistic) reporting of results.

Analyze the financial and human burden of testing and 1nvest1gate ways to lessen it; for
example, through more sampling procedures.

Provide materials to help teachers expiain test scores to parents

Facilitate teacher involvement in development of research activities on testing and in con-

- duct of the research; teacher organizations mlght then publish abstracts of results from

tesearch on testing.

* Generate information for local practitioners on what constitutes use and misuse of tests,

including appropriate ways to report results. ,
Increase the link between instructional and testing research, particularly in measurement of
cognitive and affective processes, and for bilingual education, and special education. \
Fund research on harmful effects of testing on minority students. "

Evaluation Issues

Much of the discussion of local evaluation dealt with organizational matters and the “way it is”
as opposed to the “way it’s supposed to be.” Thus, Blas Garza con trasted the normative organiza-
tional expectations for programmatic decrslonmaklng basedupon sound evaluative data with the

reallty .of the fragmented and hectic env1ronment of local decmonmakmg
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Organizational and personal relationships between research and evaluation staff and individual
building staff as well as other *“‘central office” personnel were seen as problematic in affecting the
use of program evaluations locally. Thus, Claradine Johnson decried the lack of central office sup-
port in her effort as principal to reform a school’s climate, and Michael Kean discussed the intrica-
cies of larg: city school bureaucracies and how they may hinder uses of evaluation. Freda Holley
-highlightec. the intuitively obvious if often unarticulated thought that personal relationships be-
tween researchers and school staff have much to do with acceptance of local testing and evaluation
procedures.

The participants’ personal observations about the importance of organizational factors in cvalua-
tion are being borne out by recent evidence from CSE’s study of evaluation and decisionmaking in
local districts. Where the local evaluation offices are placed —for example in the instructional
division, in the administrative services division, or reporting directly to the superintendent -
is seen to be associatéd with who the evaluation office sees as its principal clientele in the
district and who uses the data.2 -

~ Several evaluation themes similar to those in the discussion of testing arosc. Thus, the desirability
of linking program evaluations to instructional objectives was cited, together with a need to find
better ways of presenting results and means to work toward this end with thg media. In addition,
training needs were cited, in this case for evaluators to be better researchers. Many evaluators,
according to Holley, come from administrative or counseling areas and lack requisite formal train-
ing in research methodology. *

A corollary suggestion by Holley was for greater professional and publictecognition of outstand-
ing achievements by staff in local research and evaluation offices. Given the normal tendency of the
public to accentuate the negative in this and other educational areas, Dr."Holley’s suggestion may
have considerable merit.

The discussion of evaluation raised two other topics: lack of money and utilization. Kean and
Banks cited inadequate funding of research and evaluation offices as a problem. The claim has
strong face validity; CSE’s study of local evaluation offices, however, found most respondents
satisfied with their level of funding.3 This rather surprising finding suggests further investigation to
see whether evaluators are actually satisfied with the funds available to them or have given up hope
of obtaining more and thus secretly agree with Kean’s and Banks’ less sanguine feelings.

However, there is circumstantial evidence to support a claim by those concerned with all evalua-
tion, not just with testing, that money is a problem. CSE’s study and others# have found that most
evaluation activities are testing programs. Title I evaluations, for example, are almost totally based
on test results; available funds are therefore focused on mandated testing for Federal as-well as State
and local purposes. There are not frequently money or resources to perform more extensive pro-
gram evaluation procedures of the kind ideally desired. Within-classroom observation by evaluators
of innovative programs is rare, for example. as is support for the interactive plafining procedures
seen as useful by many conferees for both evaluation and testing. L

This situation is related to the conferees’ other unique concern regarding evaluation: low
utilization. In the case of program evaluations, the villain—if that term is appropriate —perceived by
local officials is the Federal Government and to a lesser extent the State governments. This is pre-
surmably because of extensive Federal funding of compensatory programs to aid disadvantaged,
bilingual, special, and other distinct categories of students, each of which carries statutory evalua-
tion requirements. The results, as highlighted by Garza, can be distressing at the local level. Federal

s
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evaluation requirements may overlap-and in some cases produce data on evaluations ot different
programs based on the same students!

A concomitant evil was expressed forcefully by another participant: *If it’s a federally spon-
sored evaluation, it will be of no use locally.” This claim can possibly be seen as a general rule:
the further away from schools the requirement for evaluative information originates, the less use-
ful such information will be_locally. ©

However, this rule is not really a satisfactory explanation of the issues inherent in local utilization
of Federal evaluation data and means to improve the situation. In particular, the U.S. Office of
Education (USOE), spurred on by the 1978 Education Amendments, has been taking active steps to
make federally required evaluations more useful locally. USOE and NIE (now both incorporated in
the new Department of Education) are collaborating on aJomt research project to address this and
related problems in local testing and evaluation, which will be discussed in the final section of this
summary.

In addition, the Holley and Bland papers provided evidence that evaluation can make a difference..
NIE is currently using a variant of the interactionist approach to greater evaluation utilization in its
“stakeholder” evaluations of the federally assisted Cities in Schools and Push for Excellence pro-
grams. “Stakeholders” are all those who have a stake in the outcome of an evaluation—program
managers, parents, community leaders and policymakers, as well as funding officials. The stake-
holder’s strategy involves all these groups in discussions about the purposes and procedures for an
evaluation at the outset and continues to engage them in communication through the life of the
evaluation. It is anticipated that an evaluation so structured will be more useful to its audience than
one that is not. It should be reiterated, however, that neither the papers nor the conference discus-
sions of evaluation focused exclusively on Federal evaluation requirements. McKinley Nash,
Claradine Johnson, Blas Garza, and Freda Holley discussed primarily local- and State-oriented
evaluation efforts. CSE has found, in fact, that most of the budgets of local evaluation offices come
from State and local sources. There is a danger, therefore, in overemphasizing the magnitude of,
Federal requirements. Their importance locally may lie, unfortunately, in their mandated nature.

Participants suggested NIE sponsor the following kinds of actlvmes and research to improve
program evaluatlons

e Develop ways to improve presentation of evaluation results and their reporting in the media.

e Develop ways to minimize theé combined burden of Federal and State evaluation requirements
and eliminate overlap among them.

e Disseminate information about exemplary local evaluatlon practlces

e Develop ways to increase the interaction among evaluators, bunldmg staff, other administra-
tors, and parents in order to facilitate evaluation use.

e Develop ways to better link program evaluation requirements with instructional objectives.

[

" Next Steps

Prior to publication of these papers, TAE has already used numerous insights from the activity
for its long-range planmng for research onlocal testing and evaluation.

Procedurally, the partncnpants were invited to review TAE’s draft long-range plans in April 1979;
several did so with helpful comments. Substantively, NIE and USOE initiated a joint research pro-
ject on local testmg and evaluation in l979 as indicated previously. This 2-year effort being per-
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formed by the Huron Institute will identify exemplary local testing and evaluation situations for
analysis and dissemination to practitioners. In addition, it will idéntify local needs for technical
assistance in testing and evaluation and explore better ways to provide such assistance.

The Methodology section of the NIE Teaching and Learning Grants Announcement for research
on testing and evaluation has been significantly oriented towards the needs of local and State edu-
cation agencies. Opportunities for research on such topics as how schools can better interpret
individual and group test scores and how evaluations can be made more useful are provided through
the Announcement. Particularly in the Evaluation area, proposals are sought from local education
agencies themselves to enhance the relevance of the research to other districts. Subject to availability
of funds, this grants announcement should provide a continuing opportunity at a modest level for
schools to gain funds for research to improve their testing and evaluation programs.>

_In the testing area, TAE has several other discrete projects underway that can benefit schools. A
hearing based on judicial procedures to clarify the issues involved in minimum competency testing is
being planned for 1981, which will be made available through videotape and written materials for
national dissemination. These also include workshops for teachers on standardized testing spon- .
sored by the American Federation of Teachers and a project to develop materials for better integrat-
ing assessment with classroom instruction. Responsive to the need for better communication to
parents.and others about testing, NIE is publishing a new booklet entitled, Your Child and Testing.6

In the evaluation area, research at CSE continues to be funded that will lead to better under-
- standing of factors influencing local evaluation use. In addition, research to assist evaluation in
- schools is being funded at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory in Portland, Oregon,
and the Learning Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh. The first round
~of grants on evaluation funded through the Teaching and Learning Grants Announcement began in
1980 and should lead to further insights on needed research as well as'improved practice.

TAE’s plans for both fiscal y.ear' 1981 and 1982 are significantly oriefitedtq improving testing
and evaluation at the local level through its research. The activity of practitioneYs.described herein
has been a major resource in TAE's planning to improve school programs and has convinced us of

_’ the benefits to be gained from collaborative planning of Federal research programs with the consti-
~-tuencies to be served. ’

Notes

1. See William Tikunoff, Beatrice Wand, and Gary Griffin, “Interac.ve Research and Development on Teaching Study,” Final  *
Report (San Francisco: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and De velopment). ‘
. See Catherine Lyon et al., Evaluation and Decisionmaking in School Districts (Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation,
UCLA Graduate School of Education, December 1978). )
. Ibid., p. 60. '
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' funding in fiscal years 1981-84. Address requests for copies to Teaching and Learning Grants Announcement, National Institute
of Education, 1200 19th St. N.W., Washington, DC 20008. -
6. Available from the U.S. Consumer Information Service, Pueblo, CO 81009.
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