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The mission of the Center for the Study of Evaluation is to conduct
inquiry, from a variety of perspectives, into the nature of educational
programs and services. Our commitment to inquiry into the field of
evaluation grows_from the belief that school practICes and the compe-
tencies and satisfactiops of those who participate in the educational
enterprise can benefit from information collected in accordance with so-
cial science methodologies. Activities of CSE involve study of the
instruments and methodologies for collecting information as well as the
spciopolitical contexts of educational decisions as a means of contribu-
tlng to the long-range growth in eftectlveness of public education.
/-
lnformatlon about CSE and its, publlcatlons may be obtained by
writing-to: , i’ i s
i LR . / :\i‘
Director, Public Information> -
*  Center for the Study of Evaluation,
" UCLA Graduate School of Education.
L.os Angeles, California 90024
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o
NIE REGIONAL CONFERENCES ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

- 1In theaSpring of 1979, the'Nationa1 InstituE; qanducation. in cdqlab- ]
‘oFation with the United States Office of Educat;;n, the UCLA Center for the
Study of Eva]uatibn (CSE), and members of a nation-wide network Jf research
and deve]opéZnt agencies, sponsored a national colloquy on the role of test- -
ing in the public scﬁoo]s. Of strongest significance was the conference.
theme that testing could have an important impact in improving the effec-
tiveness of inst;uction, but that much remained to be understood hpput test-
ing needs anﬂ proH]ems. Eight regionaH conferences were held as a way to
share information'among approximately 1200 participants. These people re-
preéented the communify, parepts groups, and the professions of teaching,
educational research, policy, and administrat{on and repregented local,
state, and‘reg%ona] interests.

) Each canference involved presentations froh.nationa1 and regional fig-
ures in the area of testing and instruct{on, and included universﬁty pro-
fessors, representatives of professionaL“brganizationé, publisheys, and
school personnel. The conférences also provided an initiai,tra{ning'oppor-
tunity in.test development and test selection to acquaint participants fur-
- ther Qith some of the newer ideas iﬁ the field. Each conference focused

its second day en redionally important issués and needs. ;}gnificant out- ]
comesiof the projéEt”were tpe,recommendatioﬁs provided from this diverse |
group on areas for continued suPport dt the federal level. In addition,
an edited set of speakers' papers and the 'training materials in test de-

velopment and selection were also important resources developed from the set

- of conferences. Agencies providihg Tocal support and organization were:
——

iv.
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The Network - :
N Research for Better Schools ~
Southeastern Reg1ona1 Consortium |
CEMREL, Inc. 3 -
. Southwest. Educational- Deve]opment Laboratory
. ©° Midcontinent Regional Educational Laboratory
Farwest Regional Educational Laboratory .

_ Northwest Regiona1 Educational Laboratory
Overall conference support énd materia]s preparation were the respons1b111ty
of CS\\\ .t ] Y
" The recommendations Ot~jij Regional Conferences can be synfhesized ag
follows:" | o ‘ s . b >
.. current testing perspectives need to be refocused-
. decisions about test deveYopment and selection should involve
a much broader constituency than isgbresent1y the case
. the "instructional app11cat1on of testing needs to be refined

. greater coordination is needed among federal, state, and local
testing needs

Some implications grow1n§ from these recommendations are-presented.

Work associated with the planning ahd conduct of the regional confer-
ences took place between Octobé} 1978 and Septémber 1979. w;rk associafed
with the prodqpt rdvisions took Q]ace betyéen April 1 and August 31, 1980.
The final produﬁts of the contract extension consist of (1) a book of read-
ings on testing and {nétruction cémpiled from the invited speakers at each‘v

. ' ¢ »
regional conference, and (2) a set of training materials on test development

and selection drawn from the materia%; introduced at the conferences.

n




THE REGIONAL CONFERENCES: PLANNING, PURPOSES AND PROCEDURES, AND FCLLOW-UP

’

Overview to the Conferences

On March 1-3,-1978, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare

' cqnvened a National Conference on Achievement Tests and°Basiq’Skills in
Washington, D.C. The purpose of the National Conference was te bring
together teaehers, eduta;iona] administrafors, testing experts, local,
state, and federal govennment officials, fand parents‘;nd'pommunity represen-
‘tatives to Qegin\a‘national dialogue about the role th@t achievement testing

)

can play in improving the qnality of e]ementary“and secondary education.
Among'the po]iey reqonnendations stated at the Nationel Conference was- the
need to encourage awareness of a broad vie@?of American educatipnj a view
in which testing is only one part of the endeavqf? to promote appropriate
expeCtations about the usee'and limitations of tests and testing; and to -
involve a diverse éonstituency in discussions of issues and develnpment of
so]ut1ons Among the 1mp1enentation recommendations growing out of the
Nat1ona1 Conference was that the federa1 government should convene
conferences and training workshops for the diverse audnences who are involved
in or affected by tests and testing.- 'The Regiongl Con%erencesren Testing )
and Instruct1on, d1scussed in this report, are one’response to these
recommendations.’

The contract for developing and supervising the Regjgna] Conferences
on Testing and Ingﬁructign was awarded to the Center for the Study of
Evaluation (CSE) at the Graduate School of Education, University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles by the National Institute of’Educatfon'(ﬂIE). o

The conferences were a project under Testing, Assessment and Evaluation

of'the Teaching and Learning Division of NIE. Each Regional’Cbnfér- ty

A

{;\\

4‘7;4

e
S

-

{




/ , ~ )
./} -

. . . _\
. ence was intended to offer presentations on two ma jor topics: the uses

7
and limitations of .testing, and the function of testing as & too1 1n

classroom 1nstjuct1on. Part1c1pants at each conference were to consist of

instructional, administrative, poticy, and research personnel, as well as

,'membé?s of the local community. The conferences were intended to foster a .
co]]aborat1ve approach to 1ssdes of testing and 1nstruct1on to provide a ’
broad overv1ew to some of the maJor concerns in testing and instruction, and
to attempt to translates th-se broad concerns 1nto issues and 1mp11catJons of

importance to the particular region.

To meet these goals, a series of two-day Regional Conferences on testing

[

and instruction‘was p]anned. The conference for each region was coordinated
by CSE‘@pg\a regiona] educati6hal71aboratory or agencies in cooperation with
tne United States Office of Educatton Regional Conmissioner Sinte the NIE
procurement spec1f1ed on]y eight conferences, two sets of reg1ons were
comb1ned (Regions I and II, and Reg1ons VII and VIII) The e1ght cgnferendes
were conducted’ dur1ng March Apr1l May, and June, 1979. In ‘additian to
presentat1ons on the major top1c5cof 1nterest each conference a1so offered

a secénd set of agenda items specific to the region in which thé conference

was being conducted. A

<«
h*)

After initial discussion with NIE representatives on the structure of the
conferences,—CSE had- 1dent1f1ed the following set of tasks to perfovm:

1) identify regional agencies with whom tp coord1na+e effort
2)> plan the "national" agenda, that 15, the common theme for

Day 1 of all conferences
3). identify a 1ist of. Day I potent1a1 speakers, and contract with

those selected by the regions
4) 1dent1fy the structure of the two-day agenda e.g., how much time
L. in small groups, etc..

\)‘ 2 ) e e
« ' \ L
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5) provide liaison and assistance to regional agencies
6) -develop and supervise sub- -contracts for local conference
*activity. _
7) develop invitation protocols.
- 8 addpt and develop materials for workshop activity on testing

and inctruction
9) approve regional agencies' p]ans for speakers and
" conference structures -
10) provide on-site assistance in training fac111tators for
small group sessions.
maintain contact with the NIE
synthesize recommendatjons from the eight conferences
prepare final .report

—t ed e
LW N~

The CSE d1rector d1scussed the conference activity with the laboratory
d1rectors when it was first suggested by NIE. Following award of the
contract to CSE, each director was contacted to determine theflab director's
intention of pertﬁcipating, and to obtain the name of a staff person
authorized to‘work with CSEvon\tne\Eroject.‘

Since the conferences were designeontovbevnegiona1, and since many of the
1aboratories'Pperate Regional Service Programs, CSE ;Tso\eonsg1ted with
Ed E11is, Assistant Director for Regional Programs, Division of~DiSsemination,and
) Improvement of Practices, of NIE, at e joint meeting of the Council for Educatione]
Development and Research (CEDaR) Communicators and the Regional Service
Program in Oregon, Fall 1978. Thus, two divisions at NIE, the Teaching
and feerning Division, and the Regional Service Programs, were aware of the T
collaborative effort. \

As potential agenda items were discussed between representatives of CSE,
the regional laboratories, and the NIE, draft versions of the two-day
conferences were formulated. Revtews of these drafts were conducted to

ensure that the final set of agendas would reflect the intent of the project:

to design and conduct.two-day conferences on testing and instruction where
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(1) the first day of each conference would be(relative1y éonstant and consist

) C
of maJor speaker presentat1ons on test1ng and 1nstruct1on, and hands-on

activities on issues in testing and 1nstruct1on%‘and (2) the.second day of
each conferen%e'would continue these two themes but through a set of

Al

specific problems and issues important to each reg¥on.

”

A set of tasks was developed which provided the core requirements for

regiongl subcontractors. S S
Each regional agency was to: : °
1) coordinate with appropriate Office of Educat1on Region and

)
Chief State School Officers

) specify preferences for Day I speakers

) implement invitation protocol to assure representat1on _
of appropriate groups > ’ e

) select site and coordinate on-site act1v1t1es, e.g., room
arrangements, luncheons

) plan with assistance from CSE the Day II agenda

) prepare pre-conference announcement

) provide facilitators for small group activities

S owN

~NOYOn

These.tasks were to be implemented with assistance from CSE and the

& ' .
National Institute of Education.
R‘"“

The educational or other agency sponsoring a Regional Conference, the

United States Office of Education region represented, 1ocat1ons and dates .of

confefences, and the designated laboratory/agency iiaison were:

-

i

‘ \ e Conference Designated
Laboratory/Agency Region Location Dates Liaison
Central Midwestern v Detroit, MI Mar. 27-28 James Winters

Regional Educat1ona1 '

Laboratory '
Northwest Regional - X Vancouver, Apr. 30-May 1 .Beverly'Anderson

Educationa] Laboratory WA . ‘
Midcontinent Regional VII-VIII Kansés City, May 7-8 Linda Sikorski

Educational Laboratory MO

\ ! I3
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4
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X
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. ' : no anferenqe N : Designated
.Laboratory/Agency . Region Location ‘Dates . Liaison
Farwest Regional - IX Los Angeles, CA Ma& 14-15  Lynn Jenks
Educational.Laboratory . : “
Research for Better - IfI Haverford, PA  Jun. 4-5 Marcie Sachs
Schools . ) \ v , '
B -
The Network I-11 Boston, MA - “Jun.11-12  Clare Durocher
Southwest Educatidnaf VI ' 'youston, TX . Jun.21-22  Hardy Murphy
Development Laboratory . : . ,

- Southeastern Regional FV Atlanta, GA Jun.25-26  Jack Cook
Consortium ' ' \ , : :

-Cdnference Orgahizatioa

Certéinhprinciples were agreed upon by the CSE staff, fhe NIE project
officers, and the directors or coordi}ators in the regional agencies. In
brief, each conference was intended to: _ ~ .

1) provide a basis for a d{scussion of the uses of tests in schools
- 2) provide a basis for discussion of the relationship of testing to

instruction
3) provide a regionally-relevant agenda . .
4) provide an intreductory training experience in the. development

" and use of tests to improve instruction
5) provide a forum where representatives of federal, state, and
- local educational agencies could meet with public school teachers
’ and with university personnel to consider the issues involved in
testing -. - o
6) ‘elicit feedback from participants regarding needed research,
development, or technical assistance in the area of testing
In an attempt to reach the intended b%oqd constituency, invitational
protocols were designed. These protocols were intended to ensure that
participants would consist,of approximately 50% instructional staff, 25%
administrative personnel at school and district 1eve]s,,}nd 25% governmental
and.cammunity representatives. Each conference was p1aﬁned to accommodate

approximately 200 participants;
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éSE's resp&psibi]ity in the planning and design of the conferences was
to formulate all the presentationé and activities of the first day. Thus,”
CSE provided each regional spénsor w%th a suggestequ%st of .nationally ,
. recognized exberts in fhe areas of testing ' d instruction. Eaéﬁﬁregion,
with one or two excgptions, invited a speafér from the CSE suggested 1ist to ~ ' -
-address the te€sting theme and the instruction theme. In the-caée of the.
exceptioné, either a suggested speaker initially sg]ected by the region was
not available; or the regional staff suggested a sbéaker not on the CSE list.
. These 1attef speakers were chosen because of their-fami]iarity yifh regional
concerns andlbecause they had previously worked with and established rapport
with the regional constiiuency. (A Tist of inviteé—speakers on testing and
instruction appears in Appendix A.) — —In-dddition, it was agreed that CSE
was responsibfe for providing practice activities on the tﬁémes of testing ahd
instruction dgrjng the afternoon of the first day of each conference. Training

-

"of staff, as ﬁecessary, to conduct these afternoon sessions was ajoint CSE-
regicnal agency responsibi]ity. |
Sessions designed for the second day were to address, through speaéers,
specia]finterest groups, and panels, topics under testing and instruction of
,particular interest in the region. It was planned té enlist speakers from
" within the region for each seéond-day topic or issue.
In addition, regiOngl sponsors were responsible for providing a mechanism
to elicit local recommendations abott issues and implications in testing and
.

“instruction. .

General Schedule for Each Conference

The first day of -each conference generally consisted of introductory

remarks to set the scope, focus, anﬁ intentions of the conference, usually

i
ki
(=]
fme
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made by the reo1ona1 sponsor, i. e., laboratory director. These 1ntroduct1ons
. were fo]]owed by ‘presentations on the major themes of test1ng and instruct1on
.The maJor prosgntat1ons were summar1zed by a CSE staff member to re1terate
the1r maJor points, to provide a bridge to and focus for. the afternoon
- tra1n1ng act1v1t1es, to- beg1n the process 6f establishing the regional flavor
" of the conference, and to 1n1t1ato thinking on Fhe nesd to address regional
recommendations and‘implications.' )
’Afternoon actﬁvities consistpd of'snn{1ﬁgroﬂ65§?t{vity on 1ssues‘in ‘
testing and instruction.h barticipants broke into. small groups-and, | ¢
~ facilitated by CSEvdnd regionaT staff, discussed morningnpresentations and
were oriented to materid}s of relevance to test deve]opnent/se]eotion from
the standpoinxs of instructional sensitivity and technical quality. Summaries
of mijor addresses on testing and on instruction and descriptions of CSE
materials are oresented in the next two sections of this reporﬁ;_
Second-day activittes*focysed pn ope major 1ssues~1n.a manner deemed
appropriate to the negion,itranslated issues into régional questions, and
elicited a set o% recommendations. Regional recommendations are discussed
elsewhere in this report, and all confenence_agendas are presented in
Appendix B. .

- Follow-up to the Conference Activities -- Extension of pr1g1na1 Contract

As previously stated, the Regional Conferences were intended to stimulate
a broad view of American education in which testing is seer as only one part -

. . / .
of that endeavor. Further, the conferences were intended to develop real-

istic expectations about the useés and l1imftations of tests and testing and

‘to involve a diverse constituency in dialogue about the issues involved in




tests and testing and possib1evmeans,of solution. ‘

As a springboard for such dialogue, each regiona1»conference presented

" an invited speech on testing uses and limitations and an/{nv1ted speech on the

uses of testing information in instruction.. ~These talks provided'a bridge
for the 1ntroduct1on ofstra1n1ng materials addressing quest1ons of test

deve1opment and se1ect1on

At the conc]us1on of the contracted work associated with planning and -

conducting the Regional Conferences, CSE proposed a no-cost extensﬁon of
work to the Nationaﬂ Institute of Education.” This extension was designed
to meet two broad-purposes -First CSE would produce afbook‘of'readings
~ based on the 1nv1ted speeches on testing and 1nstruct1on §econd' CSeE
would revise the training materials on test development and se1ect1on on
‘the basis of external review (these mater1als had a1ready been somewhat
_mod1f1ed on the bas1s of pre-conference try out and the1r reception during
the Regional Conferences) Preparation of both the book of read1ngs and.
the revised tra1n1ng mater1als were intended to cont1nue the k1nds of dia-
logue begun at the Reg1ona1 Conferences and to make the results of such
dialogue potentially available to teachers, adm1n1strators, theor1sts,
Lresearchers, and policy makers.

‘ The work assoc1ated with this extension took place between Apr11 and
August, 1980

The Book of Readings

A total of eleven invited presentations resulted from the eight Ee-
gional Conferences (some speakers were invited to make presentations at
more than one conference).. CSE tasks associated with produc1ng.a book of

readings from these invited presentations were as follows:

S\
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to edit the invited speethes; prepare transitional materials,
and have the edited presentation reviewed by the authors

to subject the edited papeFérto‘externaf review L
to revise the ﬁafaria]s as‘necessary
to prepare materials fo: boteqtia]. commercial publication

The effort require@?ﬁy CSE to edit the papers varied wiqé1y among the

<

authors. In some éasesl.inyited speaké?s had prepared draff papers; editing p
of these papers péimar%fy requiréd th; kinds of changes associated with copy
editing -- consistency of prose s?y]e, tone, point of.view, grammatical and
syntactical gonsiderations. .Ip@gomé cases, speakers' presentations were less
formal and relied primari]ylﬁﬁinotes; ﬁn these cases, editing required by

CSE staff was extgnsive. This work involved transcribing taped presentations,
'a1terfng style,and delivery patterns into a form appropriate for formal book
publication, writing transitional pieces between sections of thé speech,
writing summaries, and so forth. In'a‘few cases, speakers madé’informa1
p}esentations on the basis of* their previous work already in print. In one

case, this kind of presentation cut across more than one earlier paper by

’ thé author. For the speeches presented in this mode, CSE editing was again

. éxtensive and, in effect,’amounted to large amounts of writing and/or re-

writing for consistency and approptriateness for the ahdiences ehvisiongd for
the book of readings.

311 edited papers were sent to-£uthnn§ufor review and approval. At
. A .
‘the same time, CSE staff wr;;2>1ntwqductonynaterials for the’draft book of

readings, amd a concluding section.

The edited papers were reviewed by Bernard McKenna of the NEA. Final

« » ‘ L 4 \
-~ 'revisions were made and the volume now stands. ready to be considered for

ot
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commercial publication.

The Revision of CSE Training Materials

As will be seen'in a later.section of this repbrt; fhe CSE maferié]s on
testse]ectiéﬁénd development had already been subject to revision on_the -
basis of local try-out and. feedback from the earlier Regional Conferences.
It was felt, however, that thé”ﬁété;ia}s,_giv;n their potential use by and
effect upon classroom teachers, should be viewed by external experts. CSE
tasks associated with‘fevising the materials consisted of the foTﬁowing:‘

field test n
revision
external review

. final hanuscript typing.

Judah Schwartz of MIT reviewed the draft materials in terms o% their
methodological soundness and the relevance and accﬁracy of’theydomain spec-
ification e;amp1es they provided. Bernard McKenna of‘the th reviewed the
materials from the standpoint of c]assrod& app]icaﬁion -- are they potenti-
ally useful to teachers? are they sufficiently broad to allow users to con-
sider development of a wide variety of assessment techni&ues? are exemplary
materials relevant ‘and acéurate? In addition, both external reviewers ex-
amined the leaders’ guide accompanying the materials. Concurrent wizh these

reviews, the materials were tried-out with teaching and central office s¥aff

of a’ local school district.

After the reviews, and the local try-out, the materials wére subject
to a final level of scrutiny. -- this time by CSE staff with a background in

tests and testing and who represented classroom teacher experience and con-

‘tent knowledge in the skill areas dealt with in the materials.




These CSE staff (1) 1ndependent1y of each other and of the external

reviewers prov1ded detailed cr1t1ques of the mater1a1s and made suggestions

for rev1s1on; (2) examined the results of the critiques madq'by the external

reviewers; and (

n?de‘appropfﬁate changes to the training materials and

wto the accompanying leader's gu1de A11 changes are nokaincorporated in

the final version of the materials. CSE is prgsent]y considering appro-

priate means of disseminating these materials; for example, it may be that

a commercial publisher interested in the book of readings would see value

in appending practical test development/selection materials wéth,the read-

%

ings on testing and instructional issues. 1 ~

. Summaries of the invited speeches and CSE trainihg materials appear

in the next two sections of this report.
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SUMMARIES OF INVITED PRESENTATIONS ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

As mentionea previgus]y, eaeh Regional Conference offefed two major ¢
preeentations during the first morning, one ori testing and one on instruc-
tion. Speakérs on testiné frequently discussed tests frog the standpoinf
of theirouses and misuses. Speakers addressing instruction often dis-
cussed the insfructiona] impl{cations of testing.- Since the speakers

usually differed from conference to conference, and thérefore the parti-

cipanf? acress all sites did not have the opportunity to hear the total

range of issues offered by all major speakers, summaries of their
presentations are included here, organized by the invited topics of
testing and instruction. '

/

-

Presentations on Testing" - 4

1. Ron Edmonds

4

Ron;Edmonds is Senior Assistant to the Chancellor of Instruction,

Board of Education of the City of New York. In his talk on testing,

Edmonds' major concern was with the organization and adminystra-
tion of schools to lead to a more equitable d1str1but1on of bas1c
skills; -he believes that schools cannot proceed to equity until they

respond to, those students presently getting the least from education. /

v

In Edmgnds est1mat1on, current nonn-referenced test1ng practices have

g

tod’greaf‘a«hold on American schools, and that hold is the greatest

|

|
single 1mped1ment to the equ1tab1e provision of the goods of education :

|

\

|

|

-- particularly in the area of acquisition of: basic skills. Part of the

solution strategy offered by Edmonds involves the local generation of

criterion-referenced tests., . : % 0,

12 2.0
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Edmonds sees four major impediments tb so]ving‘the problem of.testa
m1suse vis-a-vis the equitable delivery of basic ski]]s (1) educators
and others are too timid, too slow, and/or -too 1nd1fferent to 1nstruct1ona1
equity; (2) there is a great need for more rigorous analysis of test.uses
|nq:\buses; (3) public understanding is modest and misunderstanding so |
pervasive that there is a great need .to 1nf%rm the public before 1mpro§e-
ment can take place in testing; (4) the vested interest of the cBmmercia]

1 test1ng industry. . \Ke‘ |

Edmonds is aJso concerned with the 1nter2ﬁt1on between pupil perfor-
mance and family background. He.believes that:pupil fam11y background in
1tseﬁf is not the principal determ1nant of ach1evement but. rather how
,schools respond’ to that background. Discussion of this kind of issue is

o

the erst step in the consideration of 1nstruct1on and test content and
y:h% k1nds of items deve1oped to measure des1red sk111s Such d1scuss1on‘
should focps on schoo] organ1zat1on and adm1n1strat1on, so that schools
become ‘more democrat1c and equitable in what they deliver.
Edmonds' approach tq the use of criterion-referenced tests calls -
. for public disZussion of'what parents and others want chi]dren\to know
and be able to do to demonstrate cquisition of basic skii]s. This
'pdblic discussion musgainvo1ve examination of student instructional needs
and scrutiny of the megsure§:}o be developed and the outcomes they
will taﬁézXAfter resoTution of these,instruqyiona1 and testing issues,
schools should consult the profess1ona1 test maker to guide local
development of measures that are techn1ca11x sound, instructionally
relevant, and responsive to thevresu1ts of the public needs sen;ing.

Locally generated criterion-referenced tests can provide schools

with information that is very useful in the attempt to deliver basic

13
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» skills toemEZy more students. than is currently taking place. One role of

criteridn-réfergnced'tests in this regard is to provide families bf students.

v ! with a basis to discuss with schools the acquisition of basic skills; =

&5

thesectésts would provide a description of pupil progress in relation to

what their parents want them to know. That is, schools need to bécome more

-

equity orieﬁted; criteridn-feferepch test results.can be‘ﬁsed to involve
parents in this movément. .
With the use of criterion-réfergnced tests as defined by Edmonds,

/

three defensible purposes of test?ng emerge: (1)'to judge the instructibna]

effectiveness of the school building -- to distinguish between schools that -

. are and are not instructionally effective; (2) to reporf individual pupil

achievement <£ not in a normative marner, but in terms of what the student

currently know%; and (3) .to report.individual pupil diagnosis ‘and design
- o ' ‘ 8
instructional p?%scription that will imp(gve the diagnosed deficiences.

2. William Coffman

William Coffman is Director, Igwa Testing Programs, University,of lowa.

One of his major concerns is that the public is very interested in getting

a simple answer to the question of how well their schools are doing. Since

standardized tests are standardized, they ought to be able to provide that
: A

simple answer. However, 1nterp;¥ting test ‘results is not a simple job.
[

When they are faced with a choi%b between having test results that are

!
misused and having no test results, teachers will generally opt for no

v/ .
test results, as is currently evidenced by resolutions for a moratorium.
yZ . :
Coffman suggests thatithe greatest ‘error made is to assume that
because standardized tests carry impressive technical manuals, and have

namés that appear to focus on desirable 1earh1ng, they are more accurate and

relevant measures than they actually are; that is, that they are more

¢
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valid and reliable than thex ctually are. By way of example', Coffman

cites the Towa Teg} of Basic kills’YITBS) lts read1ng comprehension
subtest is reported to have ar 11ab111ty of approx1mate1y .85 when used
at a partlcu1ar grade level. But the standard error of measurement
lreportedﬁin the test manual means that the reported score for a pupil

nay dif?ev by_severaL units either>way from the true score,one‘would ob-
ta1n;from averaging many d1fferent tests Tike the ITBS but with different
qgest1ons. The d1fference between reported score and true score may;lead

to students be1ng placel .in too 1ow or too high .a percent11e rank., It
takes,considerable experience to be able to treat test scores as indicators,
as‘usefu1‘informatipn in the context of other information one might have
about:a pypil. Yet it 1s'probab1y better'practice to have periodic test
reports than to dépendyentjre]y.on subjective impressions, especia]]y if
‘one has the resultsfof other tests in a comprehensive\hattery as additional
checks. | ’

Stj]] citing the ITBS, Coffman then discussed jts language subtests -- .
.spelling, capitalization, punctuation, and usage. The composite based on )
these fodr subtests has a reported reliability considerab]y higher than ‘the
reading comprehension -- between .90 and .94 for the typical grade with
estimates of standard error of measurement ranging between 2.0 and 5.6.
fherefore, ane can obtain a'relatiVely more accurate estimate of the abitity
of a pupil to answer @u]tfp]e-choice questions about the mechanios of
English composition than about the same.pupil's ability to answer questions '
about passages read. But Coffman raised the question ahout how much can be
said about<a pupil's ability to express thoughts in.writing on the basis

of scores on the language subtests.
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The prob1emfof re1iabi11ty is less severe wheh one.1oo?s at average
scores for a class or school rather than at scores for 1nd1vidua1s How-
ever, by foous1ng on output only apnd by assum:ng that the test is a
gomprehens1ve and valid measure of whatever ;t‘;s named, test results
’can\be misused. A school with betow average test scores may be doing an
excellent job, while‘a\schoo1 ;tth above average.scores may be doing a

tmeoiocre Jjcb.- Th}s problem oftenu1eads to use of pre- and post-measures to
,determine which‘schod1shhave the greater gains. However, given the con-
sjderab1e;enror in'any'standardized test score, the gain scgges derived
from testing at the beginning and end of a period of instructionhref1ectﬁ
the errors of both measuremehts and thus become even 1ess depehdab1e
than the test scores themselves:

Coftman/then turned to discussion of the USOE guide1ines‘for the
evaluation of Title I programs. These guide]ines, he suggests, are strong
|on stat1st1ca1 manipulation and weak of va11d1ty Each of the three Title
1 mode1s rests on assumptions which are not 11ke1y to be met in the situa-
tions in which the models are applied. For example, one model assumes that

. the national norms for 2 test are appropriate references against which to '
compare a Title I'program. The appropriateness of this comparison, however;
can only be made by 1oca1 educational authorities who are knowledgeable
about ]oca1 obJect1ves and informed about what part1cu7ar teaching, 1earn1ng,
and other contextual activities are occurr1ng at the 1OCa1 T1t1e I site. A |

second model calls for the 1dent1f1cat1on of a comparable group of pup11s

w1th which a group rece1v1ng Title I treatment can be compared. The experi-

mental comparison required by this model is usually not_feasible in education.

The third mode) assumes that thesperformance of pupils #n a school not pro-

\ ‘.
vided with Title I treatment is adequate as an indicator of what would be a

16




reasonable expectation if no Title I tféatment has been provided. While

the analyses emanating from this model may look impressive, again the
underlying assumption is usua]iy not met and so the conc]usibns are usually
invalid.

Coffman points out that we should not attempt to draw conclusions froms
such cdmparisons on the basis o% test scores alone without applying bro-
fessional judgement ta make adjustments’ for the effects of var1ab1es assumed
to he contro]]ed and which usually are not.

In terms of criterion-referenced tests, Coffman believes that their
advocateg seem to suggest that sugh tests avoid all the problems of validity
and reliability encountered with norm-referenced tests, a supposition he does
not accept. In this regard Coffman raised issues of objective focus, setting
standards or‘zutoffgscores, and‘numbeerf items answered correctly tb infer

. - er———
mastery. Coffman feels that any good achievement test §hou1d be a sample
from some criterion domain and that, instead’of comparing norm- and criterion-

referenced measures, we should be concerned with the breadth or specificity

of the domain and with whether the interpretation of the score is norm-

referenced or criterion-referenced. With a norm4refey§nced interpretation
we need to ask how good is the obtained score as an estimator of the true -~
score of the ﬁupi] on the developmental scale us@ﬁf?or reporting. With a
criterion—referenced interpretation we need.to ask what is the probability
/that we.hav; classified the pupil correctly or incorrectly.

Coffman conciuded by addressing:the minimum compétency\ﬁbvementik\He
feels that funds being spent on the deve1opment and operation of minimbm T
competency testing programs might better be directed at éfforts to understand

how to work effectively with children who are not learning'at a normal - rate.

AN
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He believes that ouﬁﬁsu(rent problem is not that educators cannot
identify deficiencies, but that it is difficu1této know how to solve a -
particular learning problem. |
By way of summarizieg Coffman ‘offered the following boiﬁts:
1. tests are professional tools that are not to be treated over-
simplistically “
2. tests are indicators to be used as guides to Angements; they
are not substitutes for professiona1 Jjudgement v «
3. both norm- and criterion- referenced Tnterpretat1ons of test
scores are useful and 1nformat1ve and shou]d not be set up
as antagonists f . : D
4. there is a major task of educating people to what tests can

N
o

and cannot do

3. Peter Airasian

Peter Airasian is P%&?essor of Education, Boston Co]]eée. In his

presentation, Airasian provided a perspective in which to place current

. debate over uses “and.-misuses of standardized achievement tests. He defines

an achievement test as a sample of behaVior\that is used to make ififerences
aeout a ]afger domain of behavior. On the basis of this sample of behavior
inferenees’about how pupils would perform on the jarger domain are made.
Three points of interest emerge from this definition of a test. First, when

we examine the content validity of an acQjevement test by .comparing the

~objectives of -imstruction to the items in the test, we are asking whether

there is sufficient correspondence between what was taught and what is being

vtested to perm1t valid 1nferences about pup11 learning. Second, no test

prov1des an exact inference about a pup11 s performance on the 1arger domain

-




of interest; because a test is a sample of behavior, the results of a test
are subjectﬂto‘error. Third, the word "tést" is a gengric term, encom-

passing not only standardized tests, but also other educational situations

. in which a sample of behavior is used to make inferences about an individual's

or group's €haracteristics. Many so-called alternative assessment procedures

such, as pubi] interviews and examination of work samples are-also tests.
While they differ from traditional norm?referenéed tests in form and content,
as well as ih the way results are pfesented, they are nonetheless tests.
Airasian sees the social context of schools and classrooms as testing
situations with or without the introduction of standardized achievement tests.

<3

Even if standardized tests were eliminated, a great deal of testing and

©

inference making would still go on in schools and c1assrooms: But this is

' quite proper, since one of the primary roles of a teacher is to guide student

learning, and this cannot be accomplished without testing in one way or
another. It is therefore .simplistic for critics of standardized tests td

argue that with the abolition of such tests will emerge classrooms not con-

‘cerned with testing or inter-bupil comparisons.

With this background information given, Airasian then turned to areas
in which standardized achievement tests have been criticized. These kinds
of criticisms can be presented in terms of thrée génera] areas,- They are
criticized on the basis of characteristics intrinsic to the tests; that is,
on the basis of what the tests are or what they measure. They are a1so\\
criticized on the:basis'of characteristics not intrinsic to them; that is;
on the basis of what tﬁey are not or do not measure: Lastly, they are
criticized on the basis of what they do; that is, on the basis of their

effects on pupils, teachers, and the éducative process in general. For

19
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example, criticisms related to cparacteristics intrinsic to the fest
might be that standardized'achievement tests mean that about half the
pupils tEstedfwi]] be below average; or that standardized tests measure
only é sma]] portion of what teachers and schools try to do. “Examples
of criticisms related to characteristics not intrinsic to the test might
be that standardﬁzed tests are not diagnost1c, ‘or that they do not
measure creat1v1ty, 1nterests, initiative, values. Examples of criticisms
“velated to the effects of tests ‘might include that standard1zed ach1eve-
“ment tests label pupils, mislabel pup1ls, that they dom1nate school
curriculum, or that they foster competition in the classroom.
‘But there are anomelies'among these kinds of,criticisms: First,
" standardized tests are criticized because they measure a limited and
trivial dimension of the entire pupil. The same tests are criticized by
othere because they measure too broad a range of pupil characteristics.
Second, many of the eriticisms copcerning the characteristics which tests N
do or do not posses§ may be overcome in‘practige‘pyfthe informed selection
of test§ in the firsfvp1ace. Third, given that any te;f>{s a sample of
‘behavioe might be taken as an argument for using more tests to measui'e’
additional areas rather than as an argument for abandoning standardized
achievement tests altogether.
Airasian then offered four actual misuses of tests to consider.' Fjrst,
it is a misuse of standard%zed achievement tests to treat scores as if
they were an infallible, unchanging index containing to error. Any test
score conta1ns error, insofar as it is impossible to say with certa1nty
that the individual's observed score 1nd1cates his or her "true" performance

on the general domain to which we W1Sh to make inferences.
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A second misuse occurs when a single test score is used as the sole
' . \
criterion for'making important decisions about individuals and prégrams.

Test results should always be 1nterpreted in 11ght of various contextual

parameters which character1ze the pupils, teachers, and the genera1 schoo1

env1ronment.
A third major misuse of standarized achievement tests occurs when
uncritical aséumutions are made about the traits that a test is presumed

to measure. Jus? because a test has the word achievement in its title

“does not mean that for all pupils in all situations the test taps only or

even exclusively achievement. For some groups, depending upon the nature’
of the instruction they have received,'the test may not be a measure of

v::‘\?

school achievement at a]] but rather a surrogate measure of verbal
fluency, home background or soc1a1 status |

A fourth misuse of standafdized'achievement‘tests occurs when the
information provided by a test score is confused- w1th interpretations of
////_#\\;F\f\caused the behavior to be summar1zed by that score. A test score is

TN
a numerical descr1pt1on néither gobd nor bad in its own right but only

.an estimate of an individua]:s perfonnence at .a given pojnt in time; it
doee not te]L us why the individual performed as he/she did; it’}epresents
an abstraction from the contextua’l parameters which might relate to or
influence it. |

- No single test,‘given et any sidgle time and divorced from consider-
ation of contextual contingencies, should serve as the sole cfiterion;for
making decisions or providing,exp1anatipn§ 6f pupil behavior. Hithin“the
.c1assroom, there is ohe primary use of standardized aehievemeut,tests.

They provide an additional source of evidence about pupils which teachers
17
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may use to corroborate- their own judgements and perceptions about pup11%.

-

Often, .test results will tend to ag?ée with teacher judgements; where ;éey
do not, a flag may be’raised'to suggest further consideration of particular
pupils.

4. William Angoff

William Angoff is the Executive Director for Technica]lDeve1ophen§ at
.Educational Testing Service. Although many of his remarks were set in the
context of ghe history of s@qggardized tesiin% in the United étates, his
presentation did deal Qith aspects of test use and misuse. For example,
Angoff believes that standardized testing,.when used proﬁer]y, is an indis-
pensible tool in a democratjc society in which large ﬁumbers of young people
seek to advance themsejves educﬁtiona]]y; socially, and economically, énd
thus are asking to be evaluated as individuals without social, eth?ic, '
national, or re]igious ]abe]s entering'into the evaluative process. The
four prinéipai characteristics of standardized tgsts describedﬂby Angoff
in this regard afe their acpurac;, objectivity, standardization, and
cdmparability. Even though stest scores are”imprecise Angoff believes tpat .
they'éie.st111 Bettef than alternative devices such as gubjective marks and
grades, interviews, recom@endations, rating scales, and oral examinations&

“No matter the indispensability of these alternative ‘approaches, they. ar \\h\\\

far less precisé than we would like tpo bé]ieve and far less precise than
stan&ardized tests. Standardized tests, he maintains, still remain the
most accurate measures we have.

On the matter of objectivity, Angoff believes that the kinds of
alternative approaches to assessment listed above are subject to human
bias. While standardized tests are susceptib&e to posgib1e bias, if they
are uséd as they are intended to be; they are free of bias. At the very
22
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least, they are freééof the contamination that arises from preﬂg;;;d biases
that creep into any evaluation of one human being by anoéher. “
Angoff cites the fact of standardizatioh as the principal character-
istic of standardized iesfs.- Such testing is conducted under carefully
controlled conditions, the scoring is done in precisely the same way for
}\ A all examinees, raw scores are converted to scaled scores by means of the !
same conversion table.for everyoée.

Finally, Angoff Cited comparabi]ity as one of'thé most significant
/ ‘ deye]opmééts in the field of standardized festing; that is, the statistical
;&\ ' technique »f score ca]ibratioi.which makes it possible to make valid com- ‘
parisons bétween and among individual students a;d groups of students. ‘
Further, the same techniques of calibration allow us to combine data in |
various,ways-and make it possible, for example, to make comparisons across
ye;rs and to plot and observe trends. - |

Mhile tests have a useful and importan?Qp]ace in American education,

it is eagy to overemphasize their value andnmaké the mistake of placing
too much reliance on them: tests are not EE?fecf]y accurate, they are not
perfectly predictive, theyago not measure th; whole person, they do not
measure native or innate gbi]kfy, they do not measure the human potential, '
they do not compensafe for unéquq] preparation or 6pportunity in previous :
exposures to education. On the other hand, 5tandardized tests are morev o )
versatile, more useful, more objective, and/muchgfairer than any other
method we know for asseésing human'té1ént and abi]itiés. However, they ] L
are not a banace; and Shou1d never be uséd:in isolation to make important . - ,
decisions when additional 1nformation is available. _ J
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5. Frank Womer P
. ’—‘_\"
Frank Womer is Director, Michigan School Testing Service. Womer
defined a test as. a -data gathering set of activities, and discussed the
basic ways in which inferences about the meaning of a test score can be

made; he defines the norm-referenced application as the attempt to hake

. accurate comparisons of the performance of one student with other like

students -- how a stldent ranks with his peers on the given set of questions

used in the test; he Jefines the criterion-referenced application as the

attempt to relate the te f a student to some desired test score --
a desired test Scére being a standard that is deemed appropriate or even
essential for students in a given grade or a given age.

Womer then described specific uses and abuses of tests as falling
readily 1nto one of threexsftegor1es -- plann1ng how to use test results,
the test1ng (us1ng) phase, and the actual interpretation. |

Unden,thu\glégping phase, NomeQ:fjscussed the following issues:

Looking for information vs. looking for answers: Test scores should

Be seen as specific bits of information about performance on a test. They
can be related to other kinds of info?mation.known about a student to add
interpretative capability to the test score itself. A test scoré does not
provide a set interpretation. | S

. g .
Looking for information vs. justifying prior judgements: Even worse

than assumiﬁg that- a test score equates automatically to a given answer is
the situation in which a test user is concerned primarily xith seeking test

scores that confirm prior decisions or opinions.

Developing standards vs. borrowing standards: It is unwise to use

test norms as test standards automatically; yet many consumers of test

scor;s tend to set average performance as the expected standard for everyone.

' % 3y




Rather, attempts should be made to set standards of expected or hoped-for

attginment independent of test norms.

Identifying negds vs. categorizing: To assume a student will maintain

-

an undesirable level of competence on the basis of a low test score ignores

the great variations in opportunities and motivation to learn specific cog-

nitive skills and to practice these skills. Test score% should be seen as
a challenge for improvement rather than as an impediment to improvement.

Judging effectivquss of learning vs. judging effectiveness of instruc-

tion: A1l achievemeAt tests are designed to measure whether sfudents have
or have not learned something. But the test scorééthey provide does not

indicate the manner in which a child learned the skill or the conditions

under which the skill was learned. s
Under the using phase, Womer discussed the following kinds of issues:

Ascertaining what a test measures vs. assuming what a test measures:

A test's title rarely describes specifically what is being measured in the
test; it is therefore unwise to assume the test title will provide sufficient
information either to select a test for instructional appropriateness or to

interpret the results it provides.

Testing for individual needs vs. lockstep testing: Afthqggh group

l‘ .
testing may be an essential ingredient in a testing program, it needs to be

temperdd with moré individualization of testing than now exists. Teachers
may not dee the values of test results from a Systemwide testing program
nor be able to use thém for their own 1nstrué£1ona1 purposes.

.

Using repeated test measures vs. using $ingle measures: It is unwise

and dangerous- to draw sweeping generalizations from single test scores;
three or four test scores from different tests or alternate test forms
taken some time apart may provide more reasonable evidence of a typical

evel .of student func¢tioning.
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Understanding the nature of derived scores vs. superficial understanding:

Migunderstanding and misuse of such commonly used test scales as the grade
equivalent or the percentile is a severe problem. Such scales provjde infor-
matibn about the ordering or ranking of scores and should not be used to draw
exact inferences about differences between scores. o

Interpreting variability vs. interpreting exactness: Since all test

scores are subject to potential error, test users should interpret test
results in a band around the specific gcore that a student obtained. Each
test score should thus be seen as a range of scores within which a given
student’s attainment probably lies.

Making testing subservient to teaching vs. dominating teaching: Achieve-

ment tests should be tools designed to reflect the goals and objéctives that

teachers and others are attempting to attain.

Under tbe interpreting phase, Womer discussed the following;

Interpreting high scores vs. interpreting low scores: While there are

only a few different ways to get a high score on a test -- to know the answer,

to guess, to cheat, there are more different ways to get low scores -- not
know the answer, poor guessing, ppor,mdtivation, lack of exposure to or

practice with the skills being tested, etc. Therefore low test scores need

. not be per@;gent evidence of low attainment, and unwarranted interpretations

of low test scores represent a major misuse of tests.

"Sharing results with students vs.'secrecy: If a test is really an
information gathéné%éldevice then that informa;ion may appropriately be
shared with students: e.g., to;he]p the s}udents know when they have -
mastered something and when fhey need: further study.

Needs assessment vs. cértifichtion of, attainment: The results of

standardized tests have been used for many years for purposes of demonstrating

the levels of attatnment reached by a group of students. But test results

‘
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should also provide useful diagnostic information for the classroom
teacher to help identify 1earning needs of individual students.

In summary, appropriate Qses of tests can be maximized and abuses
minimized if a test user»kn;ws what he wants from test results, selects
tests designed to give that information, khows the characteristics of tests
and test development, knows the characteristics of derived scores used to
report test results, and treats the resu]tihg scéres as information that
has potential utility for improving the Tearning of both individual stu-
dents and groups of students.

6. Deborah Meier

Deborah Meier is a New York City School principal. She is concerned
that so many teachers, parents, and legislators do not understand the
terminologyuQﬁ standardized testing. The few terms that seeﬁ to be under-
standable and useful, such as gréde level, are actually misleading. Yet
there‘is almost comp\xte reliance on formal test scofes. even when they
run counter to professional judgement of student competence. Given the
great impact of tes}jng on schools, and on teachers', parents', and chil-
dre;’s attitudes toward schooling, tests must be scrutinized much more

refully. | n

' “To é]aborate her position on fgrma] testing, Meier used an auto-
biographical and anecdotal approach, with examples of conflict between
test scores and pfofessiona1 judgement. For instance, ;he discussed the
third-grade child who had been an early reader but who sgored poorly on a
formal reading test. Observation revealed that this child thought the
"fairest" way to approach the test was to read the passage, then cover the

passage with his hand and try to answer the questions;hthat is, to see how

(\
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much of the passaée he retained after reading it. For this chi]d; because
of his interpretation of the task, the test was not a "reading" test. An-
éther example involved a kindergarten clfss Méier taught in Central Harlem. .
When the first of these chi]dren reached secona grade, the age at which New ’
Yor& City begins testinaﬁ\gfjldiip/£ﬁat Meier had judged to be reading well
scored poorly on the tests. \Thése.disparities led her to be more critical
in her examination of tést content and forﬁ and 'children's perceptio; of
the nature of the testing task. -
Pursuing these issues as a teacher, Meier discovered many students who
could read a passage with oral fluency, discuss it intelligently, and yet
get the wrong answérs on formal tests of its content. Some children gave
answers based on experiences which, though reasonable, were not the exper- %
iences envisioned by the test makers; other children gave answers based on
a Jogic the test was not designed to tap; still others chose a wrong answer
because'£hey misunde;stood the task or the test directions. Again, for
these children, the test cannot be considered a test of reading exclusively. g
Worting cfo§e1y wifh these children, Meier would read p&ﬁ%ages and
their queétions aloud; many of the children did not fare any better on test
questions even when they were relieved of the task of reading. Their dif-
ficulty lay not in reading as such but r&thér in dealing with content, rea-
soning, or deciphering the nature of the task or the bias of the test makers,
Seemingly simple passages on a second- or third-grade reading test have

/
subject matter, a particular terminology to describe the subjedt matter,

- and a particular way of demonstrating mastery. " But even when children were

not puzzled by the subject matter or led astray by false but clever guesses
about the meaning of an unfamiliar term, they still often missed the test
makers' logic in selacting the one correct answer.

Meier, then, is concerned about misuse or misinterpretation of the scores
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derived from’standardized achievement tests. These tests, designed to discrim-
inate among certain kinds of childré;. provide scores that are constant nation-
wide; half the children yi]] always be labeled below grade level and half ‘
dbove; and so the demand that evéryone read at or above grade level, using

Id

_these test scores as criteria, is unrealizable.
.'fhis issue Ted Meier to consider the nature of bias in standardized
tests. Test makers need items that discriminate among learners on a statjs-
tically predictabie basis. They design items that will be answered wrong

“ by'certain kinds of children; and the same number of children in the popu-
lation as a whole wif1 answer particular itémSgwrong as in the sample group

on whom the tests were normed. What matters, according to Meier, is not the
.absolute “fairness" or "accuracy" of the "right" answers, but their ability

to distinguish the better students from the less able ones and iﬁ so doing
produce a predetermined scoring pattern.. .

A reading test, for instance, will have items in which vdcabu]ary, sub-
“ject mattér, languagé style, metaphors, word and idea associations, and values
assume a "mainstream" social and personal history. The child who has to stop
and think about what these assumptions are will not do so well on the tests
as the child for whom the assumptions hold. The tests thus provide a fairly
accurate screening device -- separating children by their ability to handle
"mainstream” culture from those wﬁz did not. The tests require a class angy
ethnic bias, and for reasons that are neither vicious nor prejudiced. The
bias is simply a characteristic of this approach_to measurement, but it must
be recognized for what it is and what it produces. . jy

Standardized tests produce a score thaf combines many traits, including
the ability to read. But they are>not a very helpful measure of what the

school can do to help children learn to take meaning from what they read.
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If standardized test scores are confused with how a child reads, then &11
children are done 2 disservice, but the disservice 1; most@seficus for dis-
advantaged children It is thereforq necessary to see\}hewlgmitations of
such tests, and“use them sparingly aJd only when the information tﬁey pro-
vide is the information needed. |

We need to admit that we have oniy imprecise;ways to measure children's
skill at something as deceptive]} siﬁp]e as '"reading." OQur formal tools of
measurement are no more objective orgaccurate than techniques in which a
teacher listens to a child read a sé]ection and then questions the child
about the selection. Teachers and parents alike need assistance in under-
standing and accepting the diagnostic richness of these techniques. Nothing
is more harmful to a good education than the present &rosion of the capacity
to make judgemengs, to have person#] standards. Formal té@ting must be
returned to its propeir place -- asra minor adjunct of educa£§on. Perhaps
then schools will be able to devoté the time and effort needed to deliver
equality and quality in education.;

v
Presentations on Instruction™, % '.
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1. Eva Baker “IEJL%
Eva Baker is Director of the Center for the Study of Evaluation and
Professor in UCLA's Graduate Schoé] of Education. Baker explained the
current positions about testing a§ a function, in part, of the history and
background of testing: tests havé been used as or claimed to be use& as an
instrument fostering competition; the growth in testing technology has been
continuous; the great belief in the psychological virtues of testing; and

the great and varied claims about what tests can legitimately be used for.
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Among these widespread claims are\that tests provide useful information -

for decisions about student selection and/or program selection; to make
decisions about classroom instructional practice; to permit comparative
descriptions across schools; to provide usefu]ftnformation to a wide
variety of concerned audiences; to make decisions about students' college
entrance; to-make~decisions about teacher certification and/or evaluation;
and that tests meet many mandated requirements for information about
students and educational programs. J
Given the apparent widéspread use of tests, Baker is also concerned
with determining how much testing is actually tak1ng p1ace, how much of
the information provided by tests is actually used by teachers, to what
extent the use of test information has an effect upon students, programs,

and teachers; how much testing takes place not for the purpose'of educa- -

" tional decision making but rather to satisfy external demands for infor-

mation.

Should testing continue, Baker is also concerned about quest1ons of
which kinds of tests provide the most useful information -and for whom,
how much testing shou]d take piace, and-the extent to which test infor-

mation can be used to improve schoo] dec1s1ons regarding equity issues and

‘student competence.

Baker also pointed up areas of 1rrat1ona11ty in current debate over
testing.fyon the one hand, there appears to be a great belief in the quality
of tests developed by experts who‘are external ‘to schoois; that the tests
developed by these experts provide a match witn a given curriculum (a cur-
riculum which may also have been deveioped by an entcide’expert); that the

information generated by testgiw1lj be used by- teachers and schools to modify

instruction. On the other hand, CSE work and other researchers have pin- .
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pointed many weaknesses, both technical and instructional, in norm- and
criterion-referenced tests currently in use. Comhercially made tests

both norm— and cr1ter1on referenced, vary on technical quality as well as
on their{approprﬁateness to the local curriculum. Teacher-made criterion-
referenced tests may be fbca]]y responsive and have greater instructional
releyance but can often Ee challenged on technical questions. Further,
teachers da not appear to have great faith in the values of testing.

Teachers feel that tests are 1mposed on them; they do not meet the realities

“ of the clasSroom;. that tests often have a weak relat1on 'to instruction and

thus- teachers rare]y rely on their results for 1nstruct1ona1 det1Stpns

-

Even when teachers do attempt to t1e test information into the&r 1nstruc-
tional decisions,:they admit lack of knowledge about what der1ved scores
actually mean; the results are thus difficult to interpret and to relate

to instructiona]/peeds and decisions. Finally, these problems are often a

function of poor description of a test; a written description often be-

fuddles the issue of what a test will supgpsed]y measure and the kinds of
information the test user actually needs.

- Tests will not proviaé teachers with information for instructional
decisions unless they meet the following kinds of design criteria:

1. publicness -- test deve]opment protedures and test intentions must
be made public; tests must previde sufficient c]ar%ty of description that
teachers understand how to use them to make decisions about individuals
and classes; students.need to know why they are'being tested and exactly
what is expected of them; parents need to understand test intentions,
results, and the basesjof decisions affecting their children.

2. economy -- tests should be used more sparingly; they need to be
more economical, not only in terms of money, but also in terms of student
and teacher time and student and teacher anxiety.

) 32

N A

b



{

3. sensitivity -- tests must be directed to 1nstructiona11y sensitive

¢

matters; they must be respons1ve to and lead to 1nstruct1ona1 intervention.

4. .significénce -- tests must be meaningful; they must be of signifi-

cance both to the studepts who take them and the teachers who use them.

. v
Even with the advent of these criteria, however, tests should only

ﬁsupp]ement, and never supplant, other kinds ofvinfotmatjon,bsuch as teacher

judgement, used to make classroom decisions.

Baker does not suggest that teachers must become instant test develop-
ment specia]istsﬁ Rather she asks that teachers become more informed con-
sumers of test information in terms of the decisions they make. Teachers,
as Jnformed consumers, need to be ab]e to ask the r1ght kinds of questions
about a particular test: what kind of 1nformat1on doesith1s test provide?

what kind of scores does it yield? what kind of assistance will it provide

for instructional decision making? what evidence is there that student

\\performance can be improved on the Basis of the test? what evidence is

there that curricula exist to facilitate the desired improvement? does the
test help communicate efbectations to students and parents?

Baker proposes local test development as one means of improving the
usefulness of tests. But whether tests adre 1oca1{y or externally generated
they should meet the four broad criteria previously outlined. * Should tests -
begin to address these criteria, it will be possible to develop a cqherent'
logic in test items. On the basis of that coherence, instructional needs
can be identified and apptopriate prescriptions made about what to teach or
how to provide add1t1ona1 pract1ce on an 1dent1f1ed skill deficiency. Tests
developed on this bas1s prov1de the first step 1n systematically tying

together testing and instruction in the classroom_

o
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2. Madeline Hunter

Madeiine Hunter is the Principal of the Ubiversity'E]ementary School
of UCLA. In her %a]k, she expressed concern. about the‘amount of testing
currently taking p]ake and the time if detracts from thg task of teaching.
She is also concerned that many»stUdénts do not.Undgthand or'aCcebt'thé
purposes of testing.

Hunter further suggests that t8achers are ngt using the broad range
of data that is often available to them, perhaps because of tension between
the kinds of information they wédnt and exferna] demands for other kinds of
information. Part of the confusion hay be exp]éined by examining the pur-
pdges of evaludtive and diagnostic information and the fact that they are
ihtended-to lead to different uses/conc]usions. Hunter defines evaluative

[0
information as being judgménta], comparatiye, and typically summative and
thus of 1ittle u;g to teachers in instructi®nal decision making. She de-
fines diagpostic 1nfokmaff0n as the principal aid to teachers in making
prescriptive decisiéhs to improve the perfd;mance offindfvidua] students,‘
groups, and classes. In this regard; furgher, standardized tests either
provide—too little information, or too much too late. Dirgcf.teacher ob~-

~

servation of students, she suggests, is the be;t source of diagnostic
information. | L
Hunter offers three approaches to diagnosis. These three approaches
consist of:
1. formal, standardized achievement tests
) 2. informal diagnosis

3. inferential diagnosis

Formal testing may provide an accurate source of information, but can be »
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time consuming and costly. The two other approaches, relying on teacher’

“observation of students and constant use of feedback while teacﬁiﬁg, providé

diagnostic information in a Tess costly manner. In the case of informal

1

diagnosis, .potential imprecjsion'of information is offset by timeliness of

‘the information'in.terms of allowing immédiété‘préscript%vefdecisions

during the act 6f teaching. But it,is~importanf that students understand o
the purpose of informal diagnosis;kitbis not intended to have a summative

or eva1dat1vetfunction. Such diagnostic information: however, may néed to
be examined in terms of its relationships with the results of fofﬁé] testing
pfograms.\ | .

Inferential diagnosis can'g150 be an ef;;ctive source of information.
It draws upon prior experieqce‘Qith‘and knowledge of the students being
obsérveg. Obviously, the comparability of the prior and present experiences
is an issue in terms of reliability of the information generated. poth in-" .
formal and inferential diagnost}c information can be used in conjunction
with formal measures to corroborate jnstructiona1 decisions.

The kinds of decisionsinade on the basis of diagnostic information
will also be inf]ugpced in terms of issues'of dependency/independency in
1nstruction and 1earning. Not a]f 1earning occurs in a:dependent sequence;
in §Qmew1é§rning areas sequenCe§ are independent. The importance of these
two kinds of sequence must be undgrstood-in-teét data interpretatidn, since

these data must be translated into instructional strategies on the basis of

_studént mode of learning (input) and verification of that learning (output).

, Instructional strategies should also address:
1. “the contént decisjon of where 1nst;uctjon should begin
2. student's op%ima1v1eérn1ng mode y
3. amount of. teachér and studént ;1né needed to achieve desired

_ improvement
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Hunter suggests that formal tests are not entirely effective in
ansheriné questfoh numbehethree about time;'however, they may be quite
effectiye ihL?nswerthb question number one on instructional entry and to
some extent in answering quéstion number two about student Jearning

: qodality,.-Toithe,extenh that formal measures haye'these properties, they -
- may eftectively corroborate te&cher'decisions made bn the basis of class-

room observation. There is no single bést approach to testing.

3. Judah Schwartz

Judah Schwartz is with the Educational Development Center and
MassachusettS‘Institute:of Techno]bgy. His talk on alternative .approaches
to,assessment has both test use and instructional implications. échwartz
described.the history of the psychomet:jp tradition in test development as
a reSponse to society's perceptiohs of_jts/ﬂe£; for accountabifity and
selection. "He'amh1ifies these broad(é§g§\jn terms of acc00htabi1ity

;-Judgements about the qua11ty of school systems, accountability or licensure
judgements about the performance of 1nd1v1dua1Zteachers, and the wish to
detect and assess the effect; of instruction for the purpeses of d1agnos1s
and treatment -- i.e., to help shape the form of instruction. yhi1e
accountability, selection, licensure, and diagnosis are all legitimate
and necessary functions in,society; there are reasons to question how well
the psychometric paridigm can allow us to fill these societal functions in
'an en11ghtened and humane way. . ,

- Schwartz's offers two broad classes of objection to the psychometr1c
paradigm. The first is that multidimensional phenomena -- for example,
traits, abilities, or behaviors;--‘canhot.be ranked ordered. Well ordering
is indeed a property of one dimensional attributes, but multidimensional -

phenomena cannot be'we11 ordered except when a theory of aggregation is
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present. Under those circumstances it 1s'possjble to aggregate complicated

and diverse phenomena so that they differ from.one another only with respect
to the value of the.attribute 1n'question. HowéveF in the lbsence of such
,@ theory it is not possible to rank order the value of the attribute
" The second class of obgection to the psychometric paradigm is the problem
of validity. Psychometr)c 1nstrumentslare almost always, validated in deriva-
tive ways. And yet the validity of achievement tests as measures of educa-
tional accomplishment are rarely questioned. Even in the area of criterion- \
referenced testing, little work has been done 1n.establishing with clarity a
possible meaning or meanings for validity. The general methodological
problem is still far from settled. In short, there is still a great tendency !
to choose test items for their discrimiﬁaying quality rather than quality of
content. N : - R
Schwartz then introduced three interrelated questions dealing with ' o
detecting the effects of instruction and assessing the qbalfty of those
| effects, either in terms of learning'of individual children or in terms of
the effectiveness of proérams.. These are: ' .
- 1. how can'we best measure and.analyze the effects of 1nstructioﬁ
on students' learning in the major school'subjgcts?
2. what are the most appropriate times aﬁé strategies fo} measuring
the effects pf~schoolin§ on student learning? '
3. what do we learn from means of assessment other than standardized -
ach1ev t testing? '
Before discussing these questions, Schwartz first addressed some of his
owgkbeliefs that informed the}ensuipg presentation. First, lnny of the'
-things that can.be learned can only be measured through means of assessment

that.do not.fallﬂundér the traditional rubric of standardized, norm-referenced
‘ \ o |
: |
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testing. Second, competence, as 8 construct, is not observab]e,N But per-
‘formaﬁce is- observable and so we probe compefence via observed performance,
and we make inferences about competence frommbur observations of the per-
formance. It‘is logically unacceptable to hold simu]tdneous]y the view
' thaf'perfoqmahce imp1ies_competenceﬂgggfno&-performance implies non-compe-
ténce. If Qe accept the view that performance 1mp11es”competence;.we make
no inference whatsoever about competence in the ca;e of non-performance.
Third, he does not believe that the inte]]ectua? activity of people can be
‘megszred; people come in grohps of one and are not statistically irter-
.changeable. | .
In.terms of his first question -- better measuremenf -- he offered a

number of criteria. Among these criteria were: better assessment instru-
ments must be flexible and must accommodate the idiosyncratic learning
styles of different children; they must be as free as poss(gle of cultural
or ethnic or linguistic assumptions;-modes of answering questiohs must be
adjusted to be.comfortabIe for the child; testsshob1d have greater diagnostic
‘;lvajue; they shou]d.be made public in their entirety.

His second question -- when to assess -- was discussed from the stand-
point of flaws in the assumption that growing competence at some -task is
accompanied by better performance at that task. He cited research demon-
strating the occurence of non-monotonic development in a wide range of kinds
of learning; i.e., where'the performance of students on.tasks on which they
had just received instruction deferiorated as they attegpted to bring into
consonance newly recognized d%néhsions of the task with those'aIready :

mégtered. He then raised the question of implications of non-monotonic

development with respect to the fssue of optimum times to conduct assessment
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and suggested that continuous rather than episodic assessment is the only
way to-avoid the problem of faulty inference of student competence based
on a "snapshot" appfoach to a‘student's cognitive development.

In terds of his third question -- what can one learn from{glternatfve
asSgSsment-techniques -- ﬁé is concerned that student performance on a norm-
referenced test is always definéd in terms of. the performance of others ahd
not in terms of the task it?e]f, and therefore provides little in the way®of
diagnostic information on the individual child. Further, he described the
multiple choice format usedzdn most standardized tests as a crippling feature
inch;does.not a]low'for observation of a student's formulation of a problem;
by not allowing the student to construct his or her own answer to the question,
by forcing the student to choose among several formulations that the test
maker has provjdéd,.We abandon the possibiTitx.of gaining insight into the
child's own thinkiﬁg_abogt the issue. We need alternatives that capjta]fze
on the student's own conceptua]ization of the domain.

Among the gains to be made from alternative assessment strategies he
cited: the ability to identify the weaknesses in the performance of “strong"
children and the strengths in the performance of Jweak“-c%{1dren.(strong
and weak defined as a function of percentile-ratings); the ability to
provide informdtion_about how next to proceed with individual children having
difficulty with various pieces of an educational progfah and, as patterns of
difficulty emerge-amodg;groups of children, the ability to help teachers
reshape group instruction to meet identified difficulties with their instruc-
tional pfograms.

4. Jan Barnett, Vicky Hardway, and Connie Myers

Barnett, Hardway, and Myers are practitioners in the Spring Branch

457
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Independent School District, Houston, Texas. Barﬁett is Assistant Director
of Pupil Appraisal Services; Hardway is a 4fh grade;teacher; Myers is an
ejgmentary school principal. ’

Barnett, Hardway, and Myers discuss the uses of criterion-referenced
testing as an‘éducat%ona] tool. in theiﬁ preSentation,fthgy argue their

case from the genéra] to the'part@cu]ar.‘ In doing this, they provide a pic-

_ ture of test development and the instructional uses of these tests from the

standpoint 3?3the state, the district, the sch%?1q and a particular class-
room in the school. \ '

The state position is that schools need measures of what a student can
actually do, not just how he or she compares to others. "Assessments of
learning competencies must include compétencybbased and/or criterion-refer-
enqu measures in addition to other types of assessment techniques." This
charge requires the educational diagnostician to take into account a broad
range of assessment information. Baéﬁett et al describe the rational for
such testing practices as fo]iows:

to permit individualization of student programs

to demonstrate accountability

to permit full utilization of instructional alternatives
to recognize individual student differences

to provide instructional continuity

to make student mastery decisions

Barnétt et al discuss their district's decision concerning the develop-
ment of tests to be used for the purposes enumerated above. District planning

for test development was intended to produce tests that would be linguisti-

cally fair, environmentally or culturally fair, and appropriate in format for
. ) v
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the examinee. These tests would then be adminstered in a setting appropriate
~» tp the examinee. |

Given the difficu1ty for the individual teacher of developing tests with
these characteristics, Spring Branch decided to mount a district centered
curricu]um/:est deveiopmént effort ~ As part of thls effort, teachers and
other stgff worked together to-develop an 1nstructiona1 program and the tests
for asse§s1ng student achievement in the program. The relationship betweeh
testing and instruction, andothe associated test development effort, were
gu1ded by teachers' answer to questions of:

what skills or concept;>do I teach this group of students?
what levels do I'use in 1ns€ruct1ng this group?

how do I teach for more than one or two Tevels at a time?

how do I provide instructional continuity for these students?

The concern for providing a link between testing and instruction is also
seen at the school ieve1L Here, representatives of the district office, the
schooi principal, and teaehers work together to develop a school instructional
program, tied to district objectives, that will provide instructional con-
tinuity for the individua’ student across content areas. Students with dif-

. fereing skills, needs, and ahi]ities can werk together in the sahe program
as long as the program is built upon a continuous progress philosophy and
the skills of the highest priority for learning or foundation have been 1den;
tified. |

The task force develops test items and guidelines for test administra-
tion to accommodate-most, {f not all, 1earnin§ styles. Further, variations
of the test design are made to facilitate the test matching the subject

area being tested. In this regard, Barnett et al discuss the following
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considerations at the school level:

the design uses a compoéite type of criterion-referenced test so as to
Jlow students to exhibit both strengths and weaknesses in a given

.part of fhe program as we]i as to demonstrate overall proficiency.

the composite may also be designed to periodically retest some or

elleessential skiils’at e higher deve1oementa1 level. This %hcreases
the 1iklihood that reinforcement of instruction will continue to be |

stressed in the classroom.

the design may also attach different va]ues to.particular strands

in the content area.

the design also includes a checklist which e110ws for teacher ob-

servation of skills that are difficult to assess with paper-andf

pencil tests. | N

the test allows for the quick assessment of the student's ability

in the particulan content area.

At the classroom level, where individualized instruction and coetin-
uous progress methods are used, assessment provides the data upon which the
teacher plans and operates a chi]d s learning program. In the classroom,
both norm- and criterion- referenced tests may be used. For example, a-teacher
;ay begin the schoo1 year by administering a norm-referenced test to deter-

| mine how. the class as a whole or how an individual learner compares in per-
formance with the average perfgrmance of the norming pépulation. To generate
the information needed to focus 1hstruction'of individual needs, criterion-
referenced tests are administered to identify the student's status in rela-
tion to established performance standards. In this regard, the teaeher has

available criterion-referenced tests that are used for initial placement in

i
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the program and a series of criterion-referenced tests to monitor each stu-
dnet's progress as he or the comp1etes a discrete instruction unit. These
tests are updated year]y for. techn1ca1 qua11ty and content coverage.
In conc1us1on,.B;rnett et al offer the following advantages of this

kind or instructional/assessment prbgrém: |

it helps teachers group children with common needs and to plan

instruction based on the needs and learning styles of thos; in

the group.

it enables teachers to monitor_the continuous learning progress

of each student.

it assures that teachers will test what is taught in the class-

room. ,

it a11ows‘c1ear communication among teachers, parents, and stu-

dents régarding attainment of specific skills.

it assures integrated instructional programming.

5. James Gallagher

James Gallagher is Director of the Frank Porter fraham Child Development s

Center in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. In his presentation, Gallagher dis-

cussed problems and procedures associated with minimum competency testing pro-
grams. He addressed some of the reasons behind the demand for such testing
programs, the scholarly reaction to this demand, and the reéponse of one state
to develop aminimal competency testidg program.

Gallagher first described the growjng public demand‘kor minimal education.

"~ In large part, this demand has been in response to disconce tiﬁg reports about

V4
the current status of public education -- the drop in achievement test scores;

decline in student knowledge of the ‘sciences; large numbers of the adult




population being found to be i11iterate; students with Timited writing pro-
ficienc};-aQerage scores of students applying for college being at the ninth
grade‘1eve1. and so forth.

Public response has been‘to demand some form of minimal education; pol-
icy makers have translated this demand into the.esfab1ishment'of minimum |
standards in the scpoo];. Minimai competency levels, ba]]agher irgues,'can
on1§\bg\estab1ished through the use of informed human judgement. But the
critics‘wou1d say that using humin judgement to set standards in "arbitrafy"
or "capricious." Gallagher, however, asserts that such judgements can be
‘based on the evaluative capabilities of human beings to make reasonable
decisions - that standdrds can be based on reasonable knowledge and sensible
judgements To be sure, there are‘gains and losses associated with the
competency test issue. S€udents na&a be‘misc]aisified for~examp1eﬁ On‘the
‘other hand, competency test1ng can identify and he]p students achieve minimum
academic skills. Supporters of m1n1mum competency testing argue that the:
losses incurred in giving the test can be minimized with increasing sophisti-
cffion and program development, but that the losses 1nvo1yea in-not providing
such a program\qre substantial.

According to Ga}]agher. most of the scﬁo]ar]y reaction to the call for
- minimum competency standards has been negative: meaningfu1 standards cannot
be set; even in such basic qreaS'as,reading;and arithmetic 1£ﬁis difficult
to make accurate measurements;.the assuﬁpti&n that'standard; must remain mini-
mal; that such testing is intended to fail students. These problems not-
withstanding, educators must attempt to make their standard-setfing activities

more pub]ic and more systematic

North Carolina responded to the cha]]enge by passing legislation to
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assure that high school graduates possess skills and knowledge necessary to
functiontas members of society; to prinde a means of 1dent1fy1ng strengths
and weaknesses in the education process; and to establish means for making the
educational system a;countab]e to thé pub]ic-for results. Gallagher enumer-
ated the %ol]owing_goints reflecting the legislative intent:

all 11th graders were expected to take tests sat;sfying miﬁimum

competency requiremeﬁts for graduation.

a trial testing of all 11th graders was first to be conducted.

full scale testing of all 11th graders would then begin.

students failing any of the tests could retake the parts of the

~tests they had failed. \

local scﬁoo]s were required to provide remediation assistance

to students demonstrating less then minimum competence.

a Competency Test Commission was established to aid in carrying

out the intentions of the 1egis1atidn.

Any statewide minimum combetehcy testing program must answer the following
guestionc: what competencies should be addressed? what specific ocbjectives
wi]]tthis involve and how are they to be measured? what constitutes minimum
competence‘and~what is to be done wiéh students who do not pass? In North
Carolina, the following procedures were enacted with these queétions in mind.

The trial tasting phase was to be 1imited to reading and mathematics.
Groups of reading and math teachers rated and recommended potential instru-
ments for the £r1a1 testing. A1l LEA's in the state were sent a 1ist of over
250 minimum competence mathematic and reading objectives and were asked to

r prioritize them. The feacher§ who had reviewed the measures were then asked

to. cluster and compare the objectiyes‘rated by the LEAs in each of the field




_triai instruments. These clusters were used to determine how well the recom-

mendeﬁ testé would measure the curriculum cbjectives deemed most desirable.
Studepts failing to meet Mihimum competence standards as measured by the tests,
but who meet other graduation requirements, would be provide& with a certifi-
cate instead of a diploma. The LEA must provide a basic skills remedial pro-
gram for those wh; do not pass. ’

The specific procedures of the.North Carolina system were as follows.
Some 15 commercially available meéSures were reviewed in reading and 'mathema-
tics. Three tests for reading and three for mathematics were selected on the
basis of emphasis on functional application of bagic skills; emphasis on'mini-
mum competency; congruence with the schools' educational obje¢tives; publisher
commitment to further test development; attention to the elimination of cul-
tural bias; provision of adequate technical fnformation; and ease of test ad-~

ministration. Analyses of the spring tky-out of thesé-measures (with 36,000

students involved inthe reading try-out and 36,000 in the mathéastics try-out)
resulted in the'selection of the SHARP (reading)and the TOPICS (mathematics)
for use in the fall of 1978.

The commission wanted to ensyre that the test; be as free of cultural
bias as possible. Analyses of student perfomance on 1ndivid9a1 test items
showed that some items did exhibit bias: the total number of items modified
or removed for all reasons (to match state education objectives or to reduce
cqgtural bias) exceeded 40% in reading and 50% in mathematics.

The final task was to set minimum standards or cut-off scores on SHARP
and TOPICS. To help establish these standards, four studies were conducted:

(1) to compare competency test and norm-referenced test results; (2) to

determine teacher judgement of minimally competent students; (3) to determine

- -
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teacher judgement on cut-off scores; and (4) to examine the {tems omitted by
students taking the test. When the results of these four studies and the total
spring trial analyses were avaiTable and correidted. preliminary cut-off
scores were established. These cut-off scores were then reviewed and finally
set at 72% correct on the reading test and 64% correct on the mathematics K

test.

Thesé summaries represent the kinds of issues presented during the first
morning of a Regionai Confehénce. As previously stateq, the presentations were
discussed before de{ng into the afternoon test development activities. This

- discussion dealt with each speaker's key concerns, and provided a hridge to the
ensuing sessions on the CSE materials. |

CSE activifies associated with summarizing these presentations was com-
pleted by September of 1979. The extension of the original contract to de-
velop a book of reading on testing énd instruction compiled from the confer-
ence speeches took place between April 1 andhAugust 31, 1980. During this
period of extension, and after extensive editing aqg materials writing by
Test Conferences staff,‘}he formal papers wére sent to authors for review
and approvaj. kThe‘fina1 vb]ume, consisting'of.a11 forma] papers and intro-
ductory and concluding materials written by CSE stéff, is Separate]y bound

in Appgndix C. This volume is entitled, The Role of Testing in American

Schools, James Burry and Eva L. Baker, Editors. CSE is currently exploring

commercial avenues for publishing this volume.
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DESCRIPTJON OF CSE MATERIALS

For each Regional Confgrence on Testing‘and Instruction, & notebook of

CSE materials _was phovi d for each participant. These materials were used
in the afternggn of the first day of each conferehce. The primary purpose
G} these materials was to offer a practical guide for teachers, curriculum
and test developers, and school administrators involved with testing and in-
struction. Taken together, the materials at;empt_to improve both testing
and instructihn by integrating them both at the basic Tevel: the classroom.
‘By focusing on those aspects of instruction crucial to testing and the ele-
ments of testing wh1ch cr1t1ca11y affect instruction, the mater1a1s serve
as a handbook for those who teach, who prepare curr1cu1a, and who select
~ and administer tests. They provide 1nstruct1on and ex?mp1es onf,
a) domain-referenced tests
b) item-rating scales
c) test selection: comparing test re]evance to a given

curriculum . :

d) test selection: comparing the technical and practical
merits of tests .

The Afternoon Session Materials

| The materials used in the afternoons of the f1rst day sessions ‘were
des1gned to take information deve]oped in the field of testing and provide
both context and exercises through which the participants would develop
some familiarity with the concepts and procedures discussed. In planning
the afternoon session, a number of options were originally considered ébout
the strength of "treatment" of the materials and the likelikood that a rela-

“

tively short‘session/(ranging from 2-4 hours) could actually develop partici-
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pants' skills. It was clear from previous instructional development exper-

ience that the time available at the sessions should not be spent in the
individual perusal of materials. A conference deriyés its benefit in part
from the interaction of individuals. It has also been CSE experience that
asking individuals to "read up” in advance of a workshep or conference often
fgsu]ts in a range of responses; some participants ‘do and others do not and
the spread in skills is accentuated by this'uneven compliance. A further con-
sideration was the topic itse]f,‘testing and instruction. We felt that such
issues were best trea}ed in the context of perSona] interaction. fhus, the
matetia1$ were structured so.that conferees would be "talked through" the
concepts included, participate in a group problem solving exercise or two,
and then leave the conference with materials in their possess?on anq;be able
to use them iﬁdependent]y to pursue their professional interests.

The substancé bf the matgria]s, dealing with domainQrefefenced testing,
item review procedures, and test selection derived diregt]y from other NIE
funded work at CSE. Thus, the task of materials development coh]d_be accom-
plished because the conceptual basis of the product had already been created.
The four modules used were designed to,give-bractica1 suggestions on
how to'connect‘testing with instruction for the mutual benefit and improve-
ment of each. Each of the four'topics has a functional definition guideline
for its use, as well as examples showing how the procedure can be used in a
school setting.

The first topic, domain-féferenced testing, explains a domain-referenced

test and the terms associated with it, provides instructions in writing

domain-referenced test specifications, and includes sample domain specifi-

\\
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cations. Domain-referenced test}speci?tcations provide a two-way chart con-

necting learning outcomes to instructiona1 content and the assessment of

learnlng These charts are deve1oped with, suff1c1ent c]arity $0 that some-

one read1ng them w111 understand what 1nstruct1on 1s 1mp1ied lnd then be

able to develop appropriate test items from it. For example, domain speci-
fications define the content of'subject matter area and the skills or be-

haviors within that area whtch the teacher will teach and which the studept

is expected to learn. Description of instruction includes- the materials to

be used, the times spent on various materials, the kihds of activities and

practice the student will be doing throughout the;course,‘and perhaps an

‘explanation of what the teacher will do. The test specification identifies

more precisely those specific content areas to be emphasized during instruc-
tion, ‘dnd which will be the basis for the test at the end of the instruction.
Test questions on the given subject are written to provide a valid sampling

of-student Tearning under the conditions described in the domain specifica-

% . : .
tions. Thus, each step in domain specification defines the preceding one in

more detail, making it more~concnete. Because they are built around specific
instrugtiona1 content and objectives, tests deve1oped_1n this mannerinay pro-
vide a more sensitiue assessment of what the learner has learned, and can lead
to prescription respond1ng to the test d1agnosis \

* The second top1c, the 1teh review procedure, is intended for use after
a domain-referenced test has been deve1oped or to assess test items developed
by others;l‘The scale is concerned with descriptive validity and the extent

to which a given test item reflects the content of the domain; how well the

ftem reflects the domain will affect the degree to which test performance

50
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~ttem belongs to the”hypotheticaT‘Sét”of”ftémS described in the domain test

)
is an accurate ‘indicator of student performance ifn the domain. An {tem-
rating scale provides a methadology for judging the degree to which a test
specifications. This kind of judgemént involves examination of the rules
governing membership in the set to determine the degree to whicg the item
is a representative sample of the set as defined by the membership rules
(see Polin & Baker, 1979). The schemeallows for an item-by-iten jreview of
a test or an item poo],‘and a numerical rating of the item in._g4ms of each
feature of the domain test specifications. The+final rating indicates how
well the individual test item represents the domain as described in the
épecifications. This scale provides a tool for test makers to evaluate a
test on the baSis, then, of how well the test items actually represent the
content of instruci?on stated in the domain specifications. More specifi-
cally, the scale provides a means of judging a test item from the standpoint
of such features as: how well the item meets the general description of the
domain; how well thé item compares to the 1imits of acceptable instructional
content; how,well the item mg;ts the rules established for item generation,
both from the standpoint of selected and construcfed responses; and how well
the item matches the'feétures specified for test format, test directions,
and sample test item. In addition, the §ca1e offers guide11nés for judging
item appropriateness for the intended studepts-from the standpoints of 1in-
guistic and cognitive complexity. Explanatory terms, 1nstrdctions, and
sample test iteﬁs (as well as their respective domain test specifications)
1n secondary Engiish punctuation, éTementary mathematics, and elementary
science are included in the materials used with'the ftem.rating scale pro-

cedure.



Topics three and four in the CSE materials are concerned with test se-
lection. The third of these topics deals with comparing tests' relevance
- with -a_given—curriculum... It provides step-by-step details fbrﬂtoﬁpafing__,~7w .

test items with specific curriculum ski]]gAin order to choose the most appro-
priate test for use on a school-wide, multi-level basis. It thus involves
a series of judgements about (one's own) curr;culum objectives and the degree
t6 which these objectives are reflected in a candidate test, expressing these
judgements numerically, combining the results for a single test, and compar-
ing the results across tests. That is, the comparative procedure, defined
in terms of curriculum and skill objectives, offers another. method for de-
term%ning the match between what is actually taught (the content of the domain
specification, i.e., the ;urriculum'objective) and what the (selected) test
measures. The greater the congruence between the test and the curriculum,
the greater the likelihood that students' test scores will reflect what they
have learned. The procedure is particularly applicable for deciding on major
tegts, such as school-wide achievement testé. For example, it permits test
selection to be %oint]y shared by teachers, curriculum developers, testing
specialists, and administra%ors; it helps the user to find the test most re-
- sponsive to local needs; the procedures, while explicit, may be adapted to
meet 1oca1'constraints; finally, the procedures focus on such fmpgrtant de-
cision areas.as the proportion of avtest battery that is locally relevant,
the proportion of the local curriculum that a test batfery covers, the im-
portance of the skills covered, and the appiopriateness of the téSt's diffi-
. culty for the intended students. The materials used in this topic alsp in-

clude a sample test relevance rating form and instructions and explanatory

notes. » v J
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The fourth topic deiis with the test selection decision in terms of
the comparative technical and practical merits of tests. Ihe procedure
detailed in this topic describes the specific features to be used in rating

- these technical and practical merits of tests. Among these features are

the objectives or the domain a test measures, the adequacy of the test's devel

ment process, the degree of and manner'in which the test was field validated,
the appropriateness of the test for the intended examinees, the procedures
involved in administering the test, and how test scores are reported and
what interpretations they pennit. Instructipns are given for rating tests
on these kinds of features; more importantly, the materials address ways %‘
in which the potential listing of test features to be evaluated can be modi-
fied to meet local needs in testing. That is, for each of the broad test
features listed ébove that may be assessed %or local relevance, the mater-
ials d{scuss a variety of sub-topics that may or may not be important to
the local user. '

The difference bgtween procedures used in the fifst two modules and
those in the second two modﬁ]es can be thought of in terms of the control
of the person charged with test development or selection. Modules one and
two assume reasonable control over the test development process, perhaps
in the careful preparation of teacher made tests, or a district development
effort in testing. Procedures three and four are attempts’to make the test

}

selection process specific, but principally for those situations where the
<

test is prepared by others, e.g., commercial firms or consu]thts.

In additﬁon to the materials described above, a glossary of terms is
included, as well as a list of organizations where tests, test ftems, cur-

riculum objectives, and domain-referenced test specifications may be ob-
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tained.

The materials are accompanied'by a facilitator guide to be used

for small group training sessions.

,vizA]]w;hese”mgteriglg.went through several revisiohs, based on field-test

LY

results, prior to their use in the test conferences. On two different oc-

casions each section was field tested with groups of elementary teachers in

a southern California school district, and revised between éach field test.

The third field test preceding the'revision prior to the first cpnferencg

was administered to secondary teachers in an Arizona school district. (This

+ \

tions flor domain-referenced testing on

district's research and evaluation staf;/gyg recently developed specifica-

district-widé basis for both forma-

LN

tive and summative evaluation purposes.)

Data and informal feedback obtained during earlier conference presenta-

1

tions led to further revjsions of the materials during Spring, 1979. On the

basis of all try-out data to this point, revisions consisted of the following:

a)

the facilitator's guide was modified in format to provide
greater ease of use; the content of the guide was amplified
to provide greater background that the facilitator could rely
upon to inform his/her presentation; exémples were added to
provide a greater link with the kinds qf topics discussed by
the major speakers on testing and instriuction in the mornin
sessions.

&

overhead transparencies were developed for i section
dealing with domain-referenced testing and the item-rating

scale

the item-review scale worksheet was simplified

sample domain specifications used throughout were reduced in
number and made to focus on basic skills

materials throughout were modified to provide a tighter simu-
lation in which to use the materials for training

Given the constraints of time, local (non-CSE) staff who used the“hater-

jals described above to facilitate small-group orientation to issues in test
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" development and selection brimari1y relied on self-training in the use of the
.\__,._

materia\srgt‘thewRegiona1 Conferences. ‘

The CSE training materials were further reviewed and revised during the
latter contract period in order to improve the package. .

As mentioned previously, the materials were subject to 1ndependent ex-
ternal and internal reviews. On the basis of these reviews, the materials

have once again been revised. These reviews helped assure the usefulness of’

the materials to teachers and others involved in test deve1ophent or test se-

lection; application of the materials in the deve1opment of a variety of as-
sessment techniques, the elimination of excessive jargon; expanslon of the
range of examples provided; and appropriateness of the leader's guide.

The materials -have also been useful in CSE research activities, parti-
cularly in the area of domain-referenced test development and review. The
existence of the materials has allowed a trainiﬁg condition after which
estimates of the utility of the ftem-review Sscheme can be made. The materials
were also successfully app11ed in a bilingual program setting in which the
concern was with the deve1opment of a test of English as-a Second Language.
They have direct application in thg field of writing assessment, and have
great promise for further research on rgfining categories of the rating scale,
particularly those of cultural and linguistic dimensions.

CSE is now considering appropriate means of publication and dissemina-
tion. For example, it may be that a "print version" could be published as
part of the volume on testing and instruction; it may be that a Yhands-on,
workshop" format could also be made available to those people seeking direct

technical assistance in the area of test selection and development.

The revised testing materials, Making, choosing and using tests: A
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_pfacticum in domain-referenced testing, Eva L. Baker, Linda Polin, and James

D of, this report.
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CONFERENCE RECOMMENDAT IONS

buringAthe second day of each of the Regfonal Conferences, one of the
nijor activities was to elicit from the paticipants their recommendations
abouf regional issues, needs, and probléms in testing. Aﬁother concern was
té get a sense of the gonferees' perceptions of the value of the conference

as a whole, as well asfof the CSE materia]s. While this section of the re-

/
/

port is primarily concerned with recommendations, we will first briefly pre-
“sent some broad trendsref]ect1ng£on#érees"va1u1ng of their experience.
" (Summaries of across-conference and regional eva]uat1ons\are in Append1x E.)
In terms of the entire conference, participants were\genera11y enthusi-
astic about speakers, small group seskions, and the opportunity to exchange
ideas with colleagues. There was an obvious feeling that the Regional Con-
ferénces on Testing and Instruction providea a necessary first step in de-
veloping d1alogue leading to“1mprovements in test1?g practice. Some parti-
cipants would have preferred a greater number of feache s to be in atten- '
dance, supported by funds for released time.
In terms of C§E testing materials, participant respanse was quite
positive in ternls of potential usefulness of the materials. The most
common theme was that, should similar conferences be conducted, much more
time ﬁust be devoted to tréining. The materials were full of new ideas
that required time for digestion. A second prevd]ent theme was the‘héed

to use simpler language in the narrative accompanying the practice activi-

ties. Such revisions have been accomplished.
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Data Co]iection

Procedures for co]iecting reccommendations from participants on probiems
and 'needs in testing varied across sites and depended upon the sub-contractor 3
organizational preferences. For the first of the regional testing confer-
ences, (segion V, Detroit, it had been expected that a panel convened to pro-
vide a sense of the conference would also attempt to guide participants
through the process of making their recommendations. 5rimari1y because of:
time. constraints, this method 'of drawing pec;mmendations did not prove to
be feasible. Consequently, before the second conference took place, Region
X, Vancouver, Washington, discussions with the staff of the Northwest Re-
gional Educational Laboratoryéied to the development of a specific form and
technique to draw fecommendations trom the participants on a set of topics
important to testing and instruction. |

During the second day of the Vancouver‘conference, participants worked
in tha same small groups in which they had been oriented to the CSE testing
materials durinp the first day. Guided by the same facilitators who had
worked with them previously, participants in small groups were assigned one
of the following topics and asked to make ;ecommendations in terms of the

sub-questions in each major area of concern:

TOPIC I: DATA USEFULNESS

Question 1: What test score data have you found usefu] and for what
purpose?

Question 2: What do you consider to be inappropriate uses of tests?
. To what extent are tests used inappropriately?
» A
Question 3: What can be done to make test data more useful for re-
porting to parents and the public? What test data should
be reported tp the public?

[}




JOPIC II: TEST SELECTION

Question 1:

Question 2:

Who should be involved in the selection of existing
tests used at a local level? What kind of test selection
process should be used?

What kinds of tests do you need that are not readily
available?

TOPIC IIT1: INTEGRATION OF TESTINé\NITH ADMINISTRATION AND PROGRAM EVALUATION

Question 1:-

Question 2:

Question 3:

Question 4:

What Eén be done to increase the usefulness of test
resuits for program administrators?

What misuses of tests are most common at the program
administration level?

What testing or assessment techniques, other than standard-
ized achievement tests, would you like to see used for
program evaluation and administration?

What factors should be considered in developing or
implementing a testing program?

TOPIC TV: INTEGRATION OF TESTING WITH INSTRUCTION

Question 1:

Cuestion 2:

Question 3:

What kinds of tests and scores are most useful to teachers?

What can be done to increase usefulness of testing to
instructional staff?

~ What are the appropriate and inappropriate uses of

teacher-made tests within the classroom?

TOPIC V: TRAINING AND RESOURCES

Question 1:
Question 2:
Question 3:

TOPIC VI: TEST

What preservice training is needed (for and by whom) to
promote appropriate and beneficial test uses?

What inservice tra1n1ng is needed to promote worthwhile
test use?

What other human and material resources are needed -- and
available -- to promote worthwhile test use?

DEVELOPMENT

Question 1:

What issues are paramount with regard to test develop-
ment?
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TOPIC VII: CONTROL OF TESTING

Question 1: How should testing be coordinated to ensure that it is
- efficient and that it provides the necessary {nformation?

Question 2: In what ways should the federal government be involved in
‘ : determining the kind and extent of student testing?

Question 3: How could testing costs be reduced?

At the conclusion of the small group sessions, facilitators collected
the information and then summarized topical recommendations at a plenary-
session.

This method of obtainjng regional recommendations was successful. Both
the data collection form with the proposed areas of investigation and the
manner of obtaining recommendations were then offered to the remaining
test conference sites as a suggested model for obtaining recommendations
from the participants. A1l of the remaining sites, with one exception,
followed the topical approach used at Vancouver to elicit participant
recommendations.

At the Region IX conference in Los Angeles, test selection/development
concerns were combined to form one topic, groups were given a topical
assignment and agaiq participants were guided by their small group
facilitators: this was almost Edentical to the Vancouver form/approach.

At the Region VI conference in Houston, a form simi]ar&}o the one
developed for the Vancouver conference was used. However, the manner of

obtaining the information differed somewhat, and participants were asked

to respond to ten specific questions, each of which had a counterpar
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of the broad topic. The specific questions posed fo the Houston
participants were as follows:

L4

1) The three b1ggest problems assoc1ated with educational testing
in the public schools are:

2) What kind of preservice training is needed (for and by whom) to
promote appropriate and beneficial uses of tests?

3) What kind of inservice training is needed (for and by whom) to

-
either in a broad topic from the Vancouver conference or a sub-question
promote worthwhile test use?

4) What do you consider to be inappropriate uses of tests? To
what extent are tests most commonly misused?

5) What test scores have you found most useful and for what purposes?

6) What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national
level rather than using already existing standardized tests?

7) What kinds of tests should be developed at a local district
rather than using already existing standardized tests?

8) Who should be mainly involved, and in what ways, in the selection
of already existing tests used at a local level?

9) What kinds of tests do you need that are not readily available?

10) Do you have any other concerns or issues that could help us to
detect expectations and directions on testing in education?

|
|
|
|
|
|
The manner of data collection was also somewhat different. At the Houston ‘ .
conference each participant was asked to respond to the abpve questjons.
The form was passed out to participants during the afternoﬁh session of
the first day. Participants were askéd to have their forms completed Before
the close of the second day. In addition, each small group elected a
local spokesperson who would report ouE the kinds of recommendations made by

|

his/her group before the entire audience at the close of the second day.




- The areas of possible recommendation and the manner of collecting
information differed somewhét at fhe Regions 1 and II conference in
Boston, although the topical approach was sﬁi]] followed. At this
conference, participants were asked to complete an opinion form. This
opinian form asked the following open-ended questions:

1) What do you consider to.be the-three biggest problems associated
with educational testing?

2) How should the federal governnenf be involved in testing issues
(e.g., research, conferences, material development)?

3) How can state departments of education be helpful to schoo]
districts on testing issues (e.g., technical assistance, research,
information exchange)?

4) How should testing be coordinated across the state, district, and
schools to make testing efficient-as well as useful?

5) What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national -
level to replace or supplement existing standardized tests?

6) Are there any other comments about educational testing you want
to bring to NIE's or the Network's attention? \

The method employed at the Region IV conference in Atlanta was -similar
to the method followed at Boston. Before leaving the conference, Atlanta
participants responded to statements about testing and provided their
opinions on a scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. :

These questions were as follows:

3

1) State departments should provide more technical assistancé on
testing to local districts

on testing to local school districts

3) Teacher training institutes ‘should require all candidates for
new or upgraded teaching certificates to take at least one
course on testing

\
|
\
|
1
: . |
2)" The federal government should provide more technical assistance




4) One of the biggest obstacles to-implementing objectives based
‘ ~testing programs is the difficulty in keeping adequate student

records :
Py

/- .
5} 1 would like to have alternative ways to objectively assess
student competencies besides standard paper .and pencil tests’

6) Teacher made tests can eliminate the need to purchase commercial
test instruments ' ‘

7) An expenditure of up to_$10 per student per year would be a
worthwhile investment in a well-designed district testing program.

In addition, participants at this conference were asked to 1ist what they
feel to be the threevbiggest proB]ems associated with educational testing
in the public schools, and to write in any additional gomments about

testing that they would 1like to bring to'thé attention of NIE or the local

sponsor.

*

Recommendations from the participants at the Regions VII and VIII

-

conference in Kansas City were elicited in an entirely different manner
éefore leaving this conference, participants were asked to épend some time
after the conference ref]eéting on their experience, and then to mail to
the local sponsor reconnégdationSAfor follow-up in terms of their
appropriateness to\the local level, the state 1eve1, and the national level.

No recommendations were drawn from the participants at the Regiof III
conference in Haverford.

Thus, there were three basic means of eliciting recommendations from
conference participants:

1) Use of the form developed for the Vancouver conference; the

questions remained the same or quite similar; manner of gathering
and recording remained almost identical; recorder may have- changed

2) Locally generated topical opinionaire

3) Mailed responses




<

.

However, the recommendations across conferences produced a great deal
.of agreement, suggesting that the recommendations received were not
necessarily a function of the kind of measure used.

Recommendations Across Conference Sites

What follows is a recounting of participants’ views as they are
represented across all RegionaJ‘Gonfereﬁces. It is difficult to differen-
tiate the strength Qith which various recommendations were made, partly
because some conference recommendations were made by a single group and
snythesized by a leader-reporter (following a procedure used at the
National Conference on Achievement Testing in March, 1978), partly because
some conference recommendations were made by more than one'group. and
part]y because reconnendétions at some conferences were gathered from
the individual participants.

With these caveats in mind, the following trends seem to emerge

across all conference sites. They reflect opinions of the approximately
1,200 people who partiéipated in the conferences. (Summaries of
recommendations by Regional Conference are included in Appendix F; a

listing of participants, by conference, appears in Appendix G.)

Test Purposes/Uses: Usefulness of test data was considered one of the

“most important issues. Participant comments sindicate that test results, to be
usefui, must be related to what is taught, and must provide the basis for
follow-up instruction. Test results providing p1acemeqt and diagnostic
{nformation are most hé]pfu], as are tests showing competency data from

the beginning of instruction and rates of growth at specified times




throughout the learning period. Even the most useful test results can

become inappropriate through misinterprétation in explaining the results
to students, parents, or the general public. Misunderstanding,of test
results can best be prevented by providing appropriate information and
iraining for those responsible for administering tests, using test results,
and disseminating information on test results. Information and training .
are not sufficient, however. Other essential requirements include:
establishing a basis of trust and involvement among all those involved in
the testing process, developing alternatives t6 standardized testing, and
using multiple measures, not one single test score, in making decisions
about a student's placement and curriculum. Many participants stressed
concern about the standardization of tests in generaT, questioning their
validity for meeting the local needs of their students, and asking for
other evaluative and assessment procedqres, instead of paper and pencil
tests, to gauge learning.

Participants believed the ex{st;ng test oriented models have measured
test results for their own sake, to the exclusion of learning results, and
that this focus has created a sense of failure in students. A shift in
perspective is necessary, one that utf1izes a curriculum-oriented model to
emphasize what has beeh 1eérned; What participants have asked for amounts
to a chand% in the purposes and values of testing, so that tests become
the commencing point for the sEudent's educational progress.

Testing Constituency: Regarding local test selection, participants

believed that representatives of all groups -- administrators, teachers,

test specialists, counselors, parents, and curriculum developers --




should be involved in the process of deciding which tests to use. This
process should involve three steps: '
1) Deciding on the purposes of the test.

2) Representirig all schools tak1ng the test on the test
selection committee.

3) Having al tests reviewed by a panel of teachers, parents,
curriculum specialists, and testing specialists to insure
appropriate content, technical adequacy, and practicality
for adm1nwstrat1on

Test Application: Integrating testing with program evaluation and

administration can be achieved more sucéessfu]]y if teachers, parents and
administrators are more fully informed about the purposes, content, and
results of fests, and if all those involved have an ppportunity to review
the results before any action is taken. Misuses. of tests can be avoided
at the program level, if all those involved had more information and
training on selecting tests, and on using test results appropriately. For

program evaluation and administration, assessment techniques other than

- standardized achievement tests are worthwhile. Such techniques as

informal staff, community, or student surveys, measures of affective and
psychomotor skills, teacher-student ratios, attendance, drop-out rates,
and longitudinal follow-up studies to track student performance over a

period 6f years, can all provide valuable results that can support or

challenge other data, and shou]d not be overlooked. In developing a testing

program, the purpose “of test1ng must be thoroughly set forth from the
beginning; all those affected by the testing should be involved in test

planning if the program 1is to provide useful data for administration,

evaluation, and instruction. This demands a well-coordinated group effort.
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Integrating testing with instruction can be accomplished best by

formal and informal teacher diagndsis of students, involving the entire

&

appropriately (i.e., to create maximum instructional flexibility and

staff in every step of the testing and using classroom tests

immediate feedback).

Coordination of Effort: Regarding training and resources, participants

asked that a course in the practical aspects of testing be part of teacher
preparation for certification. Continued inservice training is also needed,
anq specia1ized training for those who report to the public.

The part1cApants igggested also that parents be involved as members
of adv1sory éonm1ttees, and that district personnel be helped to develop
a pos1t1ve attitude toward testing.

The p;rticipants agreed that teachers, parents, and administrators
need to become more involved in test development, but they also acknowledged
this goal puts additional demands and pressure on an already burdened staff.
While technical assistance or outside test developers are helpful, a
review by local staff and community personnel is necassary.

Participants indicated that the control of testing, and the coordination
of federal, state and local testing programs, should be clarified. Most
participants believed the federé] governmeht should sponsor and fund
continued research in all the issues in testing, as well as disseminate
guidelines in clear language on compliance issues and question% of equity;
the federal government should not be involved in measuring student

achievement. The participants stated the absolute need for clear state

guidelines on the responsibilities of $chool districts, and each district




should be responsible for detefmining what test information 1s required,
the measures that are acceptable, and how to obtain these measures.

Across all Regional Conferences, then, recénnendations appear to
reflect four areas where change is needed: “

. testing perspective - there is a need to refocus the purposes
and uses of tests '

. decision-making constituency - a much more broadly-based
constituency should be involved in decisions about test selection/
development and use

. instructional application - test development/selection should
reflect ‘matters of timeliness, format, information provided, to
allow testing to be integrated with instruction as needed by teachers

. coordination of efforts - greater coordination is needed among
federal, state, and local testing needs; training, technical
assistance, and dissemination will be part of this effort

Recommendations by Conference Site

The fo116wing recommendations, in highly abbreviated form, were made
at the individual conferénces. Many of these recommendations are
represented in the preceding across-conference summary. .

Region X: Vancouver Conference. Approximately 189fbeop1e participated

in this conference. Participants at the conference included teachers,
evaluators and planners, measurement specialists, administrators, counselors,
and university personnel.

. Data Usefulness:

use alternatives other than "average" scores
need for\diagnostic/placement/competency data
improve means of reporting test results

need for prompt feedback on test results

need for interpretation

use of multiple measures

use of alternatives to traditional measures
educate broad constituency in tests and testing

)




. Test Selection/Development:

involve broad and representat1ve const1tuency
-develop a]ternat1ve measures

. IntAgrat1on of Test1ng;ﬂ1th Program Evaluation and Administration:

‘ .

need to train program administrators in test selection,
administration, and interpretation of tests

use one test for several decision purposes

prepare.and involve staff and non-staff in testing dec1s1ons

gather information from sources other than tests

.. Integrating Testing with Instruction:

involve teachers in all steps of the testing program
use test results for changes in the instructional program

rely more on teacher-made tests

. Training and Resources:

provide preservice training in test construction/test use, and
incorporating test results into instruction

provide inservice training to teachers and administrators in
presenting, using, and interpreting test results

involve parents and community groups in review/advisory capacity

. Control of Testing:

need for clear state guidelines on district responsibilities
need for clear federal guidelines regarding compliance/equity
1eave control at local district

Regions VII and VIII Kansas CitR Conference. Approximately 100 people

participated in this congarence wh1§Q\othen target groups appear to have
been well represented, teacher participation was low.

.. Recommendations to LEAs: .

proVide inservice training in test selection/development and use
examine use of alternative measures

. Recommendations to SEAs:

provide resources to districts interested in exploring alternative
testing approaches

avoid statewide testing programs

provide training in broad scope of evaluation techniques




.. Recommendations to the Federal leve]ﬁ

encourage districts to explore alternative testing approaches
provide technical/financial assistance
promote dissemination of good testing practice

Region IX: Los Angeles Confe.rence. Approximatelg 100 people attended

this conference. Instructional, administrative, and governmental staff
appeared to be quite well represented.

. Data Usefulness:

use of multiple measures

increase student understanding of testing
need simplicity in information

need diagnostic information

use scores for motivation and feedback

. Test Development/Selection:

need “or locally developed measures

need for federal/state/local cooperation

need to compare results of local measures with standardized
measures

. Interpretatioh of Testing with Administration and Program Evaluation:

promote with1n school instead of between-school comparisons
test sensitivity to local goa]s~shou1d be the basis for test
selection

. Integration of Testing with Instruction:

need to develop good diagnostic measures

need to arrange scores by skills and subskills

increase teacher participation in test construction

need for broad sharing of test results

assure close correlation between test items and curriculum

. Training and Resources:

workshops for teachers, administrators, parents on test use/misuse

Regions I and II: Boston Conference. Approximately 120 people
participated in this conference. The target participant groups wére qQuite

well fepresented; responses were received from school personnel at every

organizational and instructional level.
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. Problem Areas:

test m1sunderstand1ng/m1sinterpretation of results
difficulty finding technically sound tests that are locally relevant
over-reliance on s1ng1e test score

. Role of the Federal Government:

promote altermative test development
organize conferences on test iise/misuse

. Role of State Departments of Education:

provide technical assistance
act as information exchange
~conduct research on testing

. Test Coordination:

increase coordination across state, district, and individual schools
disseminate information on successful testing programs

. Test Development:

need for alternatives to standardized testing
NIE leadership on promoting alternative approaches

. QOther:
NIE sponsored training programs and information exchanges

Region VI: Houston Cohfergncé. This conference was attended by

approximately 100 people. A1l targeted constituencies were in attendance;
teachers were particularly well represented.’

. Problem Areas:

using a csingle test score for decisions about students
using tests for purposes for which they were not intended
overcoming student indifference to testing

inability to interpret test results

poorly constructed teacher-made tests

..Pre-Inservice Training:

all parents and all school persorinel - especially teachers - should
receive training in test purposes, test construction/selectior,
test interppetation, and using results to improve instruction

n




.. Most Usefu] Test Seores:

diagnostic results
grade equivalents and percent11es

. Test Development Needs at State or National Level:

minimum essentials on exit tests
teacher competency tests (with input from teachers)
tests which minimize cultural bias

&

. Test Development Needs at Local Leveﬂ:

criterion-referenced tests refiecting local curr1cu1um
short diagnostic tests

bilingual tests

tests of writing compos1t1on

. Selection of Tests at Local Level:

broad and representative constituencies should be involved

Region IV: Atlanta Conference. Appro§imate1y 180 pedp1g attended this
conference. Targeted participant groups were fairly well distriputed.~
. Need for state department of .education technical assistance
. Need for technical assistance from the federal governhent

. Requ1re all teacher cand1dates (or applicants for upgraded tedching
credential) to take at least one course in testing

. Need for alternative assessment approaches

. Need to disseminate iﬁformation on successful testing
programs/techniques

o

. Avoid relying on single-score criterion for decisions abqut students

.. Great need to inform the public about assessment programs.




IMPLICATIONS

Recommendations from the Regional Conferences, as previously stated,
seem to fall into four broad areas of concern:

.. the need for a new or amplified perspective of the purposes
and uses of tests

. the need to involve a much more broadly-based constituency
in matters of test selection, development, and use

.. the need for tests and testing to serve instructional
applications and to embody characteristics that will
facilitate their integration with instruction

.. the need for greater coordination among federal, state, and
local agencies

The question arises as to how these needs, the many specific recommendations
they relate to,and the range of issues discussed at the Regional Conferences
might be addressed in the future.

1t seems clza that before these recommendations can become practice,
there is a great nevd to continue to provide training in the kinds of
jssues dealt with at the Regicnal Conferences. Further, to be effective,
such training must reach the range of constituenis sugges?éd by the
conference participants«- not on}y more teazhers (as well as other
educators) but also parents and boards of education. In addition, the
conferences emphasized that the local curriculum should have primacy of
position for building a useful testing system, that what is to be measured
should reflect what is to be taught, and that the concept of what is
effective measuremen* needs to expanded.

Therefore, before considering application of new ideas in testing,
further awareness-building and training experiences, similar to those_pf—

fered at the Regiohal Conferences, might be considered. Some of the

¢



concerns voiced by the participants could be addressed at the regional or
state level, e.g., broadening the perspective of testing and exploring means

of coordination of the various audiences involved. However, those recom-

wendations reflecting need for instructional relevance of tests, how they
are best selected or developed, and by whom, how they are best used, how

their information is to be interpreted and integrated with classroom in-

strucfion, might be more effectively addressed at the level of the local

school district or, perhaps, the local school.

To begin local efforts in such areas, the ideas raised at the Regional
Conferences could be used by districts interested in responding to the is-
sues raised. The probiems discussed by speakers could be disseminated to
such districts. The training offered might be exported. The information
in this report could also be provided. With such information, local users
cauld then consider the most effective means of providing training to their
own staffs to meet their particular coicerns in testing and instruction.
This approach, further, might ameliorate the problems voiced about attempt-
ing to provide training to an audience consisting of varying levels of skill
and understanding of testing; attempting to provide training to an audience
. with differing instructional philosophies, objectives and testing purposes;
attempting to simulate test bui]dihg and the validation of items against a
hypothetical cufricu]um.

Since further training might be needed before practice can change, and
since the Regional Conference:c seem to have been quite effective as a first
step on tgis kind of training, means might be considered of providing similar
activities at the level of the state, local school distr1c£. 6r schooi. At

the Tevel of the individual school, 1t is more Tikely that commonalities of




instructional and testing purposes will be found, thereby facilitating in-

struction in test development and test use.

Tentative findings from current CSE project activities tn the matter
of test use would seem to support the récommendation that the local school
district and the school is an ideal locus for the stimuiation of test infor-
mation for instructional improvement. Conference findings refiecting the
need for an amplified perspective of the purposes and uses of tests, the need
to involve a broader constituency in test selection, development, and use,
the great need for tests to serve multiple decisions, including instructional
ones, and the need for greater coordination among state and local agencies,
are supported by recent CSE findings on tes} use.

CSE's Test Use project has found that school and classroom application

of testing is a function of the design of the testing program and the per-

ceived uses of the information. Issues of perspective and coordination

raised at the Regional Conferences have a great bearing on the exemplary
design of testing programs and the use of their results. In terms of de-
sign, CSE has found that coherence of the schooi/district testing policy,
its relationship with state testing policy, the kinds of leadership provided
in the instructional uses of test information, ard sense of "ownership" of

the testing program interact to influence the design of effective prpgfams.

Teacher knowledge of tests and testing, teacher inservice in tes
testing, the uses of instructional alternatives in the school}s” and the per-
cefved technical quality and instructional relevance of tests interact to
influence the instructiona] uses of tests in schools.

The CSE materials produced after the conferences -«- the book of readings

on testing and instruction and the associated materials on test selection

75
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and development -- would seem appropriate vehicles to stimulate a sense of
testing perspective and coordination. Further, CSE's materfals address the
full range of variables associated with test program design and test use.
We hope that the materials will provide an initial framework for the design
of effective testing programs ‘which yield information of use in the improve-

ment of classroom instruction.
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Appendix A
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List of Invited Speakers on Testing
and Instruction by Conference




/

Conference 1 - Detroit, Miéhigan - Region V
1. Ron Edmonds

Senior Assistant to the Chancellor of Instruction,
Board of Education of the City of New York

Topic: Testing
2. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: ‘Instruction

Conference 2 - Portland, Oregon - Region X

L. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: -ApprOpriate Test Uses
2. Madeline Hunter |

Principal, University Elementary School,
UCLA

Topic: Relating Testing to Instruction

Conference 3 - Kansastity, Missouri - Region VII & VIII
1. wfllﬁam Coffman
Towa Testing Programs, University of lowa

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Tests, and the
Relationship of Testing and Instruction

2. Deborah Meier
Principal, New York City

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Tests, and the
Relationship of Testing to Instruction

s




Conference 4 - Los Angeles, California - Region IX
1. Madeline Hunter |
Principal, University Elementary School, UCLA
Topic: Instructional Implications of Testing
2. Peter Arasian
Profe;sor‘of Education, Boston College

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Standardized Achievement Tests

Conference 5 - Philadelphia, Pennsy]vania\- Region III
1. Ron Edmonds -

Senior Assistant to the Chancellor of Instruction,
Board of Education of the City of New York

Topic: Testing
2. MadeTine Hunter
Pfincipa],GUniversiéy Elementary School, UCLA

Topic: Instruction

Conference 6 - Boston, Massachusetts - Region I & II
1. Peter Airasian
Professor of Education, Boston College

Topic: Uses and Misuses of Standardized Achieve-
--ment Tests

2. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: . Relationship.of Testing to Instruction
3. Judah Schwartz

MIT: Educational ﬁeve1opmeht Center

Topic: Mn~ject TORQUE: An ITlustrative Example
of How to Do It Differently
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Conference 7 - Houston, Texas - Region VI
1. William Angoff

Executive Director for Technical Development,
Educational Testing Service

Topic: Historical Perspectives on Testing
2. Jan Barnett, Vicky Hardway, Connie Myers
Barnett is Assistant Director for Appraisal Services,
Spring Brand ISD ,
Hardway is a 4th Grade Teacher, Spring Brand ISD
Myers is an Elementary School Principal, Spring Branch ISD

Topic: Criterion-Refefenced Testing as an Educational
Tool :

Conference 8 - Atlanta, Georgia - Region IV
1. Frank Womer

Director, Michigan School Testing Service,
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Tests and Testing
2. James J. Gallagher

Director, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center,
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

Topic: Using Testing to Improve Instruction
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School Level Theresa Denman  Michigan - LT . .-
District Level Angeline Caruso  {llinois =~ . e AT
State Level David Donovan Michigan ©. 0 T ¢ T et T T T
.- School Board Frinces Coe Iennessee A UL
- ﬂegional Office of v ST TSI T eascans R
‘Education - Clark Chlpman © AMinois v mmmemTem e e

Higher Education - Harold Harty ~ °  Indiana
National Dissemination Shirley Menendez lllmors

12 noon  Lunch ' : e L
Speaker John W. Porter Superintendent of Public lnstructron, - e
Michigan Department of Education

4:30-0:15  Resource Awareness _ C 1.l il W IUTD D Lo TIOIILS oAl
. :  Select two different groups from chart: - - s o0 SRAT g s RS
Group A ' -Group B . _ GroupC -7 GroupD .
Room 250A ‘Room 232 - = _ Room 2508 " Room 223
ERIC R R&D Labs : Regional o Special °
Clearinihouse and S Dissemination - Institutes
Networ ' Centers Services and Centers
£RIC Clearinghouse CEMREL, inc. ' Midwest Regional Center for the
on Reading and St. Louis - S Exchange Project - $Study of Reading
Communication Harriet Doss Willis St. Louis . Utbana
Skills . Director, Urban Dane Manis - " Brenda ). Lemer
Urbana , Education Program Project Director .. - Coordinator
Bemard O'Donnell ' . e i
Director : The Center for Researchand -7, .-, FEducational e e
g Vocational Education . Development Y .- - Fnancesnd - - .- g

L ¢
© ' €RIC Olearinghouse Columbus . . _ ... _. dnterpretation : ‘' "piyrlfvoductivity -2 .o tue
... 'on Sdence, Math,  °° Robert Taylor - - T A SEIVICE -l m e el g yemaskeb
2077 end E!Mmtal U7 Exacutive Director 520 ITE0A0 T B Lodle e aTes e L T T
"~ Education - . Pat Washin A
Columbus . .. . e Wisconsin R&D w-‘f'{":"f 2w r—m :‘g‘."‘.;_;. r i’. Yo-Director ‘..”-:":ﬁ?‘-: o -
~ Robert W. Howe for Individuallzed | " .77 . . “,‘.f !
- Director o wun' R o - Resource and '.|‘Al..”.“"’
: P Madison C Referral Service - Research on
Region V, USOtE Richard Rossmiller o Columbus . Teaching
Regional Office . Co-Director . johnPeterson ‘- . . E lansing

.. .
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i e . . Director, information Setvlces,MyneCounty P ““
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A% " intermediate School Distrct, Moderator ; ;:-,;fg:gf;:ﬁ:,’;.ga;j;-;
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’Admlnktntion llck Mawdsiey, Mk:hlgln L
Wb Ty *

-..;x

. Sute-wide Teacher Auocuﬁon -«H-v\"- ‘-».n.,-‘-u

W 'i;

\ Kentucky Education Association L L .
Martha Dell Sanders, Kentucky oo D '_F e
Central Office * : <
Planning and Development john Grate, Ohio
o State Education Agency
Planning and Evaluat'on Peggy Mauter, Ohno ,
Adjourn

Mndwest Conference on Tesﬁng fand Insfrucﬁon

te

and Wisconsin.

. .
( 4 . |
- N . o .
‘ . . . a
\
- » .
-
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:, .

Midwest Conference Planning Committee - _ Lo et '

. Clark Chipman . United States Office of Education, Regton ’V S e
john Dobbs Michigan Department of Education )
George Grimes Wayne CQo unty Intermediate School Dtstrict
John Oshome Michigan Department of Educatlon SRS

. - Allen Zondlak Detroit Public Schools . -
James A. Winter, Chairman CEMREL, Inc. ; ST L.
Linda Campbell CEMREL, Inc. o o "

| Vena G, Bmith . -~ CEMRELnc. . ~*7 _w

F‘ CT T TrTEETN T TR TR AT _'-V‘T‘,« N "’5‘&':"%#.!‘

This conference is one of a series of eight planned by the Center for the Study of Evaluation Umversity of
California at Los Angeles, under a contract with the National Institute of Education. The Midwest Con-
< ference is coordinated by the School and Community Service Group of CEMREL, Inc.; the St. Louis-based :
educational Iaboratory, in c00perat|on with the Wayne County intermediate School District. States in the
CEMREL region are Illnnois, Indiana, { owa, Kentucky, Mlchlgan Minnesota, Mlssoun Oth Tennessee
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Ccnferzenc2 Sozl:

REGION X

Ri:gional Invitational Testing Conferance
' A-ril 20-May 1, 1979
Thundzrbird Inn at the Quay -
Vancouver, WA ’ .

It is céesired that theAcénference will result in

ircreasaé knowledge of (a) gquality test practices and
(D) regional testing concerns among all participants.

N APRIL 30, 13973

Time Activity , Locaticn
£:33 ' Ragistration Lobby
g:3C- 9:25 Ccfiee N . Exposition Hall
. @
.35~ 9:30 WELCOME Exposition Hall
Dean H. Nafziger, Director .

\L,
.-
w
W]
:
I
r

Civision of Evaluation, Research
and Aassessnent

Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL)

Allen T. Apodaca
Regional'thmissioner of
Educaticnal Programs

FEW Region X

robert P. Rath

Associate Director

Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory

;30 AFPROPRI2™E TE3T USES . Expositicn Eall

Eva Baker, Dirsctor
Center feor *he Study of

Evaluation (CSE)
GCLA Graduate School of Education

10:33-23:45 Break

16:45-12:C3 ;99

LATING TESTING TO INSTRUCTION Expesition Hall
Madzline Hunter, Principal

University Elementary School

Lecs Angeles, CA

12:33- 1:3C Lanch East arnd west

River Rooms

86 |
Ju




Tiva Activity - . a " . Lozation .
t . Lo
. 1:30- 5:00 TEST DESIGN AND RELATIONSHIP Group 1: 'Poolside Foom
TO INSTRUCTION . . . : .
- - ' 9
Group Leaders: Group 2: After Deck ,
- Michael Hiscox - NWREL .o e ‘
Evelyn Brzezinski - NWREL Group 3: Quarter Deck
. Betty Tomblin - NWREL ' <
- Suzanne Hiscox - NWREL : Gzroup 4: Chart Room
Randy Demalirfe — NWREL ) ‘ - N
Pegge 'Tille-HEW Region X Office Group 5: Quayside
James Burry’- CS% . ‘ / - '
Linda Polin ~ CSE ' Group 6: Rocm 202 v
. ) » .
- Group 7: Exposition Hall
5:45- 6:20 Meeting of chairpersons, -Chart Room @
presenters, and group leaders .
for Tuesday's sessions ‘
/:60 No Host Reception > West River Room
7:20 Dinner . . East and West ’
‘. . Congressional Perspectives on River Rooms P
Testing . ' :
Rikki Poster .
Legislative Assistant
S2nator Mark O. Hatfield o
E
. 4 -
@3 3
[ ™~
4 ° \
/
[}
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"Olympia, Washington

) N S ¥ ) -
' Togional Invitatioral Tasting Conferencze ’ o
: toril 30-day 1, 1379 i
) -TherZarnird Inn at the Quay - i /
Vancouver, WA . . i
May 1, 19 . -
» O .

'S o, S - %
Activity . . ~ Locacion .
Coffee - ’ - Exposition Hall : Vi3
Overview of the Day's Activities Exposition Hall

Baverly I.. Anderso@ﬁ Director . ) :
Assessment and Measurement Program ) h
Northwest Regional Educational :Laboratory -
- . ’ EY
STATZ AND DISTRICT TESTING . -
PROGRAMS -~ EXAMPLES . :
Grous 1 g , ' Exposition EHall
Chai:: - & i - ’ t~ -
Robert Lehman, Director, Planning and Evalpation
Taxke Washington School District No. 414 X
Redmond, Washington :
* . . I i .
Presenters: . R N
Gerald Evans, State Superintendent of Fublic Instruction ) -
Boise, Ifzho -
Falzh Uzhus, Zlamentary Principal - - ..
Central Vailsy School District No. 356
Spckane, nashington o,
Wayne Neuburger, Coordinator of Program Evaluaticn Y
EZeaverton Schools o
Beaverton, QOracon -
Group 2 \ Chart Roon ) .
Chair: S .
Clzir Bowman, Associate Professor - ’
Esise State University . .
Eoise, Idaho 34’
- . . L . . ‘
Presente S: :
ogéon Ens'gn, Supervisor, Program Evaluation . <
)

OfIlce of Superintendent of Public Instruction

% /



Activity '

. Lynnwood, Washington

Location
* -
Vic Doherty, Assistant Superintendent of Evaluation
pPortland Public Schools
Portland, Oregon
o o

. :

Group ? . ' w

Chair:

"After Deck

‘william P. McDougall, Professor ..

washington State University

‘Puliman, Washington

L

Presenters:  :' i
Iouis O. Strand, Director of Instrueétion
Helena School District No. 1 %

Helena, Montana

Barbara Cole, goprdinatér, Research & Assessmeént
Gregon Department of Education

 Salem, Oregon . . ‘ ..

Leé Kulla, Research aﬁd Evaluatioﬁ Unit
Edmonds School District #15

Coffee served in réom
where your 10 o'clock
session is held

Break - ..




)
Cmime Activity . Location : ‘ .
7 e v .
20:€00-11:30  PERSPECTIVES CN KEY TESTING ISSUES
, , . -
Group 1 . After Deck e : .
Chair; o e
: william E. Connett; StatzstlcaI‘Consultant ' h .
' : Office of Superintendent of Publlc Instruction : )
: //Helena Montana - , : . A' _
~ Presenters: - 4 . , ' .
Orvis Stenson, Dean of Guidance~ _ _ .
) . C. M. Russell High School T
. . Great Falls, Montana . . ) . : . )
Ted E. Gary, Qri,ncipal _
Hazel Valley Elementary School .. ' « .
Seattle, Washington ’ L : L
Lois Beal, Title I Specialist
Northshore School District
Bothell, Washington ' .o
. 5,
George Sitkei, Test Specialist v’
Corvallis School District 5097
Corvallis, Oregon v . v
Mltsugl Nakashima, Assistant Superintendent ' ' o
BEawaii Department -of Educatlog ) ‘-
Eonoltulu, Eawaii » Y o X
Group 2 . Quarter Ceck ) .
o Chair: [ ' . i '
‘ Wayne Neuburger, Coordinator of Program Evaluatlon v
Beavertcn Schools , . .
Beavertcn, Oregon ‘ ’
4
 Presenters: ! ' - -
John Armenia, A551stant Super intendent
Selah Sclool letrlct ) LTt
* Selah, washington o - ' . N
Darniel Organ, Director «Evaluation Center .
Yaklma School District #7 _
Yakima, Washington -
=l . ¢ . . ' .
Eelen Hess, Title I Coordinator
Sunnyside Elementary School
Portland, Oreqon
<]
L4 7 »
4 ’ 4 1
) - !
LS ' 90 o

S



Activity - 3 ' Location,

Jim Menzies, Principal
Coupeville Hich School
Coupeville, Washington

Janet Mann, Laarning Disabilities Specialist .
4 Waverly Elementary School . ’ J@
! Albany, Oregon
N .
! Group 3 - L Room 202
- ° Chair: . . .
.. Michael D. Hiscox, Research Specialist
' Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Portland, Oregon . ~

-

Presenters:

Robert Abbott, Assocjate 'Professor
University of Washington .
Seattle, Washington

M
. ”%,//:T - 4 .
Lee Wicklund, Director of Curriculum and Instruction
North Bend Public Schools . !
Notth Bend, Oregon

Conrad Bertin, Counselor - ) '
Blackfoot High School . ‘
Blackfoot, Idaho

Thelma SolEmanq Basic Skills Teacher—-Title I
McCar ver School--Tacoma School Rist. “
Taccna, Weshington

«

' . '3 .
Carltcn Bryson, Mathematics Chairman
- Benson Palvtechnic High School.
Tortland, Oregdn ' '




Activity - " Lodation

Group 4 . Exposition Hall

Crair: s
Gordon Ensign, Supervisor, Program Evaluation
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
Olympia, Was&ington
Presenters:
William P. McDougall, Professor
Washington State University
Pullman, Washington

¢

_Lapny Nivens, Counselor
Siuslaw Middle School

Plorence, Oregon ]
. L b ~y

_ Vaughn Bawkes, Assistant Superintendent ///
Blackfoot School District #55 : < -

Blackfoot}, Idaho

Robert Lehman, Director, Planning and Evaluation
lake Washington School District No. 414
Redmond, Washington "

Linda Tomac, Teacher
Sheridan Elementary Schogl
Sumner, Washington

Group S ' . Quayside Room

Chair: ~ ,
Barbara Ccle, Coordinator, Research & Assessment
Oregon Departuent of Education '
Salem, Oregon “
Presenters: * ' '
Clair Bowman, Associate Professor

Bcise State University

Boise, Idaho . .

Harold Kafer, Curriculum Consultant’

Educational Service District 171
Wenatchee,qvashington

.
Melba Worth, Vice President

National PTA Region VII

Milwaukie, Oregon . . : .

Donald Langan, Director of Instruction
School District No. S
Kalispell, Montana ‘ ‘

<

3
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# - 11:45- 1:15

.
-

ACtiv}tx .

Lurch
Regional Testing Resources
Hyzrum Smith, Director

Location
Eaat and wWest
River Roors '

. Division of Educational Services
Regional Office of Educational Frograms

BEW Region X

1

1:15- 2:20 DISCUSSION OF .KEY TESTING ISSUES.

Group 1: frainingland Regoﬁrces

.

After Deck

Moderator: 'Pegge Tille - HEW Region X Office

Group 2: Data Usefulness- i Quarter Deck
Modarator: Betty Tomlin - NWREL .

Group : Infegration of'Testiné 7 Quayside Room
"with Instruction ‘ .
Moderator: Suzanne Hiscox - NWREL *
,+ Group 4: Inteqration of Testing <Room 202
, ;ith Adminisgration and Program ¢
valuation -
Moderator: Randy Demaline - NWREL v

1

e

Z
Group 5: Test Development Chart Roonm .

Group 6: Test Selection Exposition Hall
Y Moderator: Evelyn Brzezinski - NWREL

i

Poolside Room

Group 7: Control of

Testing .

Moderator: Jia Burry - CSE
. .

- 2:20- é:45 Refreshments Exposition Ball

2:45- 3:45 Group Repbrts’to Total Conference Expcsition Hall

Exposition Hall

3:45- 4:00 Clcsing Activities 5

Moderator: Mike Hiscox - NWREL . 3 <’

-. -'f”~
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. AGENDA '
S Rﬂglon VII and VIIZ T’STInG CONFERENCE v '
: May 7 and 8, 1%79 ) .
. .
Sponsored by: )
The H;d—contlnenb Regional Educatidpal Laboratory and the Reqional Offices of ,
. \\h’ Educatrional Programs VII "and VIII .
, Meating Location: .,
The University of Missouri Conference Center 9
‘ 510C Rockhill Road ,
e : - Kansas City, Missouri
Ky ’ N ZN ° °
. i
) . ’ .
Mondav, May 7, 1979, : .
8:30-3:15 Coffee/Registration ,
g:15 welcoming Remaxks . ,
Harold Blackburi, Commissioner OE Region VII
John Runkle, Commissioner OZ Region VIITf,- )
T 9:3% Introduction te the Morning Session : ' ‘-
Edward Larsh, Dissemination Director, OE Region VIII ’ o
, 3245 Uses and abuses of Tests, and The Relationship of Testing to ‘
. - Instrucstion. ° - y s .
William Ccffman, Iowa Testing Programs, University of Towa
' . Y . H
192:136G Breaak ) . : -
‘:f . 5 , )
15.45 - Uses and Abuses of Tests, and the Relationship of Testing *o
« Instruction, continued o
" Deborzh feigr, Principal, Néw York City .

. e . '
1%1:30 Questions and Discussion < -
L2133 Lanch . N

. - . Remarks, ky: Dr. Joan Runkle, Coqgissioner OE ¥agion VIII
1:07 . Panel Discussion: Issues in Testing,
Willard Fos-zer, Kansas State Department of E ucation
Dchert Benton, Suparintendant of Public Instruction, Iowa
Alan Whaele*n District Superintenden%, Kansas City, MO
. ? Ball, District Superintehdent, Shawnee Mission, Kansas ®
Charles Foste?, Missouri Department of Public Instruction
Moderated by: Dr. Harold Blackburn, Commissioner, GE Region VII
2:00 Keynote, Senator Thoriis Eagleton N
. Chair: Higgins, PRO
[ ® v
3:15 Break |, )
ERIC | S |
WJ:EEE . ’ l'LLf‘
Al ) L4




1‘ ° 4
. 1 it 4‘ » ‘b
/ . »
3.3.-%:30 Cent2r for the Study of Evaluation Workshoops on sz2lected aspects
of tes:ting ) : -
workshop l=aders: . °
) Jndv Hamilton, Specialist, .Secondary Guidance & Competency
Based caucation, Xansas State Department of Educatlion
David les, Director, Guidance, Counseling & Testing, Departmensf
,or Public Ianstrjction, North Daxota
" Roger Hudson, Director, Student Personnel'gervices, Nebraska
State Department of. Education ©
" . James dansen, Deputy Superintendent, Division of Elementary and
. Secondarv Education, South Dakota ’
5:3D Social” Hour ,
~
£:35 Dinner . .
Remarks by: Lachran Nixon, Director, Mid-continent Regional
o Educational Laboratory (McREL :
Chair: C.L, Hutchins, Deputy Directoxr, McREI “
£1
. .
Y ~, \
X
?
\
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* .
o
( -
n
'Y \\
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10:20

19:30

O

LRIC

S e Mo s mw .

N
} -
Ui

Minixzum Competency fasting: State of the Art anad SCale

the Re3ion. ’ . o

Chris Pipho, Associate Directov, Departmant of Research and
Information, Education Commission ef.the States

Chair: Roger Hudson, Director, Student Persggnel‘Services,
vebraska Stace Deparzment of Edication

of

.

‘Brear . -

Improving Instruction Through Testing.
Dale Scannell,

v

ean'of Education, University of Kansas

Cnax*: Judy H;m'lt n, ¢peciallst, Secondary Guldance and

Educaticn:

Lunch: (Remarks by

he -
’

t Woife, Région VIII, Andrea King,
Linda Sikorski, McREL on HZW
e in the region)

Région VII, an
resources aval

[

Small Group Sessions:

1.
th

3.

4.

5.

6,

U+ah StatewiZe Educational Assessment Model — Cognitive
and Procdess Measurement.
 David N°1501, Coordinator, Evalvation & Planning, USBOE

Chair: Linda 3ikorski, Director, McREL Regional
Excharge . " .
Fvalzztizn vs. Testing: Distinguishing Instructisnal
Cutczn =

zarner Outcomés.
bl

Don , =sspciate Suoerlrtencen_ﬂ Iowa SDI.
Crair: Cna-.es Foster, Director of Pupil Personnel,
Misscur: State Department of Education »

The Rgle of Testing and Evaluation in Educational
Accouﬁ% bility, Bill Dean, Assistanat Commissioner,
Colorado State Depantment of Education
Chair: Diane Proctor, . Coordinator of Program Evaluation
and Rasearch, Jefferson CoLnty Public Schools

‘ ]
The Use of Test Data in MigSouri's Instructionaj) Manage—
ment System., Richard King, Coordinator of Curriculum;
Missouri State Department of Education.
Chzir: David Le=, Director, Student Persornnel Services,
Nebraska Stata Department of Education

» o

Crlte-iR1 Raferenced TeS"Qg - Interpretation and Use of
Test Dat Dale Foreman, wneil foy REAL Education.
Chalr: Janes Hansen , Deputy Superintendent, Division
of Elementary & Socondary Education, South(Dakota

Alternatives to Standardized Testing:- Why and Whdt.
Bernard McXenna, NEA. ’
chair: C.L. Hutchins, Deputy Director, McREL

S
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2:15-3.158 Woxzishops . i
A
3:153 Wrzo-Up: Implications for Meeting aFe“deral Reguirements . S
| : To= Keves, Program Offlcer, Right-to-Read
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Monday May 14

- 8:30

.9:00
Savoy.

10:30

© 12:00

-Riviera/
Versailles

1:15 - 5:00

Savoy
Riviera
Pompano
Guslander
Marco Polo
320A

5:00
Poolside

6:30

Riviera/
Versailles

8:30

e e LML M
B - . . - o L La
. .

o
, 'REGION. IX .

* NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
REGIONAL CONFERENGE ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION
Airport Marina Hotel
-Los Angeles, caTifornia
May 14-15, 1979

Registration

-~

Eva L. Baker
Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation

LN§TRUCTIONAL'IMPLICATIONS OF TESTING
Madeline Hunter
Principa] Universitj Elementary School, UCLA

Coffee bre@k

THE USES AND ABUSES OF ACHIEVEMENT TESYS
* Peter Arasian
‘Professor of Education, Boston College

LUNCH

SUMMARY OF MORNING PRESENTATIONS AND FOCUS FOR SMALL GROUP
SESSIONS James Burry, Director of Field Serv1ces, e
Center for the Study of Eva]uat1on

PRACTICAL METHODS IN TEST SELECTION, DEVELOPMENT AND USE

These sma]] group sess1ons will use mater1als deve1oped for

the conference to provide training in the folloWwing aréas:

How to write domain-referenced test specifjcations, methods of -
assur1ng test items' congruence with domain specifications,
comparing tests' relevance for a given curriculum, énd techn1ca1
and pract1ca1 qualities of tests o g

After the training, the groups w111 develop recommendat1ous/%n
the themes of testing and instruction to be brought to the

attention of the. Nationpal Institute of Edycat1on . 2,

NO=HOST SOCIAL HOUR

<

DINNER ' ' -

Michae] Timpane, Beputy'Direetor, National Institute of EdUcation
{

F0110w1ng Dr. Timpane's remarks, the session will be open for
a dialogue on federal policy on test1ng and 1nstruct1on .

CONFERENCE ADJOURNS FOR THE DAY

> o

ey ~

. WELCOMING REMARKS : ) ’ e

.




. Tuesday May 15

-8:30

9:00 - 12:00
Savoy

12:30
Riviera/
Versailles

»

1:30
Savoy

3:00 ~ 5:00

Coffee

SESSION MODERATED BY:  Richard Schutz, Director
SWRL Educational ‘Research and Development. -

" THE PROCESS AND POLITICS OF A SUCCESSFUL DOMAIN-REFERENCED

TESTING SYSTEM - . :
Jerry George, Administrator of Glendale Manageégnt Systems,
Glen&p]e (Arizona) Union High School District

TESTING IN A LARGE METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
Harry Handler ) :
Deputy Superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School District

PROJECT TORQUE ,

Judah Schwartz, Professor of Engineering Science and Education,
MIT and Co-Director, Project TNRQUE, Educational Development
Center, Newton, Massachusetts

LUNCH .

Samuel B.. Kermosoian

Regional Commissioner, Intergovernmental and Special Services
USOE*Region IX, San Francisco

SENSE OF CONFERENCE_ PANEL ¢

—

The following panel will Eﬁﬁmarizg\jssues\presented at-the

- Conference and other issues in testing.and instruction for the

attention of the National Institute of Education.
\\

Representative of the National Education AssociafidntrMELBA KNUTSEN,
Chairperson, Curriculum and Instruction, California Teachers
Association.

Representative of School Administrators: CAROLYN DEOLDEN, Director,
Testing and Evaluation, Hacienta-LaPuente Unified School District.

Representative of the American Federation of Teachers: MILES
MEYERS, OaRdand School District and Bay Area Writing Project,

Representative of State Education Agency: ALEX LAW, Director
Office of Program Evaluation, California State Department of
Education. ' : .

Speakers and participants are encouraged to remain in the

Sayoy room and continue discussions.

END OF FORMAL AGENDA
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12:00-1:30 Banquet tuncheon ™
Haverford Dining Center

Associate Professor of Education
University of Vermont

1:30-3:30 WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
Speaker:
Dr, Egon G. Guba
Professor of Education
" indiana University

'
1

Dialogue
Dr. Egon G. Guba
Dr.”James Burry
legional Workshop Luden

3:30 Adjourn

3
|
6
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v

o~

e
-5
g

Agenda

REGION III

Conference.on
Testing and
Instruction

m-\
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_Day 1 Monday, Junc 4 Day 2 Tuesday, June 5
o 8:30 Coffee/pastry Leader . Room ‘8:30 Coffee/pastry
Foyer-Stokes Auditorium Grp 1 Dr. Michael Kean Bryn Mawr Rm-Dining Ctr Foyer-Sto.l(eS Hall
Grp2 Dr. Ed Patrick Swarthmore Rm-Dining Ctr .
8:30-9:30 Registration ! Grp3  Ms, Jane Roberts Sharpless Rm-Dining Ctr - 9:00-9:15 Welcome Back .
. Foyer-S(okes Hall Grp4  Mr. Michael Simeone  Smith Rm-Dining Ctr Dr: Albert C. cnmben
GpS  Dr.Joan Burtram Pendle Hill Lounge Commissioner
9:30-9:45 Welcome ~ Grp 6 Dr. Linda Polin Faculty Dining Room HEW Regional Office of Educa-
Dr. John E. Hopkins Grp7  Dr. john Bowers Stokes Hall N2 tional Programs
ive Di Grp8  Dr. Sharon Tumulty Stokes Hall #225 M
Ex"“""; irector Sch Grp9  Dr. Marshall Amesquita  Stokes Hall #9254 e an
Research for Better Schools Grp 10 Ms. Marilyn Craig Stékes Hall #303 +9:15-10:15  WHERE ARE WE NOW?
' : Grp 11 Dr. Ed Richards Stokes Hall #315 Speaker:
« 9:45-10:45 TESTING Grp 12 Dr. Sue Root Stokes Hall #319 Dr. Henry M. Brickef!
' Speaker:. id tdmonds . Grp 13 Dr. Daniel Austin Stokes Hall #326 Dlrectoru-d q
Dr. Ronald Edmon ' Policy Studies in Education -~
=~ - Senior Assistant to the Chancel- - S )
( 10: : ' -
Bo'::dogflgg\:'ég:g: of the City 3:15-3:30 reak ' 01510 30 g::\aktn l.ounge-Dining Center
of New York Foyer-Stokes Hall : .
4 Sunken Lounge-Dining Center 10:30-12:00 ISSUES IN TESTING
10:45-11:00 Break . . 3:30-5:30 TEST DESIGN AND RELATION- | . P";Z;g‘;:,“ﬂf:“‘"“’ of
* SHIP TO INSTRUCTION ' g ‘e
11:00-12:00 INSTRUCTION L . Workshop Leaders:
g Training Sessions - resume
- Speaker: . Dr. ). Robert Coldiron
S Dr. Madeline Hunter A £ Bureau of Planning and Evalua-
Principal 5:30-6:30, r:‘:)r;::rs‘tLS:uc:‘aleHour tion, Pennsylvania Department |
Universlty Elementary School B . of Education |
UCLA Haverford College Dining or. Th c .
Center omas Corcoran 5
. . Executive:- Assistant ‘
12:00 Noon Hmtnsuaﬁ?ege Dining -~ - —6:30—No-host Dinner ! Office of the Commissioner N
Center - Haverford College Dining New Jersey Department of /
° aker: ¢« Center e Education
Dr. Albert C. Crambert “ Dr. John L. Crew
Commissioner Superintendent of. Public !
HEW Regional Office of Instruction, Baltimcre City |
Educatiorial Programs . Public Schools f
1:\1) Conduding Remarks : Or. Virginia L. Dalton o
' Virginia £ducation Association
. Dr. James Burry in 8 :
Director Dr. Willian McCormick |
Center for the Study of State Supervisor of Elementary |
Evaluation/UCLA Education, Delaware Depart- |
1:30-3:15 Test Design and Relationship t ment of Public Instruction
:30-3: t n and- ns > ' ‘
' ' Assistant Deputy State \
Training Sessions
Qo - Participants will divide into Superintendent, Maryland N
. :ctian»gfarmln< - State Department of Educa- v |
P ' tinn ) 1 1

- w o Em s mEefan

kCSURS wAl!

Haverford College Conference Center/June 4th !md 5t
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7:00 PM - 8:00 PM
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REGIONS 1 AND II . ‘ , '

NoRTHEAST CONFERENCE ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION . .
’ The BoSton Park Plaza, Boston, Massachusetts - ° :
' AGENDA N ' :
Tuespay, 12 June 1979 - >

REGISTRATION, Mrzzanine

. “

GENERAL SESSION, Ballroom West,

Welcoming remarks -
Dr. Thomas Burns, ROEP I. ‘
Dr. William Green, ROEP 11

* Dr, David P. Crandall, The NETWORK

lntroductﬁm, to the Agenda:

Leslie Hergert, The NETWORK
BREAK, Mezaanine ST
GENERA} SESS1ON, Ballroom West

hd 1

Dr. Peter Arasian, Boston College, Uses and
Misuses of Standardized Achievement Tests

Dr. Eva Baker, Center for the Study of Eval-
uvation, Relationship of Testing to Instruction

Or, Judah L. Schwartz; MIT, Education Development

‘Center; It Is Possible To Do It Differently:

PROJECT TORQUE, an Illustrative Example

'GENERAL SEsSIoN (Cont'D.)

Questions to Panel: Dr. Thomas Burns, Moderator
Participants will have the opportunity to
question the testing and instruction panel.

LUNCH, Stanbro Hall
SmatL Group TRAINING SESSIONS, Fourth Floor

Participan'ts will brea;k into small groups to
work with packaged materials. Module [

BREAK, Fowrth Floor Landing
SMALL GRoup TRAINING SESSIONS, Fourth Floor

Participants will reconvene in small groups to
work with packaged materials. Module 17

No Host SociAL Hour, Fartor 4’
DINNER, Georgian Rqom
, :

REGISTRATION
Eﬁém-qﬁom y

79,00 AM - 9:15 AM COFFEE, Mezsanine S

9:15 At - 10:00 AM GENERAL SEXSION, Ballroom West ) .

Opening Remarks '
"David Max McConkey, The -NETWORK / ,
Or. Les May, Assoc. Dir., Research & Assessment, HA Dept. of Ed.

10:00 AM - 10¢55 AM ng_ﬁgmngu’s,\ Fourth Floor
Participants may choose one of .the following sessions?

11:05

12:00
1:00

3:00 PM

P

A: (Room 433} Monitoring Student Progress on Instructiom]
Goals, Corrine McGuigan, The NETWORK =

. B. (Room 436) Resources in Festing e

o ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center) and
Educational Testing Service; Barbara Wildemuth, ERIC: «
M, ETS Test Collectjon .

e Educational: Productssinformation Exchange,

~ James George, EPIE o : .

C. {Room 437) "A Look at a State Assessment Program.

" Dr. Cynthia V. L. Ward, Director; Martha H. Darnley;
Dr. Ralph S. Daniels} Bureau of Research and Evaluation,
Rhode Island State Départment of Education -

D. (Room 402) Openness About Standardized Tests: Improving
Communication with Parents and Students; William Corbett,
Principal, James Russell Lowell School, Watertown MA

E. (Room 406) Alternatives to Standardized Testing;

Dr. Bernard McKenna, NEA; Otis Thompson, Maine Teachers Assn

AM - 12:00 PM PRESENTATIONS, Fourth Floor

Participants may choose another selection from Sessions A-E.
PM - 1:00 PM LuNcH, Ballroom East
PM - 3:00 PM GENERAL SESSION, Ballroom Meet

Panel Discussion: David Max McConkey': Moderator
Testing and Competency-Based Education: Multiple Perspectives
o Lydia Greenberg, State .Testing Cgordinator, N . State Dept

.

o ¢ John Powers, Superintendent, SU 56, Somersworth, N.H.

o .Charlotte Ryan, Massachusetts Parent Teacher Assn
e Otis Thompson, Maine Teachers Assn

Participant4 are encouraged to question the panel on issues of
testing_and competency-based education and to respond to ideas
generated by conference presentations . ,

Please 1eave your questionnaire at the registration desk on the - .
Mezzanine as you leave. THANK YOU FOR COMING: .

Aa -
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P AGENDA._

- Region VI Testing Conference
: June 21 and 22, 1979

Sponsored by:
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, Houston IsD,
.Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA, and
the U. S. Office of Education, Reg1on VI .

. The University of Houston
- Continuing Education Center

;e University of “Houston Hotel
» 4800 Calhoun Road -
° Houston, Texas 77004
Thursday, June 21 LOCATION
8:30 - 9:00 Coffee/Registration . 2nd Floor Lobby
e 9:00 - 9:30 Welcome: James H. Perry Constellation Orion

Executive Director
Southwest Educational

Development Laboratory -
Austin, Texas

Ed Baca

Regional Commissioner

Region VI =~

0ffice of Education . N
. L Dallas, Texas

_— ‘ Billy Reagan - _ o
- Superintendent
’ Houston ISD

v

“Historical Perspectives on * Constellation Orion

. Testing"

William Angoff

Executive Director for Technical
. Development

Educational Testing Service (ETS)
Princeton, New Jersey

9:30 - 10:30

10:30 - 10:45 . Break -

10:45 - 11:45 "Criterion Referenced Testing as Constellation Orion
an Educational Tool"
Jan Barnett
Assistant Director for Appraisal
Services .
Spring Branch ISD
Houston, Texas

’ Rl
e
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1%:00 i}{OO
1:00 ; 2:45
3:00 - 4:45
5:30 - 7:00

Friday, June 22

5
R

.8:30 - 9:00
9:00 - 10:00

Vicky Hardway )

Instructor ’ .
Spring Branch

Houston, Texas

Lunch . . - Zodiac Room

"Enhancing the Test Taking Abilities
of Inner City Students"
Doris Arderson
.President, Houston Teachers
Association : ; (
47‘ - .
CSE Test Development Training
: (small groyp sessions) A
Constellation Orion A

Group 1
Group 2 Constellation Orion B
Group 3 Hertliles
Group 4 .ok -Scorpius
Group 5 v . Saturn
Group 6 _ Jupiter

CSE Test Development Training - ’ ;
(small group sessions)
Group 1 Constellation Orion A
Group 2 Constellation Orion B
Group 3 Hercules
Group 4 _ Scorpius
Group 5 : Saturn
Group 6 . Jupiter

Social Hour Aquarius/Pisces

Coffee

Topical Sessions Hercules

k. "Issues jin Testing and Teaching
the Cult¥rally Different Child" o
Ernest Bernal ' ‘
Professional Associate
Educational Testing:Service (ETS)
Austin, Texas '

B. "Issues in Testing and - Scorpius /
Teaching Gifted Children"
Phil Powell
Professor, Educational Psychology
University of Texas, Austin

C. "Issues in Testing and Teachipg Saturn
Children with Learning Disabi ities"
Steve Larsen
Professor, Special Education
University of Texas, Austin

10a 117




10:00 - 11:00

11:00 - 12:00

12:00 - 12:30

o7
B

. Director of Evaluation

- 7
"Implementation of A Bilingual Constellation Orion
Program in a Large Urban School : .
Systemu :
Michael Mauldin
Assistant Director of Research . -

and Testing
Houston ISD
%

Panel Digcussion (1 chairman - Constellation Orion ¢ .
representatives from topical
sessions) : 8

Wrap-Up (Directions, Expecta- -,  Constellation QOrion
tions, Issues) # ‘

Jim Burry -

Center for the Study of ' .
Evaluation )
University, of California, Los Angeles i

Charles Nix
Associate Commissioner

for Planning and Accreditation
Texas Education Agency

Rarticipant representatives from
test development training sessions

N,

—_—
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SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL CONFERENCE |
on "
TESTING AND INSTRUCTION /

-
-3

June 24-26, 1979
Sheraton - Atlanta Hotel

- o .
- .
N .
e

Atlanta, Georgia -
/
.~ [  Southeastern

CONFERENCE SPONSORS

 The Southeastern Regional Council for Educational Improvement
The National Institute of Education
The U.S. Offige of Education, Region IV

- 6 119




y, June 24, 1979

‘Monday, June 25, 1979

Biue Ridge B 8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m. Registration

AGENDA
SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL CONFERENCE ON
TESTING AND INSTRUCTION
SHERAT‘@Q -ATLANTA HOTEL, ATLANTA, GEORGIA
.JUNE 24-26 1979

-'aluamdge « 3:00 p.m.-9:00 p.m. n.gmdion
Piedmont 5:00 p.m.-6:00 p.m. Briefing Session for Contersnce

_ Presentors and Facilitators

=

. : - " /
Ceorgia Balircom o . .
- West * 8:30a.m.-12 Noon First General Session
» & . -
‘ 8:45a.m. . Waeicome: H. Titus Singletary, Associate Superintendent, Geor-
: ‘ gia Stno Department of Education, Atianta, Georgia
Conference Purpose: Wayne Teague, Superintendent of Edu-
cation, Alabama State Dopgnmont of Education, Montgomery,
. Alabama o
C $15a.m. “Competency Testing from a Chief State School Officer's View-
point,” Raiph’D. Turington, Fiorida State Depctmem ot r:duca-
e tion, Tallahassee, Florida o
- 10:00am. =~ Cottes .
10:15 a.m. “Uses and Abuses of Tests and Testing,” Frank Womer, Director,
Michigan School Testing Service, Ann Arbor, Michigan -
' P X ,11‘?*5 a.m. “Using Testing to Improve Instruction,” James J. Gallagher,
S ¥ Frank Porter Graham Chiid Deveiopmem Center, Criapd Hilt,
. North Carolmt
1215p.m. Lunch
1:30-5:C0 p.m. “Test Design ard Relationship to Instruction™

Small Group Training Seasions

Grcup Room - Eacilitators - o
1 Biue Ridge A  Paul Wyiie, Alabama State Depanment of Education -~
Wiiliam C. Berryman, Alabama Sta}e Departiment of Education
2 Cumberiand B william Johnson, Arkansas State Department of Education
3 Cumberiand A Hugh . Peck, Louisiana State Departmint of Education
) James Y. Soileau, Louisiana State Department of Education
4 “Piedmont Vana Meredith, South Carolina State Department of Education
§ Coastal Clark Trivett, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction
H.T. Conner, North Caroiina State Department of Public Instruction
6 Great Valley Margaret Weber, Educaiional Testing Service, Atlanta
7 Suite710 Janice P. Smith, Fiorida State Department 6f Education
Thomas H. Fisher, Florida State Department of Education
3 Suite 810 Jim Burry, Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA
9 Suite 910 Linda Polin, Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA
. 10 Suite 10107 John Evins, Jr, Kontucky State D.p-nmem of Education
. . £:00 p.m. ’ . Adjoum Day 1 w )
8:?}4@ p.m. No Host Social Hour Georgla Baltroom West
107 120
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Tuesday, June 26, 1979

-
»

8:30 a.m.-8:30 &.m. “Test Design md Rolmonahlp to lnstruction commuoo

! "o,
) © 10:00 a.m.
'Georgia Bailom - .
West " 10:15Nodén
- 1015am.
" 10:45a.m.
K %

 ,, Conference Planning Committee

Winlam Jehnsan &
Arvansas State Departmeni-of Educatron

Janice P, Smith
Fiorida State Department ot Education,

Elizabeth Creech
Grorgis State ‘Department of Education

) Lioyd C. Smith
Louisiana State Depmmem of Education

Jern Ethridge
Mississippi State Dopdnmem of Education

Rax Pouncey

*Miasissippi State Dopanmont of Education -

H.T.Conner

Vonh Carolina Department of Public Instruction

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

, Participants will reconvene with their origine groups in original
rooms. .

] . 3 ' . .0 *
- 9:30 a.m.-10:00 a.m. Smail Group Discussions on Testing issue’

COmo Break

\ Second General Session C -

“Comperency «"resting from a Regional Commissioner's View,"
William L Lawis, USOE Regional Commissioner, Region 1V,

Atlanta, Goorgia . o

“Making Minlmum Competency Ptograms Work” |
A Panel l'.hscuasbon

Panel Modoruor .
: Rldmu C. Causey. Alabama State Dopammm of Education

P'nl.Mombnn: i
Jim Burch, North | Camtina Department of Public Instruction

Alice Shrewsberry, Owensboro, Kentucky indepandent School -
System

James V. Scileau, Louisiana S;ate Board of Education
Thomas H F:sher, Florida Departrnent of Educamn
Cameron Fincher, Universrty of Georgia, Athens

«

Luncheon
Luncheon Address: "What's Right w:nh American Education,™

Haroid Hodgkinson, Director, Professional Institute, American
Management Associmon Washington, D.C..

Summary and Conclusions: “Sense of the Conference,” Charl:e
G. Williams, Superintendent of Education, South Camlina Stats
Department of Ez_jucaion, Columbia, South Carolina

Ad)oum'

bl

Robert R. Hiil
South Carolina State Department of Education

Paui D, Sandifer
South Caroiina State Department of Educatlon

Reese Johnson
USOE, Region IV

Corinne Scott
National Institute of Education

John Lovegrove
_USOE, Region IV;

Marllyn Dowdy
USOE, Region IV

e LRI
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" .- Appendix C : .

. “

.

. *The Role of Testing.in American Schools
(bound separately)
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N . Appendix D
Making, Choosing’and Using Tests:
A Practicum in Domain-referenced Testing
(bound separately) ‘
- _..\\\
s

0 "




Appendix E

I3
11

Conference Evaluation Summaries
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| ) ' CONFERENCE EVALUATION SUMMARIES .

+

' Date Collection

:Thoogh not a part of the formal contract, CSE gathered evaluative
information aboutﬁconference actieities incollaborationwith sponsors. In-
formation-gathering therefore var{edsomewhStfrom site to site. For the
Region-v conference,van cpinion form concerning conference value was com-

pleted by participants after the conference and-returned tc the sponsor.

CSE materials were eva1uated on a measure designed for that purpose.

e

For the Reg1on X conference, partic1pant percept1on of the conference
was one topic of a larger measure deve]oped by the sponsor. CSE materials
were evaluated on the same measure as used in Reg@ion V.

In the Region IX conference, both overall evaluations and mater1a1s

about follow-up were made.

¢

lect participant recommenddtions also provided space for respondents to
write their comments regending tneir conference and CSE materials.

In Region VI, participants provided both rating data and wfitten com-
ments- about the conference and, about CSE materials. | .

Region iv.oarticipants responded to an opinionnaire asking for %Feff/
recommendations; endIerften.comments on the conference as a whole and on

CSE materials.

Evaluation of Conferences Across Site :

Participants expressed enthusiasm about the speakers, the small group

L\

assessment were co11ected at the same time that participant recommendations.

In the conference for Regions I and II, the opinionnaire used to col-

\

A




workshops, en@ the opportunity to e&changeiideas with dther1co11eadues,
part1cu1ar1y at state and federal levels. This positive reaction -- that
,,the Reg1ona1 Conference was a fine beginning step --Dtonf1rmed part1c1pant
requests to have a larger and wider audience for the conferences: more
classroom teachers, community 1eaders, and parents, as well as greater press
coverage. Other cdmments described the financia]Jdifficu]ties-most school
districts experienced 1in prov1d1ng funds for teacher released time, and
as;ed for an extended conference in order to amplify the topjcs’ covered and
to add?others.

Primarily, the participants wanted the conference extended to allow
for more audience participation; so that they could react to the information
pnesented, voice theii problems and needs, and t;Le part in planning future
conferences. Suggestﬁons of this nature were made in such comments as "I
need more time to absorboall these ideas," and "The pace needs to be varied."
In genera] the part1c1pants v1ewed the conference as a good beginning of a '
-Ud1a1ogue which they hope will be: cont1nued ‘between- the Jocal schoo1 personne]t
and the state and federal educational agencies, a two-way d1alogue with po-
tential to improve education and to foster better communication among all

;
involved. : ..

‘Evaluation of Conference by Site

- Region V: A questionnai}e was mailed to the participants after the

conference (59% return rate):

The table below shows the results on five questions rated by the.
participants on a scale of 1-10 with 10 as the highest possible rating.

-




- Question , Range. Mean Median
‘ . . “
. Content Quality 3-10 7.68:
. Facility Quality 5-10 8.80
Logistics Quality 3-10 - 8.07
Format Quality . 3-10 8.02
Overall Quality 3-10 . 8.03

Responses to two open-ended questions:
© 1. Major Strength of the Conference,

~The'most frequént answers were the quality of the presentations, the °

s

presentors, and the pane11sts

2. MaJor Weakness of the Conference

The most frequent responses were "Test Design and Relationship to
Instruction” and."too much too quick."

Preferences for an educational conference reveaied:
Ay ‘

Item ! ‘ Top Choice Second Highest
Month of year October March

Week-of Month Second 1st or 3rd
Day(s) of Week * Wednesday “ - Tues. or Thurs.
Number of Days 2 . 2-3

Hours per day -7 5

Sessions per day 4 ) 6

Mode of Presentation Mixed-varied - - Small groups
Catered Lunches - Yes 78%

* -

Region X:. Participant response forms indicate that most conferees found
the conference to be of moderate value (i.e., adaacent to the h1ghest rat1ng
option provided). Asked if they would attend such a conference aga1n even
if there were a modest fee charged} most participant: chose the "maybe" option.
Feeling 1n~the northwest appears‘to be that a totally regiona11y—based confer-

ence would be a useful service.

No conference evaluations were conducted in the Region VII and VIII

conference.
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Region IX: Most of ;hé participants rated the coﬁference to be of

[ - . ' R
~ ‘moderately high value (again, adjacent. to the highest rating option pro- «

1

vided). Most'of the parficipants responded positively to the possibility

of attending another conference, even if a moderate fee were charged.

)

Written comments recéived from Region IX participants: refiected:
) ' 2 T
. need for pre-conference organizer/materials
" more interaction between audience and .presenters

" need for more teacher and community participation in’such
, conferences

expand to three days

~

* need for further dissemination of issues covered

N No conference evaluations were conducted in Région II1I1.

Regions I and II: -Partiéipants from Regions 1 and II emphasized that

such conferences must be timed to avoid a conflict with the last week of

. . %& - - .
the school year. Participafts also wanted more_opportunities to interact

.

in small group settings with all those who presented ideas, ﬁateria]&, and

" research results. They_a1so desired more emphasis on how to use tests ef=

fectively in relation to insfruction, and a more in-depth explanation of

= the issues in testing. They would have 1iked more classroom teachers to -

‘ participate and to attend (and thds to make ‘this possi?]e). They also
wanted more take-home materials to be available, especially those materials
and topﬁEs to which the speakers referred.: Other topics which
they would have liked to discuss were: |

a) Alternatives to testing

@ | 15
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b) In-house micro-processing of evaluation and diagnostic
procedures ¥ ‘

*

C) Testing'in relation to classroom instructional objectives,
and to students' motivation to learn, and to parents and
the public and to curriculum

d) Testing in relation to basic skills, to those students who
can not be expected to achieve minimum competency, to special
education students.

The majority of the opinionnaire respondents agreed Eﬁat their confer-
ence was we]]worganized and worthwhile, that the CSE training materials were
helpful, the presentat{ons interesting, that they 1earneh §omething they
can uig, and that ideas were presented in a language appropriate t6 the

audience.
. P <
Region VI: Participants at this conference r?;panded to an evaluation

form which asked gquestions on:

* extent participant gained knowledge and understanding of
testing and education :

" extent participant gained some skill in development of
¢ criterion-referenced tests through CSE materials

* extent participant got information about testing and
‘teaching special populations

A.five-point rating sc51e ranging from "a great deal" to "not at all" was
'used,on this instrument. Intervening pbints on the Sca]e were not defined.
In terms of the first item.-- knowledge gain -- 50% of the respbndents in-
dicated they had learned either a greai deal or at least thé amount of knowl-
. edge- represented by the point in the scale adjacent to "a great deal."

In terms of the second item -- knowledge gained through CSE materials --
25% of the respondents indicated knowledge gains'of "a great deal” or the
next'édjacent va1Ge. Sixty percent of the respondents,{;y in the top thre -

points of the scale. ,

116




In terms of the third item -- testing and teaching special populations

-- 40% of the'réspondents lay in the two most positive values.

Region IV: Written responses from the Region IV conference indicated
the following: \

* the conference did not meet the expectations of some of the par-.
ticipants in addressing the relationship of testing to instruction.
Too much time was spent in "getting to" the issue but not enough
in addressing this. issue ‘

* the materials on Domain-Referenced Testing for use in small group
sessions was written in highly specialized terminology, and needed
a testing specialist to interpret. Material written in common lay
language would have been much more useful to the classroom teacher

* the broad divérsity of levels in the small groups seemed to hamper

i making the most of the materials
* many participants had excellent experiences in the small groups, and
even though there was difficulty with the Domain-Referenced Testing
Book, the facilitation was excellent, and the sharing between and
among participants was most beneficial.
¥ ‘ —~
N -~
Q .
\
N |
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Evaluations of CSE Materials Across Sites

[}

Participant Fesponses“to }he CSElmateria1s was Quite positive regarding
their usefulness and c1a}ity. "The most common theme throughout the confer-
ences was to devote more time to explanation of how the materials can actually
be used in schools, particularly by classroom teachers. Another‘common theme
was to simplify the level of language of the materials. QOne other fairiy pre-
valent point was that the diverse professional backgrounds of the small group

members also added to the problems of total group undekstanding.
o

-

Fvaluations of CSE Materials by Site o

Region V: Participants at this conference responded to a five-point
rating scale on o |
. the information in the module
. the tefmino1ogy used
. the examples in the materials

. the exercises in the materials

o

The information on the following two pages shows how the participants re-

—

sponded to these matters.

, ) ~ ’
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TEST COHFERINCE: AFTIPNCON WOS¥5340P3

Detroi
Partizipants' Reaction Shzet troit
Madule Title: Domain Referenced Test Specifications
“12 1aTarmazion in this fwcule was:
9 19 13 4
overy 2 3 4 very
clear “confusing
10 18 13 4 '
very 2 3 4 totally
useful ' useless
15 13 1 4 , 2
very 2 3 4 very . 3
in%zresting boring '
2. Th2 terminalogy used in these materials was:
8 : 20 14 3 . 4
R Z K 4 - very
L-car- : difficult
s-znsahie
2. Thz woak-+rrgugh exzmples which are included were:
¢ ,
6 15 . 13 6 b
ercel- 2 3 4 very poor
Tent ,
” : |
7 9 12 6 7
suiTi- 2 3 4 not enough .
ciznt o
4. The exercize(s) includad in this module.was/were:
5 17 - 17 7 3
very 2 3 T4 very
easy difficult
3 17 . .10 1 3
¢lear; 2 3. 4 unclear;
appropriate inappropriate
- 132 TURN OVER TO BACK
.o YE o




TEST CCHFERENCE: AFTZRHOON WORKSHOPS

Participants' Reaction Shest Detroit

‘indule Title: Item Rating Scale

1. 7Ta2 1afarmation i tais nodui2 was:

.4 12 4 )

vary Z 3 - & VETY

clear ‘confusing
N 7 11 10 3 1

VETY 2 3 4 totally

usetul ' useless

7 6 W 5 1
vary 2 3 4 very
intaresting boring

2. The terminology used in these materials was:
5 _.12 11 5 1 o
Ve Z 3 4 vary
prler- difficult
stzariazle

3. The woak-through exarsles which are included were:

-3 6 18 - 2 4 |
excel- Z 3 4 ‘very poor
lent - _

g : R

6 7 10 4 6
suffi- 2 3 4 not enough
cient .

4. Tne exercise(s) includad in this ,module was/were:

3 4 20 3. 1
very 2 3 4 very
easy . difficult _ N
2 8 16 4 -1
clear; AN I unclear;
appropriate inappropriate
R} 120 n TURW OVER TC BACK
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o,

It seems that the information in the domain-referenced test specifi-
cations module was well\:gcefved; the terminology was troub]esome‘to some
participants; more time could have peen given to thé walk-through examples;
and fhat ihé exercises were alsQ troubl .ohe to some participants.

5u . For the “item-rating scale, soméwhat similar patterns emerge.’

»

~ Written comments by the Region V respondenté suggest that for both
modules: ' .
. language level is too high for some people

. more explanation about the purpose/use of the materials
is needed

. materials need to be simplified
~
. presenters need overhead slides | - F .
. time for presenting materials needs to be increased |
. materials have potential but need a qualified leader
Region X: Participants at this conference responded to the same measures
as used at Region V. Results for domain-referenced test specifications and
the item-rating scale are displayed on the next two pages. Respoﬁgzs are
generally similar tb those obtained at the first conference. .
The “negative written comments returned by, the Region X participants were

similar to those received in Region V. On the other hand, respondents appeared

to be more favorable toward facilitators (more time had been spent training

them than in Region V). : Y

/

/
7/
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TLST CONFERENCE: AFTERNTCH WORXSHOPS
Participants' Reaction Sheet vancouver
‘ | {
Mojule Titie: Domain Referenced Test Specifications
v?:f-'w‘nrﬁacion in’:ni:.nodu?e;Qas; ’
5 21 19 9 1
very : 2 3 4 .very - -
clzar - _ « confusing
8 25 15 6
-7 very 2 3 4 totally
useful o useless -
8 20 .17 9 1 .
“very 2 3 4 very
; irterastiag boring
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ZuCE: AFTERNOGN WC2HEKOPS

. ¢ Par:icipants' Feaztion Sheet Vancouver
Madole Title: Item Rating Scale
1. Tn2 infwrmaﬁioq in this moduie was:
5 20 8 2
very z 3 4 very -
clear confusing
1 19 9 3 ]
very Z 3 4 totally
usefu! useless
] 9 14 4
very 2 3 4 very
interesting boring

2. The tarminclocy usad in these materials was:

8 14 i8 2
very 2 3 4 very
Lozar- difficuit
s.znlziie

3. Tre woak-throush exzarnples which are included were:
6 12 14 5 2
exzel- 2 3 4 very poor
lent
6 11 13 5 1

=

suTfi- 2 3. 4 not encugh
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4, Tihe exercisel(s) includad in this module was/were:

5 9 13 2 2
very 2 3 4 very
easy difficult
6 10 12 2 1
ciear; 2 3 4 unclear;
aznropriate inapprepriate
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Based on these data. first-round materials modification was begun (as
described in the main body of this report).

" No materials evaluation was conducted at thqﬁﬁegion‘VIl and VIII
conference.

Region IX: = Participants at this conferencé used materials which had
undergone some.modifications. WhHile written comments indicated more time
could Have been devoted to the materials, the group %aci]itators were well
received (all facilitators were CSE/UCLA staff who were tharoughly familiar
with the materials).

No materials evaluation was conducted in Region IIf.

x

-

Before the remaining conferences were conducted,‘another set of materials
revisions took place, especially in terms of re-designiﬁg the facilitator's
quide accompanying the materials. |

Regions I and Il: While the materials appeared to be more helpful to

Region I and Il participants, concerns were still rafsed about time allotted
for instruction, the language level of the materials, the amount of time
allotted to prebare faci]itatoré; and the broad range of expertise among the
members of the small group. '

Region VI: As indicated in the‘ove;all confergncé evaluations, the
majority of the respondents indicqted they had ]earned something from the
CSE materials. No written comments.were collected.

Region IV: As 1ndicated in the oveﬁa]] conference. evaTuat1ons, there-
still appeared to be some prob]em w1th ]anguage level, and mixed participant
backgrounds in the tra1n1ng session can create a problem in tenms of appro-

priate manner of faci]itatp% presenfatioh;
,/‘A

A




As mentioned in the main body of the text, further development work on the

CSE materials is anticipated. Amon§ the concerns thaf could be addressed
I / "

‘are the issue of time allotted for training, composition of groups, and

{
training of facilitators/leaders.

4
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Reconnendatioﬁs by Conference




RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION X

Vancouver, Washington

ro S
The following recommendations were gathered in small groups working

with a topically arranged form to list recommendations 1n the areas of:

data usefulness _ ‘
test selection . ' S \

i o integration of testing with dﬁm1nistrat1on ~and program
P _evaluation

integration of testing with instruction
training and resources

test development

control of testing:

. . : v
. Each small group, guided by a leader-recorder, was assigned ore of the above
topics to develop recommendations. Group recommendations were as follows:

Data Usefulness &

i i
: quarti]es, stanines are preferable to an average score

) d1agnost1c and placement tests provade the most usefu1 k1nds
of test data :

* competency data, showing start1ng po1nts and rates of growth,
need to be stressed more than they are . \

’ the way 1nfonnat1on oR test esults- is presented is more
important than the type of data

-

-3

Inappropriate test use occurs when thosejwho'are trained to interp}et tests
" fail to do so; when feedback on test resu]tsrgete dela&ed to teachers;vwﬁen
a single score determines placement or a eurriculum; when students, teachers
and schoo]s"are rated without a proper basis for compafisdn; when parents
;nd students are not sufficiently involved in reviewing the test results;

when too much reliance is placed on paper-pencif tests, 1nstea& of perform-

S . . oy 40




mance- based alternative type tests. when tests do not match the urricu1um,

Al

when tests are used for teacher evaluation.. Both students' testuwiseness

»

and the lack of test- tak1ng sk111s affect test scores. Tests do not measure

high-level cogn1t1ve skills, such as the ab11ity to ana]yze synthesize and

oo eva1uate information. L S e

v Appropriate test uses, which will 1mprove the usefulness of ‘test data,

*

include:
" helping students improve skills
) upzrading the quality of a curriculum [

" providing add1t1ona1 information for making dec1s1dns and
3 c?%par1sons about students and curricula

* ‘removing mysticism and sécrecy surrounding testing when re-
porting test results to parents, students and the public,

-~ It is necessary to establish trust and to explain the test
‘results from a perspective of where the student started, the
present situation, and where the student is going. This
means, _of course, that test "language" must be presented un-
derstandably, in terms of the recipient rather than the test’
specialist.

Test Selection and Development

In selecting tests at the Tocal level, many staff personnel need to
"be involved: administrators, teachers, test specialists, counse]ors, and
a panel to check for biases, as.well as curriculdm developers. The selection
process should involve three steps: |
'»decide on the pﬁrpose of the test

* have all schools- taking the test be represented on the test
selection committee

* have all tests reviewed by a panel of teachers, curriculun
and testing specialists

9
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Several kinds of%additionai tests need to be developed, such as:
" ’ reading tests for adults

: read11y administered and scored tests for aduits

* short-term tests of student progress (e g., one tenn deveiop-
: menta1 reading tests: .

©al sorts of ‘tests for.iou-achieving community coiiege
. students

Participants recommended:further-that the same-schooi staff who select
tests should also participate in test deveiopment. Whiie.technicai assis-
tance from state departments of education, item banks, and outside cgntrac-
tors are all he]piui; the perspectives of tegcners and administratorsware
necessary to insure that test purposes are clarified, data are used appro-
priateiy, and that the match between testing.and instruction\js a good one.
Teachers and administrators can also offer valuable suggestions to enhance‘
a school's puoiic reiations by demonstratfng a schooiis competence in in-

noyatiue ways'rather than-oyhe%uy reliance on testing.

Integration of Testingﬁwith PPogram Evaiuation and Administration
Integration of testing with program evaluation and administration, and
with instruction: e1icited the,greatest number'of“comments from participants.
These two.topics, a1ong‘With test data usefulness, were their three_most im-
portant concerns . io connect test results in a meaningful way to administra-
tion and program evaluation, and to avoid misusing tests, participants em- |
pha51zed the need for additional training for program administrators, as
~well as additionai respon51biiities The most salient and beneficial train- E ¢
. ing would inc1ude. : ‘ L , ‘

: properpseiection, administration, and interpretation pf tests
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* familiarity wifh the purposes of the test and the program,
of test content and the effective use of test results

" skill and tact in explaining and interpreting test results
to students, teachers, principals, the news media and the
‘general public _ |
Participants Qgre qqncerhea about specjél problem areas which feeded .
critical aiiéﬁiion~in fhe'tféinipg‘progfam} if pfogram administrators be-
come satisfied with tée attainment of minimum competencies only, then this
attainment becomes maximum; and all other competencies are ignored. To ob-
éﬁtain meaningful and va1id.data. a test's congruency with a given curriculum
"is crucial. The results of tests designed to provide information about
groups of students should not be used for making'decisions about individual

students. These examples of misusing tests and test results should be high-

lighted in the training for program administrators.

Responsibilities of program administrators should include the following:

" continual program evaluation in order to generate valid data,
e.g., discarding outdated tests, adding new ones, etc.

" coordinating test adminstration so that one test can share
informational needs and serve multiple purposes; this in-
cludes supplying data for administrators, evaluators, and
teachers ' :

" preparing and involving staff members, parents and all those
affected by the testing, in planning the testing program, in- _
cluding inservice training, 1f necessary. The purposes of the
test need to be stated, as well as a description of the test
content, how the testing will be accomplished, and how the re-
sults will be used. Teachers. should have & chance to review
the results before any action is ‘taken; if results differ
markedly from expectations, further investigation is warranted.
Care is needed to avoid an over-reliance on test results.
Teaghing students to interpret their tests results, and to use
this knowledge in making their own decisions, can benefit stu-
dents as well as the program as a whole.

' program administrators need to usé other testing and assessment
techniques for program evaluation: information from staff and




the community in addition to students, teacher/student ratios,
- attendance and drop-out rates, informal community Surveys to
generate subjective data and to substantiate or challenge ob-
jective data, measurement of affective and psychomotor skills,
. longitudinal follow-up studies to track student performance
. over a period of years. Information of chis type would provide
~much more valuable results than an isolated, single assessment.

Integrating Testing with Instruction

Similar patterns of recommendations emerged in responses to questions
about integrating testing with instruction. Although not stated specifi-
cally®in terms of.additiona1 training and responsibilities for teachers,
the Suggestions were clear: incorporate teacher involvement in all steps
of the test1ng program, and use test results for changes in the 1nstruc-
tional program at the classroom level. Teacher made }ests shou]d be used
for individualizing instruction, flexible group1ng, quick program evalua-
t1on, provwd1ng feedback to students, deve10p1ng student self-evaluation,
and checking students' mastery of a skill. Teacher-made tests should not
be gfed for inflexible grouping, or be the sole basis for grading or com-
municating to parents. While other suggestions were given, such as improv-
ing’and diversifying test reporting formats, getting test results promptly,
using diagnostic-tesf and competency scores, the primary emphasis was for

increased staff participation in the testing and evaluation prbcess.

Q

Training and Resources

Increasing the involvement of staff members, teacher§, as .well as ad-
ministrators, implies additignal training. This implicatjon was substan-
tiated by the participants in their recommendations for preservice train-

iqg for teachers in test construction and validation, incorporating test
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results intolinstrhction, and prescr1b1hg;subséquent 1nstructjon on the
basis of test resu1t§. Teachers and édministrq&prs need . inservice train-
ing in presenting, using and interpreting test results. People who inter-
pret test results to the public and to the news media should recekge spe-
_cialized training.“PaEents and community groups need to participate in the.

testing program as review pane1i§t§_or advisory committee members.

-4

Control of Testing , -

As to the control of testing, participants want clear state guidelines.
on district responsibj]ities.~ Loca] districts should be responsible for
determining what test iﬁformation is required, what measures are acceptable,
and how to find or construct the needed measures. The federal government
should disseminate guidelines in clear 1an§uage'regarding‘comp1iance issues

,and questions offgqhity; it shou]d not be invo]veﬁ in measuring student

achievement.




RECOMMENDATIONS: REGIONS VII AND VIII

Kansas City Conference

.

Participants at this conference were asked to-mail to the local con-
fqrence,sponsor recummendétiqns that would be appropriate for follow-up B
at the local level, the state level, and the federal level. The following

recommendations were made:

Recommendations Appropriate to LEA

Participants urged local schode districts to conduct inservice'tnain-
ing fgr teachers, counselors and adﬂﬁnistrators in (2) the use of test results;
(b) the deve]opment-of evaluation proéedures and devices, and (c) the selection
of appropriate testing instruments. Districts should also advise state de-
partments of education on what should constitute basic education and what
tests~1oca],di$tr1ctsaccept as measures of goal fulfillment. Further, large -
city sch6;1 districts should begin to examine other testing alternatives to °
current testing approaches. One such alternative would be piloting goal-
referenced tests which have been calibrated to an ilem bank through Rasch

scaling techniques. !

Recommendations to SEA

Recommendations to state department of education included:

* providing seed money to districts interested in exploring mea-
ment alternatives to testing

* avoiding establishment of statewide testing programs, especially
~at the primary and intermediate grade levels

" providing encouragement and knowledgeable support personnel to

assist the schools in carrying out the recommendations listed
under local school districts
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* conducting workshops to familiarize educators with a broadj?
range of evaluation techniques

a " using input from local school districts, specify what constitutes
' basic education in accordance with community expectations and
standards within a given state

*"devising and implementing a series of tests that will be used

for gu1dance purposes and measurement:of achievement, rather et
than using a single test to measure the. degree of success
attained. S

Recommendations Apgrog[iate at thé Federal-Level

At the federal level, participants recommended:

* encouraging districts to explore alternatives to norm-referened
tests for reporting program results (e.g., Title 1). Rasch
scaling techn1ques have potential, and piloting of measure-
ment systems enjoying its techn1ques should be investigated
and supported :

* sharing of items and practGZes of testing and assessment pro-
cedures employed by other districts through sponsoring con-
ferences similar to the one held in Kansas City

" maintaining a "hands- off“ po11cy with respect to e1ther es-
tablishing standards or measur1ng results

' providing technical and/or financial assistance as requested

" providing incentive for States to work with smaller school
systems in the upgrading of evaluation procedures

* eontinued upgrading of norm-referenced assessment.

O ' | ¢
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RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION IX

Los Angeles Conference
Thjaigllowing'recommendations were gathered in small groups working. °

‘with a topiqaily arranged form to 1ist recommendations in the areas of:

data usefulness

test se1ection/deve10pment

1ntegrat1on of testing w1th administration and program evaluation
1ntegrat1on of testing w1th instruction

tra1n1ng and resources °

control of testing

Each small group, guided by a leader-recorder, was assigned one of the above

. topics to develop recommendétions.

The topic which Los Angeles participants stressed tﬁe most was the use-
fulness of tests: how tests and test data have been misused in the past,
and how-they should be useq in the future. Because tests have been inappro-
priate fof’their intended purposes, and because test results have been mis-
understood by the general public, ?s well as by parents, administrators,
teachers and students, the participants emphasizéd three prime areas which

needed to be addressed: 1integrating of testing with instruction; training

N x"l

exﬁst1ng and additional personnel regarding appropriate test practices in

test deve]opment, selection, and use; training existing and d\a*tﬂenal per-

. sonnel in th d1ssem1nat1on of test results so as to maxmize the effective-

ness of those results for all those involved "in the testing program.
Although participants offered suggestions about coordinating testing pro-
grams from the local through the state and federal level, most of the recom-

mendations dealt with the three areas mentioned above.

£
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__Sugééstions for connecting testing with instruction came in response

to the inadequacies of typical standgrdi;gd norm-referenced tests. These

-
-

suggestions included: increa§é&)teacher participatiqn‘in test construét%on,
seTéétion, and administration; screenihg testc to determine their fit with
‘classroom instruction; establishing an area or district timeline coordi-
nating the selection, constructibn and administration of tests, and the
sharing of test results for the purposes of motivation, evaluation and re-
mediation; and encouraging broad sharing of test results.

To make test data more useful, part?cipants urged additional training
for all test consumers, research in how to use test results most effectively,
and an emphasis on using tests to improve instruction. Training should in-
clude clarification as to the purposes of the test, an understanding of
what is beingxneasqred and what can properly be inferred. This training should
have a practical orientation, and be conducted‘fn a workshop mode, in order
to give the teachers, administrators, students, the community, ﬁnd the news
media feedback on pilot programs. Such training would also allow input from
all these groups for planning the year ahead.

In addition to training, alternatives and modifications need to be de-

veloped in existing tests and test data. The specific kinds of comments

made on the topics of concern were as” follows:

Usefulness of Test Data

" test consumers need to know/understand what is being measured and
what can properly be inferred

* use of multiple measures - tailored to needs of audience; need for
good 1ongi;udina1 data

* increase student awareness of reason for testing



* simplicity in reported information ’ ‘ ]
’ aJBid comparisons - e.g., in newspapers, etc.

“diStrjcts need to identify~w$¢Q‘purpose of the test - e.g., to
avoid bad testing practices

* need for study on what teachers can do to contact parents with y
¢ . combined data sources .

. research study on the role and responsibiﬁities of parents regard-
ing the test scores of their children

- ‘ 1ef\chi1d, parent, community see scores, faor motivation and feed-
back - : . )

* flexible grouping
‘* tests should provide basis for irstruction and teacher/student

interaction

Test Development and Test Selection

* standardized tests do hot reflect what a district is doing.
) The assumption of a common curriculum is not valid, so stand-
ardized tests should not be used for comparison s

" need for 1oc$11y developed Griterion-referenced test that reflects
" Jocal needs and the local Curriculum, BUT,

* need exists to compare with results of other measures occasionally

need nationwide information so boards of education can make com-
parisons

) néevaIE to foster federal/state/local test cooperation

;htegration of Testing with Administration and Program-Evajuation -

* testing to measure growth, within schooj'referent as opposed to
. between school comparisons, i.e., effectiveness of program,is R

masked by comparisons _ :
* inform Tay/public about meaning of test data

* test sensitivity to program goals and emphasis $hould be considered
in selection and use of tests for program development




Integration of Testing with Instruction
. % ! 3
" most useful tests to teachers are diagnostic -- those which
~identify actual areas of weakness; incTuding item analysis
(so we can understand why a child made a particular mistake)

" scores should be organized by sk1115 and subskills (diagnostic
approach)

" increase teacher participation in test construction

" give end-of-year test scores to children's new (current)
teacher

* plan for remediation - use area or auxiliary staff

" in secondary schools, show scores to students (self diagnosis,
self-remediation, motivation) v

" in elementary schools, show scores to parents and students; show
parents and aides, etc., how to remediate on specific skills

" information is needed on specific weaknesses which whole groups
or classes have in common

" give teachers, community, etc. test results as soon as possible
" assure close correlation between test items and curriculum
" establish an area or district-wide timeline which would include

test administration, receiving and interpreting results, inform-
ing community, remediation, ongoing evaluation, etc.

Training and Resources

" workshops for administrators, teachers, public at all levels
in test use/misuse

* training programs via a network
" minimum day\concept - money for teachers

Control of Testing

" do not tie funding to deficiencies because schools will not show
results that cut off funding

" federal, state, and local cooperation

* NIE to foste¥ economy in testing




RECOMMENDATIONS : REGIONS I AND II

Boston Conference

Participants at this conference mailed their concerns to the Network
on an opinionnaire designed to elicit their recommendations. These recom-
mendations are abstrééted from the participants' responses to six open-
ended questions listed on the opinfennaire form. .fhese questions are:
1. What do you consider to be the three biggest probTems associated
with tésting? h _ .

2. How should the federal government be involved in testing issues
(i.e., research, conferences, materials deve]opment)?v

3. ﬁ%w can state departments of educafion_be helpful to school dis-
tricts in technical issues (e.g., technical assistance, research,
information exchange)? : P

4. How should testing be coordinated across the state, district, and

schools to make testing efficient as well as useful?

5. What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national

level to replace existing standardized tests?

6. Are there any other comments about educational testing you would

‘bring to NIE's attention or the Network's attention?

Three Biggest Problems

Northeastern Conference participants expressed most concern about mis-
understanding &nd misinterpretation of test results. There was a wide-
spread sense that nobody understands testiqgf'and some people were concerned

about test publishers encodraging secrecy about tests. Most widely felt
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was concern about the misunderstanding of the public. There were several

comments about teachers and other educators; need to know more about test-
~ing and how best to use it. These comments relate very closely to comments
about trouble finding tests, especially standardized tests, that accuraiely
address their instructfona] program. In some cases, participants felt that
inadequate attention was paid to finding the "right" tests. There’was also
concern about teachers using test 1nformétion appropriately.

There was some skepticism expressed about test validity as well. While
very féw felt that tests'were uge1é$s, many did mention validity or accﬁracy
of the tests themselves as a problem. There was also some-concern that too
ﬁuth‘re1iance was put on the accuracy of one test score and that alternative

2

measures should be used, either instead of or in addition to standarized

tests.

Role of the Federal Government

Concerning the federal goyernment's'iﬁvo1vement in testing issues, re-
search received top priority. -Specific research desired was developing al-
ternative testing methods, improving instruction, ceordinating programs, de-
veloping local tests, and case studies on test use and misuse. The second
~highest priority for fgdqraT.embhasis was as a conference organizer and sponsor;

the third priority was for the_federa1 government to act as a funding agent,

with materials development a close fourth.

Role of State Departments of Educatien

State departments of education can be most helpful® to school districts

on testing issues by providing technical assistance, by acting as an infor-
/

mation exchange, and by doing research: The pajority of suggestions indi-
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dicated that the state should take a leadership role for developing test

 Tésf Cbordfnétion

In terms of"cgordinating tests across the state, district, and individ-
ual schools to achieve greater efficiency, the majority of part1cipénts'
responded positively. Their,suggéstiohs all placed the state in the same
kind of leadership role described 1b the .above paragraph, but with the col-
laboration of local séhoo] districté. While the recmeéndations stressed

the need for local participation and input,\as well qf a tie-in to instruc-
tion, participants wanted the advantages of contact with bther districts
and'other successful brogfams. as well as the benefits of coordina£ion in
order to minimize duplication of testing efforts. The negative responses
revealed participants' fears”fhat increased coordination at the state level
would create regiméntation, emphasize testing at the expense of learning,

and foster the political needs of the state instead of the individual needs

of the students.

Test Development

Participants recommended that additional tests be developed, includ-
ing perfq}mance tests other than paper and pencil, and alternatives fo
standardized tegts. nge specific’tésfﬁ needed are speaking and listening
assessments, as well as tests measuring creativity, facts, opinion; and in-

terests.

Other Comments

The main thrust of these suggestions consisted of requests for NIE to

r

guidelines, better téaching situations and techniques for skil] assessment.




testing situation. Both stu

take leadership in fu]fil*inz/ﬁeeds fér a1ternatives.to the existing

ents and teachers have been caught up in a
cyc1e of frustrat1on, d1ssat1sfact1on and fa11ure in the hurry to meet
public needs for "back to basics," and to test for state and federal reg-

ualtions. Specific needs they wanted NIE to'take leadership to fill in-

“¢lude requests for:

* models based on a curriculum rather than on tests

" establishment of a staff who could provide on-site training,
especially for small school districts, in appropriate uses
of tests and test results

"sponsor training programs and conferences to exchange and to
disseminate additional assessment and evaluation techniques
other than testing

* involvement of practitioners

* emphasizing test1ng as part of the learning process rather
than as an - end in itself

" inclwding enrichment.in the curriculum rather than emphasize
only basic skills
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"RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION VI ‘ \ Lo

Houston Conference

At‘tﬁé'é;d of fﬁérsécond day of the conferénce,'dur{ng small group
sessibns, participants expressed their opinions and,recomm;ndations on the fol-
lowin§ specific questions regarding testing issues, expectations and directions.
In each case the group‘leqder recdrded the views of those present. Recom-

mendations on the questions are as follows: - -

Biggest Problems Associated with Educational Testing .

The biggest problems associated with educational testing in the public
schools, in the minds of southwestern participants, are: . .
* using only one test (or only norm- Eeferenced tests) as the sole
basis for decisions regarding a student's program placement, or
pass/fail grade -

‘ using tests and test'resu1is for purposes which they are not
intended or for which they are not re]evant N
QE;LPS

The first of these problems was ment1oned by three d1fferent
of participants; the second by two g1fferent groups. The problems listed
-below were mentioned once by eéch group (each group consisted of anywhere
between 10 to 30 peopTe): | |
" overcoming student 1nd1fference to testing
" interpreting test results in order to best 1mpr6ve 1nstruct1on
’ poor]y constructed téécher-made tests
" too much testing
" lack of bilingual or foreign-language tests
" comparing students
' comparing school districts to promote bond issues or to refuse

to raise teachers' salaries
"y
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What Kind of Preservice/Inservice Irainina is Needed?

In order to promote beneficial and appropriate test use, participants . .

recommended that parents and a11'school personnel involved with students---
teacher§ especially--receive preservice traiqing in the purposes of fest—
fng, test construction and selection, interpretation of test results, and
how to use the results most effectively to improve instruction. Tiiis tréin-
iﬁg should also be presented to students themselves, the school bdard, ad-
ministrators, counse1or$ and consultants. Inservice training is nf%ded for
the same groups, for the same reasons. Test companies should re:e§ve in-
service training also, regarding students' attitud;s to standardized tests,

and teachers' and counselors' opinions on test validity and on the time and

costs involved in testing.
[av)

What Test Scores are Most Useful?

The most beneficial uses of tests were diagnostic tests for reading
and for individualizing instruction. The most useful test scores are grade
equivalent scores, percentiles and norm-reférenced resd1ts for Title I,
Some appropriate uses of test rgsults included meeting federal program re-
quirements and objectives relating to gaihs and losses: or changing instruc-
tional design of program, e.g., from a reading program to ESL or oral lan-

guage deveTopment program.

Test Development at the State or National Level

At the state and national level, test development is problematic. Par-
ticipants felt that because of the diversity of student populations through-
out the state and the nation, it is virtually impossible to develop a test
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to assess all student populations accurately. Many doubted that state
| -—Jevel-criterion-referenced tests would be any better than the existing ' S
norm-referenced, standardized ones, and therefore advised against that a1- |
ternative. Many others argued that only tests showing students5hprogress
in learning should be déve1oped. ‘Participants stated that the following
tests, deve]oped at the state or federal level, would be very valuable:

* minimum essentia]svor.exit tests

* teacher competency tests (with input from teachers)

* tests which minimize cultural bias

Test Development at the Local Level

The greatest need at the local Tevel, in terms of test development,
is for criterion-referenced tests which reflect the local curriculum. The
next highest priority is equally divided among the following tests:

* short diagnostic tests not machine-scored
" placement tests to identify gifted students and slow learners

* observation of behavior in the affective domain, or tests which
indicate peer relationships and self-worth. These are helpful
in counselling and in placement.

* bilingual tests ‘

* culturally non-biased tests

" vocational aptitude tests

* tests for composition writing, and for minimum essentials

* alternative tests with non-verbal and/or manipulative sub-
tests

* tests that include sub-tests which may be used independently
if necessary, where results are not locked into the total test
performance




Selection of Tests at the Local Level

As to the selection of tests used at the local 1eve1,ﬂ;11 those who
need to use what the tests purport to measure should be 1d%61ved in test
selection. This includes teachers, evaluators, principa1§, counselors,
consultants, and minority group representétiyes, in that order. One group
of participants argued persuasively for teachers on the grouﬁds that because
teachers are (or should be) in the best position to know what instruction
actually occurred in the classroom, they would know what test items accur§te1y
.reflected that instruction. This group argued further Ehzt for each elemen-

© tary-grade test, three teachers should be on the selection coomittee: one

teacher at the given grade level, one teacher below the grade level, and
one teacher above the:given grade level. The three teachers would be able
to act as a systém of checks and balances for each other in choosing appro-

priate test items and testing instruments.

Kinds of Tests Most Needed

The tests listed below were considered to be most necessary, but not
readily available. Each kind of test was mentioned by one group:

‘bilingual tests

"tests to identify students for placement in special programs,
such as vocational arts

“tests that are not culturally biased (although the group
members agreed the results of such tests might not be useful)

"short diagnostic tests not machine-scored
"teacher! generated teacher competency tests \
'competebcy tests '

Other Concerns

Some participants were concerned with the political uses of tests; for

example, to get more funds. Others were concerned_with an over-relidnce on
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machine-scored tests, e;pec1a11y for children whose eye-hand coordination

" "is not sufficiently d?ve1oped'to'demonstrafé"Vh11dwfé§UTf§“OETﬁﬁ"iﬂéﬁwﬁééivW""
sures. Fer the strugg1es‘to demonstrate accountability in a culture where
evéryone must succeed, a clearer awareneés deve1oPed of the many ways that
testing in the school situation has thwarted, regimented as well as revealed

the lack of students' success in learning. Simultaneously, testing has in-

creased the stresses on teachers and on students.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:  REGION IV

" Atlanta Conference

At‘the conclusion of this conference, participants completed a written
opinionnaire 66 which they rated several statements about testing, listed .
the three biggesf problems aé&ociateﬁ with educational testing in the pub- .
11c schools, and commented on those aspects of educational testing whiéh .
needed to be brought to the attention of NIE.

These comments, expressing much concern about the effects of testing

©oon cﬁi1dren, teachers and on the teaching-learning process, provide an ap-

proprjate context for the subsequent recommendations. While particibénts
.acknowledged the va1ﬁe of testing, they identified'some major detrimental

effects of testing on students:

"too much faith is placed in a single, numerical reﬁresentation of o
a student's ability or achievement. A student's self-concept can
be severely damaged if he/she does not qualify as a result of taking
tests. The primary use of test results is to help the student.
Testing should not be a series of traumatic, anxiety-filled events
every three years, but part of a continuous process of schooling.

"because these negative effects happen to students in a classroom,
their teachers and the entire teaching-learning process are also
affected. The damaged self-concepts, test anxiety, and labeling
caused by a single test score, the many tests taken whose results
the student never sees--all these become part of the students' ex-
perience, which then become factors that must be dealt with.

‘not only must teachers and administrators deal with the effects
just mentioned, but they must utilize test results properly in
order to improve classroom instruction and teaching practices.
When "basics" are emphasized, creative teaching tends to get
smothered. Teachers need better undergraduate training in test-
ing and its relationship to instruction, as well as continued
in-service training. -Because testing has become a high priority
among policy makers, and because it is more of a political than

an instructional issue at the present, teachers and administrators
need more time, involvement, training, resources and support to
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adequately take on these responsibilities. Translating testing issues

intopolicy-and-into c1assroem {nstruction-cannot happen without ex=— —— -

- tensive changes.

The implicstion seems.to be: if teachers and administrators do nssume
these tasks, the detrimental effects of testing w111 be ameliorated to a N
great extent. ‘

When southeastern respondents rated seven statements on testing (Item
6 on the Opinion Form), a large mdjonity (60 ;o 95%) agree that:

1. State departments should provide more techn1ca1 assistance
on testing to 1ota1 districts.

\', .

2. Teacher-training 1nst1tutes should require all candidates for
new or upgraded teaching certificates to take at least one
course on testing. :

3. A1terna%ive‘ways to objectively asseés'student competencies,
besides paper and pencil tests, are desireable.

4. An expenditure of up to $10.00 per student per year would be-a
worthwhile investment in a well-designed d1s§r1ct testing program.

The majority (52% to 77%) of respondents disagree with these statements:

1. The federa] government should provide more techn1ca1 assistance
on testing to local districts. : o

2. Teacher-made tests can eliminate the need to purchase commercial
test instruments. :

Tnemfnj]nwingmstatement: "One of the bjggesfrobspac1es to implementing
objective-based testing programé js the difficulty in keeping student records,"
while receiving a méjorié} of "agree" votes (5?%), also received the high-
est number of "disagree” votes (30%). Undoubtedly, this situation can be
explained by thé fact that responses to this statement erended on the school
"position held by the respondent.

When the respondents' ratings are analyzed in terms of their position

in the educational system, the interpretations of several responses change.

i 149

162




~An investment in a:district testing program, for example, is more impor-

tant to teachers and p%incipa]s'than to specialists in evaluatfon and re-

search. A higher percentage of teachers, principals, and administrators,

'compéred to cgnsu]tants and research specialists, view the maintenance of

“student records as an obstacle to-implementing objective-based testing pro-

grams .

In the general conc]usions and recommendatiéns of southeastern parti-
cipants, they agreed the Regionai.Conference on Testing and Instruction
was "a successful first effort." HgggégnﬁthéiMc1earTy expressed a need
for future aétivities of a similar nature, to address more thoroughly and
practically the.relationship of tesfing to instruction. The fé]]ow{ng '
recommendations d;rive from their concerns and opinions summarized above:

" more/ effort should be devoted to sharing experience-based knowl-

edgé and expertise among teachers at both state and regional
levels

" federal and state policy makers need to broaden their perspectives
about assessment to include alternatives to paper and pencil tests,
and to acknowledge the immediate and long-range impact of testing
on students' Tives

) ”growfh-based subjective evaluation systems" need to be developed

to avoid being-guilty by default in recognizing the variety of skills,

knowledge and achievement that all students possess. This totality
cannot be measured by one commercial instrument

" while research results and materials developed from them are neces-
sary, they must be couched in terminology readily understood by
teachers and made available at the building level

* teacher preparation institutions need to include adequate training
in testing for all teachers in teacher education programs

* state departments of education and local school districts need to
take a leadership role in resolving fundamental problems arising
from testing and instruction issues
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* for all directives regarding assessment and testing programs, state

departments of education and local school districts must provide the
necessary support services--funds, inservice training, released time,

etc.

" state level, as opposed to regional, conferences on assessment will

increase the probability of gredter teacher participation

* the public needs "frequent, credible and comprehensible reports

and information" on assessment programs

* all educators must make éfforts to insure that test results are

understood and-used appropriately. They must also take care that
students' self-concepts are notharmedby,misusing test results
and grades S » y

’ educators must “remain open to poss1b111t1es" in their efforts to

demonstrate their accountability to taxpayers and governing bodies
by creating assessment programs. They and we have a "moral respon-
sibility to the future, as well as to the present."

-
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Cherry Hill School District:
Dearborn School District:

Ecorse School District:

Garden City School District:

6rosse Ile School District:
Hamtramck School District:
Harper Woods School District:
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-

Livonia School District:

1

Melvindale School District,
North Allen Park School District:

REGION V

North Dearborn Heights School District:

Northville School District:

Plymouth-Canton School District:

Redford Union School District:
River Rough School District:
Romulus School District: |
Southgate School District:
South Redford School District:

Trenton School District:

Van Buren School District:
Wayne-Westland School District:
Westwood School District:

knodhaven School District:
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Assessment and Measurement Program
NWREL

7710 S.W. Second Avenue

Portland, OR 97204
BRZOSKA, Ellen

Tep Commission UEA
402 W. Nob Hill Blvd.
Yakima, WA 98902

BUCHANAN, Alan

Supervisor, Programs & Research
Northshore School District
18315 Bothell Way, N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011

BUGGE, Chuck

Coordinator, Support Service
Columbia School District 55
Box 953
Clatskanie, OR 97016

BURRY, Jim

Director, Field Services

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, CA 90024
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CALKUM, Doris

Titie ! Coordinator

North Clackamas School District
15730 S.E. Thorville
Milwaukie, OR 97222

CAMPBELL, Charles
Principal

Woodburn Jr. High School
1785 N. Front Street
Woodburn, OR 97071

CARMICHAEL , Dennis
Superintendent

8ellevue Washington Pub. Schools
310 - 102nd N.E.

Bellevue, WA 98002

CARROLL, Lynne

Elementary Counselor

Camas School District #117
1608 N.E. lone Loop

Camas, WA 98607

CARTER, Jane

Teacher

Highline School Dist. #401
P. 0. Box 98823

" Des Moines, WA 98188

CHENEY, Margaret

Coordinator of Curriculum
Everett School District
Administration Service Center
4730 Colby Ave. .
Everett, WA 98203

CHILCOTE, Richard C.
Classroom Teacher

 Idaho Ed. Association

167 Polk
Twin Falls, JD 83301

CHIN-CHANCE, Selvin

State Testing Coordinator
Hawaii Dept. of Education
P. 0. Box 2360

. Honolulu, HI 96804

CHOW, Marge

Teacher

Seattle School District
815 4th North

Seattle, WA 98109

CHRISTENSEN, Linda
English Department Head
Jefferson High School
2763 N.W. Thurman #19
Portland, OR 97210

CLARK, Christi

Resource Teacher

Hillsboro Union High School Dist.
3453 N.W. Savier

Portland, Oregon 97210

CoD1SPOTI, Codie
Educational Dissemination Specialist

U, S. Office of Education, Region X °

1321 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
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COLE, Barbara
Coordfnator, Research and Assessment
Oregon Dept. of Education
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.
Salem, OR , 97310

COLE, Mary L.

Test Coordinator
John Ball Schoo]

4221 N. wWillis Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

CONNOLLY, Peggy
Director of Testing
Jesuit High School
7808 S.W. 45th #28
Portland, OR 97219

CO0K, Betty J.

Teacher, Reading Specialist
John Adams High School
12414 N.E. Beech

Portland, OR 97230

DAVIS, W. Robert

Professor

Oregon College of Education
719 North High

Monmouth, OR 97361

DeCOURCEY, Keith
Guidance Director
Centennial High School
3505 S.E. 182nd
Gresham, OR 97030

DEMALINE, Randy

Evaluation Specialist

Title 1 Technical Assistance Centers
NWREL

710 S.W. Second Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

DIMMITT, Norma

Professor

University of Washington
201 Miller Hall DO-12
Seattle, WA 98195

DOHERTY, Victor W.
Assistant Superintendent
Portland Public Schools
631 N.E. Clackamas
Portland, OR 97232

DUNCAN, Delores

Counselor

Bellevue Christian School
P. 0. Box 772

Bellevue, WA 98009 .
EISELE, Alvin

Teacher

Clackamas High School

2540 N.E. 30th

Portland, OR 97212

EISMAN, Donald
Administrative Assistant
Sumner School District
1625 Main St.

Sumner, WA 98115

ELLINGSON, Floyd

Director, Special Services
Arlington School District 416
8119 - 55th Dr. N.E.

* Marysville, WA 98270

EMMERT, James

Counselor

McCall-Donnelly School District
Box 1187

McCall, ID 83638

ERICKSON, Fran
Superintendent, Elementary Education
Central Valley School District

123 S, Bowdish
Spokane, WA 99206

ESTES, Gary

Counselor

Tigard School District 23-J
c/o Fowler Jr, High School
10865 S.W. Walnut .
Tigard, OR 97223

EVANS, Jerry L.

Superintendent of Public Instruction
1daho Department of Education

Len B. Jordan QOffice B1dg.

Boise, 1D 83720

FANNIN, Mary Jo

Test Coordinator

David Douglas School District
12500 S.E. Ramona

Portland, OR 97236

FENNELL, Delbert
Superintendent

Tigard Public Schools
13137 S.W. Pacific Hwy.
Tigard, OR 97223

FLEMING, Joseph B,
Assistant Superintendent
E.S.D. #105

33 South 2nd Ave.
Yakima, WA 98902

FRENCH, Bob

Coord1nator. Counse11ng & Testing
Union County E.S.D.

1100 K Street

LaGrande, OR 97850

GARFIELD, Marilynn M.
Administrative Assistant
¥ing Early Education Center
7020 Valley View Drive
Gladstone, OR 97027

GARY, Ted

Principal

Highline Schools
2424 S.W. 152nd
Seattle, WA 98166

GEORGE, Carl O.
Curriculum Specialist
Douglas E.S.D.

1871 N.E. Stephens
Roseburg, OR 97470
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GNANASEGARAM, Joseph HIGASHI, Gary ' JOHN,‘Carole

Principal Asian American Association Teacher

Our Lady of Lourdes School _ Seattle Public Schools Woodburn Public Schools

4701 Franklin 4209 - 4Bth South 4485 Janice N.E.

vancouver, WA 98663 Seattle, WA 98118 Salem, OR 97303
GRAVES-HIGHSMITH, Ja~i ‘HISCOX, Michael JOKN, Patricia I.

Elementary Teacher Research Specialist Department Chairman, Study Skills
The Catlin Gabel School Assessment and Measurement Program Lane Comunity College

8085 S.E. 9th NWREL B5114 Kensington Dr.

Portland, OR 97202 710 S.W. Second Avenue Pleasant Hill, OR 97401

Portland, OR 97204

GREENWOOD, Jay JORDAN, Stella M.

Math Specialist HISCOX, Suzanne Coordinator, Learning Resource Center
Mul tnomah County E.S.D. Research Associate The Evergreen State College
gt;b1tgoxos96 47019 Title I Technical Assistance Centers Olympia, WA 98505
orbett, NWREL
. : 710 S.W. Second Avenue JUCKETT, Roger 8,
GUNTHER, Joe : Portland, OR 97204 Counselor
Middle School Teacher Wilson High School
Ferndale School District #502 HODGES, Daniel L. 1151 S.W. Vermont -
551 East Hemmi Road Coordinator of Testing Portland, OR 97219
Lynden, WA 98264 tang Cgmnugity College KAFER. Harold
. . o] . AL
SQI:R;E;nggg:?e D. Eugene, SR 97401 - . Eugrbcu%gq Consultant
ice-Pr .S.D.
Benson High School HOLDEN, Lee Box 1847
Portland Public Schools _ District Testing Council Wenatches, WA 98801
7665 S.W. Fir Street 4640 Barger 'K‘ELLON . p
Portland, OR 97223 s Ferne
Eugene, OR 97401 Special Ed. Resource Consultant
HARRISON, Carrol K. . North Eugene High School
Learning’DisabiliFies Specialist #2;2?22' Lewis ’ 2730 Elysium
?gﬁg?lﬂsgscﬂgil Districe 47 Metropolitan Learning Center Eugene, OR 97401
£ . 4336 N.E. 18th
Portland, OR 97230 Portland, OR 97211 KELCYs Edward L. ,
HATHAWAY, Walter ; University of Idaho
Eva]gation Spgcia]ist ) ?22?;22' Lessie gollege ?g Edug;;lgn
gg;tNaEd gg:;;gnsgzools Sabin ElementarySchaol 0sCow,
e : 2311 N.E. Regents Dr.
Port]and, OR 97212 Port] and' OR 97212 gEgR, Sag\peca‘hst
] rogram i
HAWKES, Vaughn T. HOYT, Jim - - U.S. Office of Education, Region X
Assistant Superintendent > 1321 Second Ave.
: " Superintendent
B]acF.oot Schog] District #55 Moscow School Djstrict #281 Seattle, WA 98101
810 vest Judicial 131 N. Garfield
Blackfoot, 1 83221 Moscow, ID 83843 KEYES, Kay .
Career Education Counselor
HEMPEL, Marv HULL, Robert A. Shoreline School District
Assistant Principal Counselor - 518 Edgecliff Drive
ggggegn;allgzgg School Cleveland High School Langley, WA 98260
-E. 6100 N.E. 30th )
Gresham. OR 97030 Portland. OR 97211 ?i:iheD?RF. Judith M,
Director, Rasearch § Assessnent  HUNTER, Gerald Ties st E1liort
= Oregon Department of Education uperintenden . portland. OR 97214
942 Lancaster Drive N.E. g;ca? églaggOSchool District #137
Salem, OR §7310 . KLINGER, Nancy-G.
Eastsound, WA 98245 Schoo] éoard Memb
er
0$BA Delegation
gsitgz{ogg? Program Specialist HUNTER, Madeline 1055 Hestgard Ho
U. S. Office of Education, Regisn x Principal Lake Oswego, OR 97034
1321 Second Ave. University Elementary School
Seatt]e, WA 98101 405 Hﬂgard Avenue KLUTH' Al
Los Angeles, CA 90024 Principal
HESS, Helen L. Bremerton School District
Title I Coordinator HUSELTON, Dick 1231 Sheridan
Sunnyside Elementary Schoel Administrative Assistant Bremerton, WA 98310
11726 S.E. Bush Marysville School District
Portland, OR 97266 4220 - 80th St.” N.E. KRAMER, Fred
Marysville, WA 98270 Director, Instructional Planning
Concordia College
2811 N.E. Holman
Portland, OR 97211
0. 163 176
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KULLA, Lee

Evaulation Specialist
Edmomds School District
P. 0. Box 273
Kingston, WA 98346
LANGAN, Don )
Director of Instruction
School District #5

134 Somerset Drive

Kalispell, Montana 59901
LARSON, Lee
Counselor :
Benson Polytechnic High School
. 546 N.E. 12th
' Portland, OR 97232

LEICHTY, Wilmer
Elementary Principal
Waverly School

425 S. Columbus
Albany, OR 97321

LIPERT, Edith

School Board Chairman
Hillsboro Elementary Dist #7
154 N.E. 37th
Hillsboro, OR 97123

LOMAS, Nancy

Grants Management Consultant
Educational Services District
124 S. 4th
Pasco, WA 99301
McCALEB, Omer
Director of Guidance
David Douglas Schools
2900 S.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97236

McCARTHY, Jerry
Counselor

Taccma Public Schools
705 Monterey Lane
Tacoma, WA 98466

McCLAUGHRY, Bill
Counselor

Tigard School District
1272 S.4. Zivney Lane
Lake Oswego, OR 97034

McCLELLAN, James C.

Special Projects Coordinator
wWinston-Di1lard School District
P. 0. 8ox 288 :
Dillard, OR 97432
.McDOUGALL, William

Professor, Measurement & Evaluation
Washington State University

Dept. of Education

Pullman, WA 399164

McGINNIS, Donald
Director of Instruction
Forest Grove Schools
1917 Pacific Ave,

Forest Grove, OR 97116
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MALESICH, Karin Marie
Elementary School Teacher
Parkyiew North Elementary School
1414 Glendale Hts.

Dillon, MT 59725

MANN, Janet

Learning Disabilities Specialist
Albany Public Schools

3160 E. 13th
Albany, OR 97321
MILLER, Lorin

Curriculum Director
Quillayute Valley Schoels
R.R. 3, Box 3307

Forks, WA 98331

MILLER, Robert F.
Principal

Oakridge Christian School
P. 0. Box 928
Oakridge, OR 97463

MIZUBA, Kiyoto

District Superintendent

Hawaii Department of Education
P. 0. Box 4160

Hilo, HI 96720

MONDAU, Steve

Principal

Ruston Elementary School
5219 N, Shirley

Tacoma, WA Y8406

MORISKY, Sister Lois
Educational Consultant
Sisters of the Holy Name
flarylhurst, OR 97036

MORRIS, Brad
Principal
Helena Schools
1529 Boulder
Helena, MT 59601
MULLINS, Michael

Teacher )

North Cak Grove Elem. Sch.
2150 S.E. Torbank Rd.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

MUNSELL, Paul R.

Counselor

Veteran's Education Center of Oregon
10100 N.E. Prescott

Portland, OR 97220

NAFZIGER, Dean

Director

Divisfon of Evaluation, Research
and Assessment

NWREL - °

710 S.W. Second Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

NAKASHIMA, Mitsugi

Assistant Superintendent
Instructional Services

Hawaii Department of Education
1270 Queen Emma St.

Honolulu, HI 96813
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NEUBURGER, Wayne F.

Coordinator of Program Evaluation
Beaverton Schools

6615 S.W. 155th

Beaverton, OR 97005

NIELSEN, Mary

Gov. Relations Committee
Washington State PTSA
32415 - 46th P1, South
Auburn, WA 98002
NIVENS, Lanny

Counselor

Siuslaw Middle School
Florence, OR 97439

NOACK, Dr. Ernest

Curriculum Director

South Kitsap School District s
1962 Hoover S.E.
Port Orchard, WA 98366
NOLAR, Bernie

Counselor

Clackamas Community College
14921 S.E. Lee
Milwaukie, OR 97222
ODEGAARD, Joanne
Supervisor, Basic Skills
Everett School District #2
1319 S. 11th
Mt. Vernon, WA 98273
OLDENKAMP, Linda

Director, Developmental Programs
Clatsop Community College

840 Kensington
Astoria, OR 97103

OLIVER, Virginia

Washington Education Association
1006 S.E. Gardner Rd.

Camas, WA 98607

OLSON, Frank

Professor of Education
Pacific Lutheran University
Tacoma, WA 98447

ORGAN, Dan

Director, Evaluation Center
Yakima Public Schools

104 N. 4th St.
Yakima, WA 98902
PARKS, Lewis A.

Test Coordinator
Frank1in High School
15595 Crestwood Dr.

Milwaukie, OR 97222
PAUL, E1 Resa
Instructor
Clatsop Community College
3441 Grand

, Astoria, OR 97103

POLIN, Linda

Center for Study of Evaluation
UCLA

405 Hilgard

Los Angeles, CA 90024




POLLARD, Patricia
Counselor

Scappoose High School
Box 597

Scappoose, OR 97056

PUSTER, Rikki

Legislative Assistant
Senator Mark 0. Hatfield
463 Russell Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

PRICE, Dr. Judy
Supervisor of Guidance
Vancouver Schools

605 H. Devine Rd.
Vancouver, WA 98661

PURDY, Jack
Counselor

Camas High School
1038 N.E. 19th
Camas, WA 98607

RANDOLPH, Jerry

counselor

McCall-Donnelly High Schoo]
P. 0. Box 1483

McCall, ID 83638

RATH, Robert R.
Associate Dirctor
NWREL

- 710 S.W. Second
Portland, OR 97204

RAY, Dennis

Assistant Superintendent
Eastmont School District
1800 N.E. Tenth

E. Wenatchee, WA 9880

REDFIELD, C.E.

Schools Services Coordinator
E.S.D. 113

503 W. 4th

Olympia, WA 98501

REETZ, James J.
Administrator

Horth Hill Christizn Schoo]
111 Second S.E.

Pacific, WA 98047

REIFENRATH, Jerry

Director

Tree of Learning High School
2015 N.E. 52nd

Portland, OR 97213

RICHARDSON, Sue
Instructor

/" Clatsop Community College
113€ - 14th St.
Astoria, OR 97103

RISENER, Richard
Student Services Director

Columbia County School District #13

Rt. 2 Box 547
Rainier, OR 97048
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RODRIGUEZ, Rafael

" TEPS Commission WEA Teacher

Sunnyside School Cist. #201
718 S. 12th
Sunnyside, WA

ROTSTEIN, Sandra
Primary Teacher

The Catlin Gabel School
8825 S.W. Barnes Rpad
Portland, OR 97225

RUF, Richard

Counselor

Springfield Public Schools
830+G Street

Springfield, OR 97477

SEBESTA, Marjorie
Counselor

Lake Oswego High School
106 N. Buffalo
Portland, OR 97217

SHAFER, Dee

Director of Testing
Lakeside Middle School
1501 - 10th Ave. East
Seattle, WA 98102

SHERRELL, Rita T.

Building Testing Coordinator
Milwaukie Elementary School
13186 S.E. Freeman Rd.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

SHOEMAKER, dJudy

Senior Associate

National Institute. of Educat1on
1200 19th Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208

SITKEI,  E. George

Testing and Evaluation Specialist
Corvallis School District 509J
1555 S.W. 35th St.

Corvallis, OR 97330

SLEHOFER, Mary Jo

Coordinator, Spec. Programs & Instruction

School District #121
216 E. 4th
Port Angeles, WA 98362

SMITH, Donna

PTSA Representative

451 South 304th

Federal Way, WA 98003

SMITH, Hyrum M.

Director, Educational Services
U.S. Office of Education. Region X
1321 Second Avenue )
Seattle, WA 98101

SMITH, Marjorie M.

Learning Disabilities Specialist
Raleigh Hills School

12350 N.W. Maple Hill Lane
Portland, OR 97229

SMITH, Richard C.

School Psychologist .
Arlington School District
9031 - 53rd Ave. West
Everett, WA 98204
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SOLTMAN, Thelma G.

~Teacher

McCarver School
69 East Road B
Tacoma, WA 98406

SONNICHSEN, Stephen K.
Resource Specialist

Lake Oswego School District
1630 5.W. Larch St.

Lake Oswego, OR. 97034

SONTGERATH, Sister Mary
Principal

St. Anne's School
Archdiocese of Seattle
101 West Lee St.

‘ Seattle, WA 98119

SQUIRE, Nikki L.

Dean of Students

Lake Oswego High School
2501 S.Y. Country Club Road
Lake Oswego, 6 97034

STENSON, Orvis J.

Guidance Director

C. M. Russell High School
Box 2428

Great Falls, MT 59403

STRAND, Louis 0.

Director of Tnstruction
Helena Schaol District #1
1116 Middlemas Rd.
Helena, MT 59601

a

SWANSON, Jim

Measurement and Research Specialist

Lane E.S.D.
2465 Skyline Blivd.
Eugene, Oregon 97403

TERRY, Steven S.

Professor, Math Lab Director
Ricks College

Rexburg, Idaho 83440

TILL, Pegge
Education Program Specialist

U.S. Office of Education, Region X

1321 Second Ave.
Seattle, WA 98105

TINKER, Paul
Counselor/Teacher
Washington-Monroe High School
531 S.E. 14th

Portland, OR 97214

TOMBL.IN, Betty
Evaluation Specialist
Rural Education Program
NWREL

710 S.W. Second Ayenue
Portland, OR 97204

TREBELHORN, Thomas L.

Employability Skills Instructor

Jefferson High School
2626 S.E. Belmont
Portland, OR 97214
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TULLOCH, C. Edward

J. H. Counselor/Teacher
11933 S.E. 60th #8
Bellevue, WA 98006

TUTHILL, Jocelyn

Reading Specialist

Tree of Learning High School
5845 S.W. Thomas Ct.
Portland, OR 97221

UPHUS, Ralph

Elementary Principal

Central Valley School Dist. #356
123 South Bowdish

Spokane, WA 99206

UTZ, Vern

Professor

Oregon College of Education
299 Candlewood

Monmouth, OR 97361

UTZINGER, Larry
Director of Curriculum

Grand Coulee Dam School District 301J

P. 0. Box 100
Electric City, WA 99123

VOGEL, Neva R.
Curriculum Consultanz:
£.5.0. 171

“P. 0. Box 1847

Wenatchee, WA 98801

WAHLSTROM, Jim

Counselor

Shoreline High School
18725 Ballinger Way N.E.
Seattle, WA 98155

WALTER, Patty

Board Member

Woodburn Sch. Dist. 103C
1010 S. Pacific Hwy. ¢
Woodburn, OR 97071

WEIL, James
Counselor

- Jefferson High School

4921 Trails End Ct. S.E.
Salem, OR 97301

WELLS, Dwayne

Counselor )
North Clackamas School District
15520 S.E. Millmain Dr.
Portland, OR 97233

WESCHE, Percival A.
State Legislator

323 - 19th Ave. South
Nampa, ID 83651

~

WHEELER, Ehrich S.
Teacher/Counselor
Metropolitan Learning Center
5750 S.W. Logan Ct.

. Port]and: OR 97219
WICKLUND, Lee A.

Director E/I

North Bend Schools

1313 Airport Lane

North Bend, OR a7459
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WILKES, Joseph A.

EOIS - L/C Office

National Institute of Education
1200 - 19th St. S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208

WININGER, Robert A.

Director, Curriculum & Instruction
Redmend School District

716 W. Evergreen

Redmond, OR 97756

W00DS, Deanna G.
Instructor

Jackson High School
608 N. Morgan
Portland, OR 97217

WORTH, Melba

National PTA Region VII Vice President
11218 S.E. 46th St.

Milwaukie, OR 97222

IANKS, Harry '
Counselor

School District #373
Box 837

Homedale, ID 83628

ENSIGH, Gordon B., Jr.

Supervisor, Program Evaluation

0ff. of Superintendent of Pub., Instruction
01d Capitol Building

Olympia, WA 98504
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Dr. Harold J. Blackburn
Regional Commissioner
601 East 12th Street
Xansas City, MO 61106BDr. Blackburn®
Dr. John Runkel
Regional Commissioner
Federal Office Building
19th & Stout Streets .
Denver, CO 80202&8Dr. Runkel®

Mr. EdJd Larsh
Federal Cffice Building
13th & Stout Streets
Denver, CO 802028Mr. lLarsh@
William Coffman

334 Lindquist Street
University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa 522428Mr. Coffman@
Debra Meier

125 W. 77th Street
New York, N,Y., 10024&Ms. Meier®
Tom Higgins

Principal Regional Officer
Federal Building

601 E. 12th Street ' ‘

TREGIONS VII AND VIII
|
|
|
|

Kansas City, MO 611068Mr. Higgins®8




Chris Pipho

Education Commission of the States

1860 Lincoln ‘

Denver, CO@Mr. Piphol

Dr. Dale Scannell

Dean of Education

University of Kansas

Lawrence, XS 66045&Dr. Scannelll®

Dot Wolfe, USOE

1961 Stout

Denver, CO B801948Ms. Wolfed

Andrea King

Federal Building

601 E. 12th Street

Kansas City, MO 64106@Ms. King@®

Dane Manis

CEMREL, Inc.

2130 59th Street

St. Louis, MO 631398Mr. Manis@

Dr. David Nelson

Utah State Board of Education

250 E. Fifth South

Salt Lake City, UT 841088Dr. Nelsond

Dr. Max Morrison

Dept. of Public Instruction

East 14th & Grand Avenue

' Des Moines, Iowa‘ 503198Dr. Morrisond

Bill Dean

\w, Assistant Commissioner of Education
Office of Program Department
Colorado Department of Education
"State Office Building
Denver, CO 802038BMr. Dean@
Richard King
Coordinator of Curriculum
State Department of Education
Jefferson City, MO 65101@8Mr. King®
Dale Foreman :
2600 S. Parker Road
Building #6, Suite 163
Aurora,  CO B800148Mr. Foreman@
Dr. Bernard McKenna
1201 16th Street, N.W.
washington, D.C., 20036RDr. McKenna@
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Diane Proctor

\ 10001 E. Evans
"Y'« Dpenver, CO 802318Ms. Proctor®
f Honorable Robert Benton
Superintendent of Public Instruction
State Department of Public Instruction
Des Moines, Iowa 503198Mr. Benton®
; Robert R. Wheeler ’
1211 McGee
Kansas City, MO 641068Mr. Wheeler®
[ Arzell L. Ball, Superintendent
Shawnee Mission School District
7235 Antioch
' Shawnee Mission, XS 662048Mr. Ball®
L Hugh Harlan
Administrator of School Management
Nebraska State Department of Education
l 301 Centennial Mall South, 6th Fl., '
Lincoln, NE 68509@Mr. Harlank )
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Judy Hamilton,; Specialist

Secondary Guidance and Competency
Kansas State Department of Education
Topeka, KS 666128Ms. Hamilton®

Dr. David Lee ‘

Director, Guidance, Counseling & Testing
Stlb@kbepértment cof Public Instruction
State Capitol '
State Capitol

Bismark, N.D. 585058Dr. Lee@d

Dr. James Hansen ’
Assistant Superintendent

Instructional Services

State Department of Education

Kneip Bldg.

Pierre, South Dakota 57501@Dr. Hansend
Roger Hudson, Director

Student Personnel Services

Nebraska State Dept. of Education

Box 94987

Lincoln, NE 68509@Mr. Hudson@®




—~—
Brnest Coleman, Administrator
2017 louisiana
_Lawrence, K8 660448Mr. Colemand
B.¥V. Travis '
" Linooln Public Schools
Lincoln, ME  68501@Mr. Traviel
11“ Johnson -
8814 Reeds Road -
land Park, K8 66207!!4- Johnsond
Silesa J. Rogers
‘4728 Rinoon Place
_Colorado Spgs., CO 809188Ms. Rogers®
“Dr. Charles R. Reser
\ ' 1115 ®m. Kl Paso’
\ *Q_olorado spgs., CO 809038Dr. Reser@
" Ewma Lou Wilson
6900 8. Elisabeth
_Littleton, CO 801228Ms. Wilsons
parbara Truan, Principal
Aspen Elemantary
P.O. Pox 300
Aspen, CO 816llBMs. Truand
‘Steve Miller ‘
3043 State Avenue
Kansas City, X8 661028Mr. MillerS
Tinda G. Murray
2410 W, 60th Terrace
_Kansas City, KS 661048Ma. Murrayd
Charles E. Wicholson
120 ®. 10th ’
Topeka, K8 666128Mr. Wicholson# . -
Willard 0. Stibal
‘Bwporia State Univ.
12th & Commercial
ria, K8 66801@Mr. Stibal®
ordan Utsey
-Cono’g of Bducation
Kansas State Univ.
Manhattan, KS . 665068Mr. Utsey@
“Wchelle Starck (Mickie)
5140 Jade Ct.
_Lincoln, WE 68516@Ms. Starckl
Mrs. Melvin C. Kasten
1209 Sailor Circle o
*  Cape Girardeau, MO 63700MMrs. Kastend
" ' Hazel L. Hénderson )
373]1 shrere ’
lt.. Louil, MO 631l158Ms. Hendarson!
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Arden Shumaker
8800 Blue Ridge Blvd.
Suite L-36
Kansas City, MO 641388Ms. Shumaker®
-pr. Kenneth Lackey
Director Elementary Education
. District R-7 ‘
600 Miller Street-
Lee's Summit, MO  640638Dr. Lackey®
“Dr. Charles D. Oviatt
Asst. Dir,, Testing & Assessment
Dept. of Elem. & Sec. Educ.
~ P.O. Box 480 ’
o ' Jefferson City, MO 651028Dr. Oviatt@®
“Mary Meehan :
1211 McGee
Kansas City, MO 64106®Ms. Meehan®
James W. Davis :
2009 Franklin

-

Bellevue, -NE 680058Mr. Davis@ |
Richard Halama
7010 Dudley

Lincoln, NE , 685058Mr. HalamaB® \

0.‘ , - | : 172 .
ERIC T sy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Donald M. Moritz
Lib« Bldg., 625 Minn
Kansas City, KS 661018Mr. Moritz#
Tarcle Wright, Colorado Ed. Assn.
5500 S. Syracuse
-Engleéwood, CO 80111@Ms. Wrightu
~ George Kretke
Boulder Valley Schools
§500 East Arapahoe
__Boulder, CO 80303BMr. Kretke®
Jim Travas
'Nebraska Public Schools
720 S. 22nd ‘
_Lincoln, NE
: Don Anderson
o Box 470
Lindsborg, KS 674568Mr. Anderson@
Mar)orie Webb-
13115 West 66th Terrace
Shawnee Mission, KS 66216&4s. Webbd
“Joan Collins :
Rt. 1, Box 37A
Wwillard, MO 657818Ms. Collins@
. Sarah A. Edwards
4827 S. 66th Street
_ Lincoln, NE 685168Ms
Denise C. Apt
810 Meadowbrook
. lola, XS5 66749@Ms. Aptd
Betty Ainsworth8Ms. Ainsworth@®
Mrs. Eula Allen
Sunset School
1510 W. Republic
saline, KS 61401&Mrs. Allen
“Mr. Michael Shaw
Psychologist ‘
Davis Co. School Dist.
: 45 E. State Street.
= _Farmington, Utah

-

685018Mr. Travas@®

Edwardsd

840258Mr. ShawB®
Midge Farias
1037 Roth Ave. -

St. Louis, MO 631308Ms. Farias@®

ERIC

Aruitox providsa by enic [

186




’ ‘ John A. Jones
Supervisor of Testing
Missouri Dept. of Education

_4ge£ferson City, MOB .
Curt Ratliff .

Project Director
Lincoln Public Schools
Lincoln, NEB ,

~Ponald Jacobsmeyer
Educational Pro. Spec.

U.S.0.E.
601 E. 12th

“Kansas City, MO 64106
Stan Carlson '

Adminisgrator
Neb. State Dept. of Educ.

“Tincoln, NED
Sharon Meyer
Administrator
Neb. State Dept. of Educ.

Lincoln, NEB

“Don Nieman
Administrator
Neb. State Dept,. of Educ.’

‘_E}ncoln, NEB
Ellen. Buguhans
Education Disseminator
Regional OE o -

_Xansas City, MOZ
petty Heiner
Ed. Prog. Spec.

R-USOE-VII
__Kansas City, MO8
‘Leslie Heigert
: ) staff Associate
©- . The NETWORK
_\égdover, MAR
Sister Helen Forge
Dev. Dir. ‘
Archdiocese of Kansas City

- in Xansas

i 2220 Central Ave. ,

Kansas. City, KS 661098
Corrinne Scott
'Sr. Res. Assoc.

N.I.E. ; s , -
1200 19th st. '

_Wash., D.C.d
Howard Ebmeier
Des Moines Public Schools

__Des Moines, JXowal®
Bob Ha?bleﬁ
Fargo Public Schools
Fargo, N.D.®

3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

Charles Ansorge
Assoc. Prof.

Univ. of Nebraska
.l&ncoln, NER
Sue White
Admin. Officer
U.S.0.E.
601 E. 12zh Strect
\Efnsas City, MO 641064
Roy W. Browning, Jr.
Asst. Supt.
‘Topeka USD 501
624 W. 24th
_Topeka, XS 666118
Jim Coder
Dir. of Guidance
Topeka USD 501
624 W. 24th
Topeka, KS 658611d
“Janice Hdock
Ed. Prog. Specialist
U.5.D.E.
601 E. 12th, Room 360
Kansas City, MO 641068a
THarry Kellman
Dir., Dissemination
- 0ffice of Education
Kansas City, MO 64106a
_Jan Sutton
Res. Asst,
U.C.L.A.
_Los Angeles, CAR
'Ernest Jones
Deputy Supt.
St. Louis Public Schools
911 Locust Street
$t.. Louis, MO@
Eula Allén
212 East Ray
Salina, KS 674018
“Robert L. Loveridge
Div. Assistant
© St. Louis Public Schools
" 1517 So..Theresa
St. Louis, MO 631048
Jeanne Fox
Kansas City Times
1729 Grand Ave
_Kapsas City, MOa
Hazel L. Henderson
3731 Shreve
St, Louis, MO 63115»

——

-~

—

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

175

188




REGION IX
CONFERENCE ATTENDEES

Karen Anderson
Resource Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Pau1 Allen

Director of E]ementary Education
Mt. Diablo School District
Concord, CA

Peter Arasian
Professor of Education
Boston College
Chestnut Hil1l, MA

Eva L. Baker

Director

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Jack Barry
Glendale, Arizona

George Behr
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Mary Black
Reading Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Lorraine Bock

Research Education
University of California
Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, CA

Roger Bolus
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Pat Bryan
Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Quida Brown
Nevada State Education Association
Las Vegas, NV

" Roberta Burk

Coordinator/Teacher
Los Angeles Unified School District

Jim Burry

Director of Field Services

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

176

~_Hawthorne, CA

Stella Cable
Coordinator, Pupil Services
Los Angeles Unified School District

Roy Cousins
Assistant Superintendent
Culver City, CA

Susan Daniels
Secondary Math Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Eddie Deckard
Instructional Planning
Los Angeles Unified School District

Trena Della Gatta

English Department Chairman
Mi11 Valley School District
Mi11 Valley, CA

Caroline DeOlden

Director of Testing & Evaluation
Hacienda-LaPuente School District
Hacienda Heights, CA

Rugh Drye
Title I Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Sara Duran
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Howard Eichinger
Area 6 :
Los Aﬁ@e]es Unified School District

Ellen Feldman
Wildwood Elementary
Santa Monica, CA

Donna. Foote
Teacher :
Lawndale High School D1str1ct

Margo Fraser
Nevada State Education Assoc1at1on
Las Vegas, NV

Delores Gamble
Instructional Advisor Area 4
Los Ange]es Unified School District




Jerry George
Administrator

Glendale Union High School
Glendale, AZ -

Judith Goldman
Wilwood Elementary
Santa Monica, CA

Geraldine Grant
Associate Professor
Educational Testing Service

Nikki Guidinger
Areca Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Chris Halabird
Dakwood School
Hollywood, CA

Rita Hambleton
Nevada State Educat1on Association
Reno, NV

Harry Handler
Deputy Superintedent
Los Angeles Unified School District

John Healy
Mastic School
Alameda, CA

Marlene Henerson

Dissemination

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Ben Hensley
Research & Evaluation Specialist
Los Angeles City Schools

Judy Hergesheimer
Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Ann Hilliard

Resource Teacher

Fresno Unified School District
Fresno, CA

Noia Hoffman

Coordinator, Development Lab.
Newport Mesa Unified School District
Costa Mesa, (#

177

Eleanor Holden
Nevada State Education Association

Fernly, NV

Jan Holle
Senior School Psychologist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Madeline Hunter

Principal

University Elementary School
UCLA

Lynn Jenks .
Far West Laboratory for

Educational Research & Development
San Francisco, CA

Betty Johnson
Center for the Study of Evaxuat1on .
UCLA ~

Connie Johnson '
Hacienda-LaPuente School District
Hacienda Heights, CA '

Helen Kelly
Testing Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Melba Knutsen

Chairperson, Curriculum and
Instruction

California Teachers Association

Sacramento, CA

Samuel B. Kermosian

Regional Commissioner,
Intergovernmental & Special Services
San Francisco, CA

Monique Kaufman
Title I Evaluator
Fremont, CA

Walter Klas

Assistant Superintendent
Alameda City Schools
Alameda, CA

Alex Law - ,

Director, Office of Program
Evaluation

California State Dept. of Ed.

Sacramento, CA




Diane Legs
Title I Rrogram Manager
Fremont, CA

PhiiALewis
Coordinator .
Los Angeles Unified School District

Gordon Lindberg
Research Analyst
Fresno Unified School District -

John McNeil
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Ramona Maples
Testing Coordinator
Berkeley, CA

Catherine Marshall
Busch

Marco Mazzoni

Assistant Superintendent
Madera Unified School District
Madera, CA

Richard Melendy
Curriculum Specialist
Novato, pA

Carmen Melendez
Bilingual Director
Fremont, CA'

John-Melquez

School Principal

Fremont Unified School District
Fremont, CA

Miles Meyers

Bay Area Writing Project
Oakland School D1str1ct
Oakland, CA

Pat Milazzo
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Polly Mitchell

Elementary Coordinator Area 6
Los Angeles Unified School District

Cathy 0'Driscol]
Reading Ceoordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Ernest Ono
Supervisor, Vocal Education

Los Angeles Unified School District

Jean Ottina -
Elementary School Teacher
Los Angeles Unified School District

June Pallack’
Yuma School District #1
Yuma, AZ

Willis Papillion
Region IX Off1ce
HEW

Toni Pennington
Nevada State Education Association-
Reno, NV

Louis Pike
Nevada State Education Association
Las Vegas, NV

Linda Polin
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

John Posa
Assistant Director, R&E
Los Angeles Unified School District

Lewis A. Prilliman

Director of Research

Long Beach Unified School District
Long Beach, CA

Irving Rem
Administrator/Secondary Education
Hacienda-lLaPuente .

Hacienda Heights, CA

Nancy Rene
Teacher/Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Mona Riddz 1
Coordinator Bilingual Program

Los Angeles Unified School District

arol Russell
Administrative Assistant
Liberty High School
Brentwood, CA

Robert Sallander

~ Research & Evaluation o
Los Angeles Unified School District

A




Richard Schutz

Director

SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Richard Schwartz

Professor of Engineering Science & Ed.
MIT

Newton, MA

Ken,$1eeper
S.I.P. District Office
Los Angeles Unified School District

Roger Scott
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA-

Robert Stahl
CTA
Burlingame, CA

Flo Stevens
Director Evaluation
Los Angeles Unified School District

Jannet Sutton
Center for the Study of Eva]uat1on

UCLA

Michael Timpane
Deputy Director
NIE

Vincé Tortolano
Research & Evaluation
Santa Clara,.CA

Terry Wagy
Santa Clara; CA

Clint Walker
Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Harvey Wall

Director, Research & Development
Mt.- Diablo School District
Concord, CA

Everett Watt ’
Director of Elementary Education
Mt. Diablo School District
Concord, CA ]

Leo Weisbender
Research & Evaluation
Los Angeles Unified School D1str1ct

179

Ve

John White
Principal
Lawndale High School |
Hawthorne, CA *

Lynn w1nters

Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Dale Wooley
Director of Research
Newport Mesa, CA

Dell Yarbrough
Title VII
Pasadena, CA

-




N

'REGION III

REGIONAL TESTING CONFERENCE

HAVERFORD COLLEG" CONFERENCE CEN'I'ER

 LEATRICE W. ABRAHAM
~ PENROSE SCHOOL
“PHILADELPHIA, PA

JAMES D. ADAMS g
* MARYLAND STATE DEPT CF EDUCATION .
LEXINGTON PARK, MD . \

KEMMETH J. ADAMS, -
‘PA DEPT. OF EDUCATIONM
HARRISBURG, PA

. WILLIAM J. ALBRIGHT
 PA - INTERMEDIATE UNIT #21
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PHILADELPHIA, PA -

GAIL AFFEL
UPPER DAR3Y SCHOOL DISTRICT
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FRANCIS C. FARLOW

MD STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

JOPRATOWNE, MD .

RUSSEL W. FAUST .
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HARRISBURG, PA

"JOHN R. HEYCGCK :

PA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

’ HARRISBURG PA
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|LARRY HOPP -

NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
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‘DR. mcm—:x. KEAN
'SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA
PHII.ADEL.PHIA PA %

. DR. SADIE S. KEEN
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* MCRRISVILIE SCHOGL DISTRICT
WGRPLQVIYLh,rPA .-

LARRY' KEANTIAK
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PHILADELPHIA, PA-
ANTECNY B, LABRIOLO Y
TISCARCPA INTERMEDIATE UNIT #11
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HARRISBURG, PA

' CH\RLES M. MICKEN .
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* AUGUSTA CCUNTY SCHCGLS
TAULWCN VA

JOSE®H MORTCN
“MD STATE DEPT -CF EDUCATIO"{
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* DOVER, DE

SR. ROSE ANITA MC DONNELL
ARCHDIOCESE OF: PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA '

FRANCIS A. NEWTON
SELINSGROVE AREA SCHOOL DISIRICI
SELINSGROVE, PA

JEAN O'DONNELL
SHAWMONT SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA PA

PHYLLIS .PARANZING | ‘
SHAWMONT SCHOOL - - R
. PHILADELPHIA, PA -

DEL PARK
GREAT .VALLEY SCHOOL DIS'I'RIC'I‘
DEVAULT, PA

DR JOHN PARRES

NEW CASTLE COUNTY scsoo,., DISTRIC‘I'
WILMINGTON, DE

LUCTLLE PASCALE =~ ’
. LAWRENCE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ

' DR. ED PATRICK
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. THOMAS E. PERSING
UPPER PERKIOMEN "SCHOOL DISTRICT
EAST GREENVILLE, PA ’

«»DR. RICHARD M. PETRE NS
MD STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATICN
BALTIMORE, MD

" GEORGE E. PLOSA |
HATBORO-HORSHAM SCHOOL DISTRICT
HORSHAM, PA.

-~

DR. LINDA POLIN

e

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION/UCLA

. LOS" ANGELES, CA

ADELE PORTER
T M PIERCE
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. JAMES B. PUGH
LOWER MERION SCHOOL DIS'mIC'r
ARDMORE, PA
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FRANCES QUINTO

NATICNAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
- ¥NASHINGTON, D.C., .
!_ ELMORE E. RAINEY/—L

. PETERSBURG PUBLIC. SCHOOLS

l PETERSBURG, VA

FRANCIS J. REARCON e
- DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
. HARRISBURG, PA

é" .

‘ JOSEPH M. REAVY ,
- CHZLTENHAM HIGH SCHOOL
WYNCOTE, PA

j,' ROBERT M. RESNICK ‘ ‘
" LAWRENCE TOWNSHIP "PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ

DR. JERQME A. REVELLO
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF \PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA .

,  RCBERT N. REYNOLDS
PA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
" HARRIS3URG, PA

" DK. ZD RICHARDS
RESESRGHE FOR BETI"ER SCHOOLS
_PHILADELPHIA, P

WILLIAM . RIL".':-IARDS
WILLIAM PENN HIGH SCHOOL
' PHILADELPHIA, PA

ANN. S. RICHARDSON
- CHARLES .CCUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATT!
| LA PLATA, MD °

MR. W. ROBERTS -RICHMCND .

HEW RECICNAL OFFICE COF EDUCATIONAL
PRCGRAMS

PHILADELPHIA, PA

MS. JANE ROBERTS
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

WILLIAM RODGERS
FOXCROFT SCHOOL
PITTSBURGH, PA

fens. 4

Y

DR. SUE ROOT:
RESEARCH FOR.BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA -~

RUSSELL H. ROPER
PEN ARGYL AREA SCHOOLS
_PER ARGYL, PA

FRED ROSEN‘Z‘NEIG

MORRIS HILLS REGIONAL DIS'IRICT

- ROCKAWAY, NJ -

'MS. MARCIA SACHS
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR." JAMES SCHEIB

PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT

PHILADELPHIA, PA . *

RICHARD -V. SCULLIN

HAVERFGRD TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT

HAVERTOWN, PA ©
L J ',‘

MARIE SEGAL *

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY TEACHER CORPS

TURNERSV ILLE NJ

DR. RICHARD SELTZER

COLUMBIA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

COLUMBIA, PA

SUSAN SHERWIN

" EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE

PRINCETON, N J

ELZCRA SHOULTZ

YDR. TANNER G. DUCKREY SCHOOL

PHILADELPHIA, PA

BE'I'I'Y SHOWELL

MARYLAND STATE DEPT CF EDUCATION

BALTIMORE, MD

MR. MICHAEL SIMEONE
RESEARCH FOR BETTER- SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA
o b
ERNEST 3IMON A
JENKINTOWN ELEMENTARY
JENKINTOWN, PA.

ENOCH SISSELSKY |
PITTqBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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L]
- ©

MARMA GOLUB-SMITH | . EDWARD A. TEICHERT

N..J. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION . "EIC - NW
TRENTON, N J . MORRISTOWN, NJ ©
1 o
CLAUDE SPENCER : DR. LOREN J. THOMPSON .
NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHCOL DISTRICT . NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
WILMINGTON, DE N WILMINGTON DE %,
JAMES W. SPENCER ~ o DR. LOUISE-A. TANNEY
MARYLAND STATE TTACHERS ASSOC MARYLAND STATE DEPT OF EDUCATION
BALTIMORE, MD S - BALTIMORE, MD 3
;_rv./ DAVID A. SQ mss ) ) SELMA L.  TOLINS T
RESEARCH FOR 8 SCHOGLS -~ METHACTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
PHILADELPHIA, PA FAIRVIEW VILLAGE, PA /
PAUL A. cmquvc; o , CLARK TOMLINSON
PENNS3URY= SCHCOL DISTRICT COLUMBIA BORQUGH SCHOOL DIS'I'RTCI'
FALLSINGTON, PA ' , - COLUMBIA, PA
FREDY R. STEWART . . RITA TOLBERT _ ,
NESHAMINY SCHCOL FIS"?IC’I' RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
LANGHCRIZ, PA PHILADELPHIA, PA . .
WILLIAM J. STINGER , _ DR. SHARON TUMULTY .
NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT , RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
LANGHORME, PaA PHILADELPHIA, PA
- ‘ .S
3TVERLY ©. STOMESTREET DR. JOHN S. TARDIBUONQ
MARYZAND STATE TEACHERS ASSOC. SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LANCASTER
BAELT IMCRE, MO / LANCASTER,. PA C—
SUS SUND . DR. RICHARD T. TALBERT
HOWARD MIDDLE SGECOL , - GOOCHLAND CQUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
ALEXANTDER, YA ‘ GOOCHLAND, VA,
MS. JAN SUTTON. ALICE L. VALDESS
CINTER FOR TEE STUDY OF DEPARTMENT OF PYBLIC I‘IS"’RUCI‘IQV
. EVALUATICN/UCLA . | DOVER, DE
LGS ANGELES, CA . : * ) :
" GERALDINE B. VAN LEAR
DR. ANNE E. SWEET AUGUSTA CGUNTY SCHCOLS
CPTERSSURG CITY SCHOOLS . STAUNTON, VA
PETERSEURG, VA ,
: : : . CARLA WRIGHT
MARIANNE ‘SYMONOWICZ - 4 LAWRENCE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS"
TRENTCY 2CARD OF EDUCATICN LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ
TRENTCN, N J ‘
N DR. CAROLYN WOOD
MARLENE P TEICHERT d HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC scuoor_s
EIC - W “ BEL AIR, MD-
MORRISTDWN, N J )
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. NELSON E. :
_UPPER PERKIOGMEN SCHOOL DISTRICT

EAST GREENVILLE, PA

7ages 9. -}E ONAI_ TESTING CON"ERENC"

) / ' P

R. WILMER WISE (
..DErAR'I‘in\TI' OF PUBLIC IVSTRUCTION
"DOVER, DE (

DR. CHE:‘._ E. WESNER
CHICHESTER SCHOOL DISTRICI'
BOOTHWYN, PA

,wEBEv.
CASTGREENVILLE, PA

(CHARLES WAYES
UPPER DERKIOMEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
EAST GREENVILLE, PA

REVEREMD MSGR. DAVID E. w@fs

ARCED zsa OF PHILADELPHIA .

PHILAS ""I_P”IA PA
}

FATRIZIA L. WALLER

SANFORC SGIOCL

HOCXESSIN, DE

P

ZARL MHITEZ

BILANXENSBURG SCHCOL
PYILASELFHIA, PA

CHEXRYL WEIMER

EDUCATICNAL TESTING Sc.RVICE

> PRINCETON, N J

DR. MICHAEL V. WOODALL
MILFORD 3CHOCL DISTRICT
MILFORD,fDE

J‘\\rE'r wi‘ 'r
DEPARTMENT OF FUT:LIC INS"'RLC‘I'IG‘I
DOVER, DE

YA'CKE:
"CF EDUCATIO‘J

KEITd .
PA DEFARTHMENT
HARRISBURG, PA

Ve

DR. 4. ,c*\moon YARMAN

=W REGIONAL OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL

i PROGRAMS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

JAMES YENSER ’

GPPER PERKIOMEN SCHOOL DISTRICT

y

CAP YETTER . e
RESEARCH FCR BETTER SCHOOLS -~. '

* DR. METRO YURCHAK

BUCKS COUNTY INTERMEDIATE UNTIT #22
DOYLESTOWN, PA /

[

JOE ZAPOTOCIZNY

‘AUGUSTA COUNTY SCHCOLS

STAUNTON, VA

MARSHA ZEHNER -
ANNV.ILLE-CLEONA SCHOOL DISTRICT
ANNVILLE, PA

JOSEPH ZONDLO
B. A. TIGHE SCHOOL = .
MARGATE, N J .
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REGION VI
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r 3

Conference Participants-

Alfredo Gavito
Research Assistant,.Bilingudl Education
~ Houston Independent School District

Brenda Marshall
Data Analyst
Houston Ihdependent Schoo] Dlstr1ct

: Sh1r1ey Stiliwell,
Administrator
Pa];jflne Independent Schoo] D1str1ct
S. Williams
Director, Graduate School
Houston Baptist University

RO

Vo "

‘Marty Thiersen
Teacher o~
Déerpark Independen¥\5choo1 District
Harry Se11g . - L
<Research Ass1stant y w
Houston Independent School District
Aaron McBride
. Counselor K
Houston Independent School District

?

Cheryl Stanly -
. Research Assistant
Houston Independent.School District °

»

<&

Naomi McQueen
\v// Guidance Consultant
Region IV ESC

.

John Pyper
Assistant Director, Research
Houston Independent Schpol District D

Bessie Mae Wells
Committee Representative ‘
Houston Teachers' Association

Connie Myers
Site Coordinator
Spring Branch Independent Schoo] D1str1ct

190

Jan Barrett
Assistant Director of Appra1sa1 ’
Spring Branch Independent School District

Vicky Hardway
Teacher
Spring Branch~1ndependent School District

Barbara Hunt -
Teacher

Spring Branch Independent School District

Vs

3

Karen Costner’
Research Assistant "
Houston Independent School District

Billie Thomas .
Research Assistant J
Houston Independent School District
Doris Anderson G
Counselor
Houston Independent Schoo] D1str1ct

Joseph Wilkes
National Institute of Educat1on

Clara Couch
- Consultant

Houston Independent School District
‘ r

Barbara Caster:
Teacher ‘
Texarkana Independent School District

-
o

Herschel Smith
Superintendent ,
Rector Public Schools

Donna Wright
Research Assistant ,
Houston Independent School District

Warren S1nnnns
Teacher
Houston Baptist University .

\




Helen Baker
Student .
Houston Baptist University
. Parlene Cantrell
Curr1cuhum Coordinator .
Pearland Indepenoent School District .

Jim Schreider
Curriculum Corrd1nator
Pearland Independent School District -
Bob Trannm]]
Director, Counse11ng
’ Eagel Pass Independent School District
.
"Sylvia Clouder . .
Student
- Houston Baptist University

Magda]ene Shepard
Teacher . :
Houston Independent School Dwstr1ct

Andra Stubbs
‘Student
Houston Baptist University

- L)1]1e Hopkins
Teacher
Houston Independent SchooI D1str1ct
Don :'o0d ' }
Educational Testing Service C 4

' Txrdohn H1II
- Staff Member .-
~ Texas State Teachiers' Association
Sandy Walker
Teacher
Fort Bend Independent School District

P ~

,

Freda Parkes
Educat1onaI'Des1gn
PaIest1ne Independent School District

Conference Pa}ticipants (continued)

: Reseanch/EvaIuat1on

Marc Gerety - *

v

- Houston Independent School D1str1ct Y

_Houston Baptist UAiversity

- Beverly BSLhIisé

6!

Administrator

°

"

Iris Blythe
Language Arts Ccordinator
San .Marcos Independent School District

Alma Allen | . .
Principal N
Houston Independent School D1str1ct

Sheri Pennington
Research/Evaluation
Houston Independent School D1str1ct

4

Houston Jewkes
Superintendent
St. Charles Parish Schools

Charley Mae W.1Tiams
Teacher ' o
Houston Independent School District

( . Lo

Joe'Streete“

Houston. Independent School District

Teacher
Houston- Independent SchooI D1str1ct

\

G. Herbert

. *
- M o7

Marjorie 5ilver
Teacher

Carolyn McBaughey-
Student

Director of Art
Kinkaid Independent School District

Hector Mantolo

Eagle Pass Independent School District




Confererice Participants (continued ):

<Bi11 Hardgrave 3
Assistant Director of Plarining
Corpus Christi Independent School District

Gerry Richard
Counselor
Houston Independent School District

Dolores Sandling

Principal
Houston Independent School District
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FEGION IV

LlST OF PARTICIPANTS BY STATE

SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL CONEERENCE ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

ALABAMA

Berryman, William C.
Bonds, Rachel
Causey, C. Richard
Christopher, Sandra
Clark, Judy
Davidson, James
Dewkterry, Regina-
Erens, E1izabeth

. Hess, Anne

Kennimer, Joanne
McMiilin, Barbara J.
Orr, Cindy

Owen, James E.
Smith, June

Smith, Roger

Spears, Tea C.
Tamgue, Wayne
Thompson, Anne
Turaipseed, Jim
Wylia, Payl

AR¥ANSAS

Berrv, Evalena
Bidwaii, Nella
Carpenter, Roland
Johnson, Bill

. Lester, Bobby |
Reed, Kerin ! i
Scott, Mary :
Scott, Robert L.

_ Smith, Harold =« \
Snell, Lynn

Span., Linda

Thalmueller, Leonard

JUNE 25-26, 1979
ATLANTA, GEORGIA

FLORIDA

Crawford Douglas
YCrosier, James
Dar11ng. Don
Fisher, Thomas H.
Franke, Helen
. Xing, Ruby
- Lee, Robert F,
~ Miller, Linda
: Patrick, John
Pinkney, H.B.
Puryear, Ada
Smith, Janice P.
" Weed, Terry
H1nesett Howard

GEORGIA

_Aikens, Linda V.
Bazzle, Bob
Bernknopf, Stan
Brodelr, Fred®
Brown’, Dorothy
Bulloch, Gerry
Coleman, Brooks
Creech, Elizabeth
Fordham, Dennis
Griffith, Don
Hughes,, Harold .
Johnson, Billy
Lee, Carolyn
McCarson, Carole
Mathis, Barbara
Moore, Sara

- Neal, Peggy
Newfield, John
Pearce, Kathleen
Pennington, Randy

Ve

RS

54 F

fetin)

o e
R T

'6EORGIA (cont'd)

Shaw, Margaret'

4Helsh,

Shubert, Dorothy
Sullivan, Jerry
Sweigert, Ray Jr.
Watts, David
Weber, Margaret
Iris

KENTUCKY

Brooks, Joanne C.
Cantrell, Jacqueline M.
Curry, A. Fraeier
Evins, John W.

Hicks, Ben

Kimbrough, Randy L.
Shrewsberry, Alice
Sledge, Lydia

van Fleet, Donald
Walker, James

LOUISIANA

Audriet, Gail
Beason., Frances
Clements, Ray
Crawford, Ruth
Faser, Patricia .
Hall, Gloria
Hamlin, Delores
Horgan, Marlene
Jones, Judith .
Leach, Pearl

..4e Doux, Clarence
1&ﬂvaney. Kathleen

— Rooks, Don ~ Peck, Hugh
Rountree, Gwen "‘I&ese, Diane.
*~ £
« '
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* 4 - _,Testing Conference Partﬁcipants' C o .

Page 2 , : . - )
<9 . ',//
. /’/’/'
LOUISIANA (cont'd) - - SOUTH CARDLINA (cont'd) ° ‘ C P
S - . .
Smith, Lloyd C. _Mack, Marian C. /” e
Soileau, James V. . - Matthews John w Sk
Solar, Robert : ‘May, John Tt s
~ Twymon, Alfred ‘ . Meredith, Vana H. S
- Wiiliams, Joe Mizell, Hayes
o : Mu]]en, Jeanette L.
ST . ’ ' Nesbit, W. Ben
' Peterson, Terry K.
MISSISSIPPI . Phillips, Jean
3 . Reeder, Henry:
Brown, Nancy ¢ ~  Reid, Marshall-
Echeridge, John Rex, Ann ’ "
Everett, Dcuglas ) Sande] Dan :
Massey, Barbara Sand1fér Paul D. -
. Mei, Patricia ‘ < Taylor, Joe1
Mosely, Dollie , : Taylor, Nelle H..
%icola, -Sandra 1 Trammell, Mrs. Harrison
Pouncey, Rex ’ Waddell, Maurice
Ranxin, Robbie , : West, Ron
Rigbv, Larry Wilhide, James
Sturgis, James ‘ Williams, Charlie G.
" H CARCLINA TENNESSEE . L
Burch, Jim Crockett, Bill -
.Conner, H.T. Graham, Dolores
Hellman, Mark Minor, Joe Ji
Lassiter, Janice. . ‘Smith, Elizabeth ™ |
Proctor, Brénda Warren, Jessie . -
" Redfezarn, William , L :
Thorne, Sue ’ .
Trivett, Clark 7 ‘
Yeacer, J. Frank = OTHER PARTICIPANTS ’
Burry, Jim (UCLA) "
) Fincher, Cameron (Un1v GA, Atheris)
. SOUTH CAROCLINA , Ga]]agher James J (FPG Child Dev. Ctr.)
Hardy, Roy (ETS) .
Boling, Benjamin Hodgkinson, Harold (A.M.A.)
Cureton, Jennye - Johnson, Reese (USOE, 1V)
Davis, Johnny . . Lewis, N1111am L. (USOE Iv)
Flynn, Kohlan Lovegrove, John (USOE, Iv). .
Hawisher, Margaret’ Orenstein, Diane (UCLA) e
Hunter, Harriet - Scott, Corinne (NIE) '“"f?f
Kynds, Hilliam Neber. Margaret (ETS) .
Johnson, James A.- Womer, Frank (Univ. Michigan)

Kelly, Mary ‘
Lister, Martha . T .
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CSE PARTICIPANTS .

t

EVA L. BAKER is Director of the Center for the Stﬁdy of Evaluation and

" professor in the UCLA Graduate School of Education. Her area of spe-

cialization is evaluation and instructional development. She has written
extensively on the topics of evaluation, testing, teacher education, and
instructional wesearch and development; Baker is frequently requested to
consult with federal, state, and local educational agencies. She is a
Member-at-Large of AERA, and is a member of the AERA Standing Committee

_on Research Training, and the CEDaR Board of Directors.: Baker directed

CSE's, evaluations of the California-Early Childhood- Education Program

“and School Improvement Program.

. ) . N
JANE COOGAN BEER, Direétor of Public Information, is responsibie for”
institutional contacts with professional, political, community, and
university organizations and individuals. ,She coordinates CSE confer-
ences, colloguiums, anc visiting.scholars, and provides ‘information
services to project staff.” Ms, Beer, who received a B,A. from UCLA,
ha- been with the Center since 19@9, '

JAME§\L. BURRY joined the Center in 1967 and has been Managing -Editor
of Evaluation Comment since 1970. He is currently directing the Re-

“gional Conferences on Testing 4nd Instruction.. His other recent activi-

ties include-directing CSE Field Ser¥ices, directing the Technical Assis-
tance Project for the California Bilingual Census, and working with the
Teacher Corps, the R&D Utilization Program, the Women, and Minorities’
Training Program, and Dissemination Services. Hngeiberience in evalua-
tion also includes development and implementation of training packages

and consultation with school districts and state educat.on agencies. -

LINDA GALE POLIN received a B.A. jn*English at UC Santa Ba?bara and an
M.A. at the UCLA Graduate School of Education where she is currently a
doctorai student in learning and instruction. YPrior to joining the CSE

*staff she worked on a multimedia instructional program for handicapped

students in mainstream classes through a contract withf the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped; she has also been a teacher's aide at the
elementary and adutt levels. Polin's responsibilities at CSE have in-
cluded the EBCE Audit; writing and presenting training sessions at the
Regional Conferences on Testding - and Instruction;/research on writing do-
mains; the development of eighth grade reading, writing, and math measures
for the California School Improvement evaluation; and special. short-term
evaluation efforts. . : :

;o )
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SHELBY POPHAM received a B.A. in English at UCLA, and is concurrently
enrolled in graduate programs at UCLA in the Departrient of Comparative
Literature and T.E.S.0.L. She has assisted.with many CSE projett;.

JAN SUTTON has an M.A. in English from UCLA and ‘s a doctoral ‘'student -
in the UCLA School of Education program in learning and instructiom
She has "taught many high school subjects, and worked as a high school
counselor, training ‘teacher, and curriculum specialist for the Los
Angeles City Schools. In addition to this present project she has
participated in CSE's project on Evaluatjon and Decisionmaking in
Local School-Districts. . . '
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