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INTRODUCTION . .
] . \ <.
Over the past two yealgx we have 1ntense1y stud1ed Six schoo1 d1str1cqi .

) wh1ch were 1dent1f1ed as involved in act1v1t1es ‘to 11nk their test1ng and/

| or eWa]uatron activities w1th instruction” (T, E,and I) We documenfed wiat

they were doing, how they came to be. do1ng what they are do1ng, how they
J 1
'were set up pperat1ona11y,and how they thought all of these efforts 1inkéd

‘ test1ng with 1nstruct1on From the outset- d¢ tpé”’tudyy we ant1c1pated that

A}
“

stage of the research which asKs, in’ effect, usg what'"
'< 'The "so what" question deals with the 1mpact of ﬁhe test1ng and eva]uat1oq

act1v1t1es of a g1ven d1str1ct In the or1g1na1 proJect proposa1 ‘

we expressed the fssue, as that of understanding "the impact or effect of

d1s§r1ct -wide test1n§ and. eva]uat1on act;v1t1es on the actions of teachers

and pr1nc1pa1s in c]assrooms and schoo]s (CSE Plan, 1979, p.18.)* We

wanted to assess the'extent to wh1ch the TEI 11nkage subsystem was having,

" the "desired" or "expected" effects in c]assrooms
' wa have spent cons1derab1e t1me dur1ng the. past year exam1n1ng the
topic of T/E impact assessment. Through d1a1ogue, review of related work'

and some pilot app11cat1ons we have.xeformu1ated the or1g1na1s1ssue, re-

f1ned our def1n1t1ons of T/E 1mpact,and out11ned a procedure for(others to

» use for themse]ves in c]ar1fy1ng thelr thinking abaut T/E 1mpact Thn pur-

- pose of th1s paper is to share our progress in working throggh these'funda-

mehta1 methodo]og1cb1 issues. -

7o . ’ : ' I
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Address1ng the Issue

Our or1g1na1 statement of the jssue, by focusing on l'des1red or ex-
pected effects in_classrooms," suggested that we wou]d-]ook directly in

c1assrooms ‘for teacher behaviors which would indicate that they are select-

. ing and perform1ng act1gns,gajzagbn input from test1ng and/or eva]uat1on

data. The first step we shou]d take in- des1gn1ng our research then, wou]d
be to,spe]] out what we would look: for as evidence of such effects. In
order to do\this, we examined what districts were doing'in testing and
evaluation and attempted to develop reasonab1e scenar1os -for what the com-
mon impact might be. We asked ourselves: "Given th1s d1Str1CﬂSpartﬁcu1ar

!

testiing and evaluation subsystem, what types of{effects would flow from it

and -be evident in ¢lassrogms?" -

The first thing we learned was that we were confused hy the terms we-

»

_had been taking as :synonymous . "Efféctsxi_"lmpéct," and "Use" are not

terms .that we could continue.to use interchangeably unless we3Wanted to.

 stay hopeless1y7cdnfused. To clarify our purposes, we ad‘pted the defi-
‘ nitions sugges ted by‘Smith (1981) for the terms "use" and "1mpact." Sm1th

def1ned "use" as "consc1ous emp]oyment of an eva]uat1on (or test) to
achievet« some des1red end or 1mpact " and "1mpact" -as "any d1scern1b1e ac-.

t10ns, events, or changes in c0nd1t1ons that are d1rect1y 1nf1uenced by

the evaluation (or testing act1v1t1es), jts proeesses, products, or, f1nd-

‘1ngs.1 Extending these def1nlt1ons, we add that uses are 1ntended effects -

whereas impacts can be e1ther intended or unintended. That 1s, xamp]es

»

of either "yses" or "impacts" can both be referred to as "effects" of -a

-

T/E/I 11nk1ng subsystem h | . 'Jv «
Returning 'to the effort to spec1fy 1nd1cators, we bu11t a matrix as in
. Y . Q.
Tab1e 1. ( : , - .
\ '(; .
\ >~ ’

*




1 - CTBS (a) Scores‘wif] be

2 ’ a used'tq%identify
3 candidates for
’ / the GATE Program

-

A
Eva]uatigns Y

Y
‘  TABLE 1:

Examples. of

2

Intended
4

(c) Teachers identify |

potentialcandidates
for GATE, notify
special services.

Specifying Effects

R

Unintended *

-

(b) Teachers use resul
to assign read1ng
groups .

" (b)
- classroom reading

group profiles shows |

.homogeneous grouping

.(a) A11 GATE candidates

have 98% CTBS scores

Examination of

by CTBS scores.,

Check in cum. cards -
indicates GATE
children who were

“cited by teachers.
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'Using the data from our field work in six diStrictslto.try out this

matrix led us to the de1ine=tion of severaf_key dimensions concerhihg
“the assessment of TE Use/Impact They are 1is¢ed here(in random order.’

°  Testing and eva]uat1on use and impact can both occur at many
levels of the d1str1ct s organization in addition to the
classroom. a

) -. Testing and evaluation use and-1mpact may be understood )
differently at different levels of the orgaftization, e.g., L
i administrators focus on est scores in relation to an '

- entire program while-teachers see scores in re1at1on to

individual ch11dren.

Y

\

° Among the var1ety of observab]e impacts, some may be-in-
tended by someone in a decision-making position; some
may be unintended, _ - r o,

°  Many of the 1ikely T/E effects are not recognrzed or art1-
culated by members & the organ1zat1on .

N °. There may be a lack .of consensus among members of the
: . organization over what constitutes “acceptab]e evidence" -
- that effects are in fact occurring. :
_ S o
. ° "'Among the varieties of efreéts wh1ch can be described, some
~can be categor1zed as having a directly technical, that ‘is,

instructional, emphasis while others reflect a soc1a1/1nterpersona1 _

emphasis which may or may not 1nd1rect1y effect 1nstruct1on

°  Amang the vdrieties of effects some are experienced inside
the organizdtion while others are felt in the environment \
q§§1de the organ1zat1on, e.g., in the community, by the .
media, etc. Q\\\\v

° Neither anticipated use nor ant1c1pated impact are typ1ca]1y
built into the organ1zat1on as clearly as one-would expect.

Assess1ng the 1ntra8rgap1zat1ona1 and thexkyv1ronmenta1 effects of
test1ng and evaluation in 1nstruct1on requires a much broader perspect1ve
4§(h that whﬁchljyhad first ant1c1pated Noton]y must effects be sought in

ﬁTaces other than the c]assroom, not on]y must effects on 1nstruct1on in-

c1ude use as well as intended and un1ntended 1mpacts, not on]y must

A}

the d1rect effect on 1nstruct1on be accounted for, but also the 1nd1rect

P
f‘ N
' . . :

.




. on the preferences of those in key op1n1on ‘leader pos1t1ons

effects med1ated through the soc1a1/1nterpersona1 processes,
We must therefore step back to the leve] of schoo} d1str1ct ideas,

p011c1es,and pract1ces. We-need to find a way to asses$ the effects of

~

both the articulated policies and prictices of the district related to -
thesuse of testing and evaluation for instructional change asfﬁe]] as the .
‘unakticulated. intentions. Much of the confusion contributing to multi-

-

£

lekel assessménts of the effects of teiiing and evaluation stems fr;m the -
’ ' s N

fact that many_district attitudes rel¥ted to testing and evaluation are
not stated as a consistent oo1icy position, -but are evo]utionary, reactive

to circums tances (e;g , public oytcry at declining scores), or dependent f\

v

‘ » - ’
Therefore, defining the effects that: tesﬁiﬂgfaﬁﬂ‘evaguat1on are sup-

Aposed to have is not a simple matter of - ask1ng one or more policy makers
or of searching for a wr1tten statement of district ko11cy | Ideas,;poe
11c1es, pract1ces: and expegtat1ons thange as they filter through the
organ1zat1on and through peop]e s percept1ons The effects--that is, the

uses and the 1mpacts of test1ng and eva]uat1on--occur d1fferent1a11y at

S : - .

different levels as th1s f11ter1ng Rrocess occurs . _ -
District 1ntent1ons regarding testing and eva]uat1on, then, are dy—
namic in the Sense that’those who serve as transmitters of 1ntent10ns are
‘_a]so adding‘to or modffying the original intentions. This‘modification .
occurs at all 1eve1s of the organ1zat1on and suggests that the transmit- -

“ters or agents of 1ntended policy are a]so at all levels of'thesvstem To

A

put it another way, ideas and po11c1es}are defined and implemented by_a]]
those who have a stake in them.;;a11 such individuals can be called poiicy,

"stakeholders."




" occur both inside‘and'¢'~ 1de of the system Stakeho]ders, therefore, may

- This stakeholder, cogcept is of central importance’ not-only to those

of us who would 1ikefto assess the\effects of testing and evaluation on
instruction but™also to those. within a d1%tr1ct who would Tiké to manage

-

a test1ng/eva]uat1on/1nstruct1on 11nkage

Testing and eva]uat1on are activities wh1ch should be carr1ed out with

reference -to (and deference to) stakeho]ders-f Stakeho]ders are def1ned

"those claimants 1ns1de and outs1de of the system-who have a vested 1n-~
terest in the prob]em under 1nvestzgat1on and its so]ut1on (M1troff &
Mason, 1981). Those work1ng,w1th the stakeho]der concept ask - Who is
affected who has an interest; who is in a pos1t1on to “effect adoption . of
resu]ts or execut1on of dec1s1qns,.who has exbressed op1n1ons, who _ggh_

to.care‘about outcomes?” The stakeho]der concept is related to the pre-

t

~vious stateme::ethat effects occur at’ many 1eve1s and are defined d1ffer-

ent1y at different leweis, and further comp11cated by the fact that effects
N

»

-

axt Eo.tﬁe schoo].district organization.

"

Iry h:;yifg thus far: the strands-which come together

°  one tannot e fectively assess the'foects of a district's .
testing and evaluation activities without an upderstand1ng
of the goals and 1ntent1ons of the d1str1ct

o ° d1str1ct goals and intentions are embedded in tﬁ% 1deas and
! in the policies and practices of. the d1str1ct .
. '°  some of the ideas and po11c1es are 1mp11c1t rather*than '
explicit--unarticulated, rather than articulated; prac-
. tices may be either consistent or 1ﬂtons1stent/w1th the
preva111ng'1deas and policies; :
N

° ‘the effort to make the 1deas and policies exp11c1t,must in-
volve a wide range of stakeho]ders at all levels of the

-

- Ca ; lnl

.

'
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_ A PROCESS FOR USE/IMPACT CLARIFICATI

« R . / ‘ N ”»~ " ) .

ot ' ' y : D
@veér .the past severa] months, our project staff has been deve]op1ng
~and p11ot test1ng a process'to e11c1t a schoo] d1str1ct'agnntent1ons re-

o v

lated to the effect of test1ng and eva]uat1on on&1nstruct1on This pro-
,cess uses a structured workshop in which part1c1pants from many 1eve}s of
the school district” organ1zat1on co]]aborate : | ’ ’
In add1t1on to enab11ng a school distrfct to ascerta1n the 1mp11C1t
expectat1ons of stakeho]ders at many 1eve1s within the organ1zat1on as ‘well

\\\,/52 those outsLde the organ1zat1on, 1t is our hope that the- process can be,

a p1ann1ng device for d1str1cts seek1ng to create a T/E/1 11nk1ng system.

-

The workshop format has two pr1nc1pa1 {tstﬁ:1cataons 4 F1rst,,1t allows -

part1c1pat1on of 1nd1v1dua1s from‘many Tevels why -have: diverse perspec-

7

t1ves, reflecting our pe11ef that knowledge res1des.at many levels of the
'system It is therefore not sufficient to exp]ore use/impact'intentions

e1ther for-planning or for assessment with 1nput from only the members of
a test1ng and evaluation unit; Second workshops can 1ncorp0rate proce-
dures which build l‘ownersh1p" in 1deas or po11c1es we hope that the |

dynam1c part1c1pat1ve -workshop procedure that we are construct1ng meets

" these conth1ons. S -,

Our wgrkshop_requires‘a minimum of 8, -8 maximum of 16°peop1e from

P

f" across 1eﬁe1S‘and'funCtions in the district It ca]]s for at least 21

¢

hours and is even more comfortable if conducted in a 1onger sess1on
. The workshop'procedures,are adapggj from Mason .and Mhtroff (19811_ a;&
" who Hﬁye,app11ed their’methodo1ogy’for dea11ng.w1th "1]1 structured.

-
\
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prob]ems"*oin both pub]idfénd pfivé;e agencies. We have incorporated

their procedures into-five majotr steps which, are first Tisted then dis- -

/
.

tu;sed in detail.

"

1. Generate examples of effects of testing and evaluation.

2. Determine the importance and certainty of effects of
N testing and evaluation. T .

Specify acceptable ‘evidence of effects.

Select those éffects to. be measuréd.

Develop instrumentation to measure effects.

.
>

1. Generate Examp]es of Effects

The basic procedure used in this step is brainstorming =- a some-

what structured form'of brainstorming known as the nominal group technique.

The nominai group teqpniqué requires that the group facilitator go from
one .person té the next in turn, asking each person to contribute one or (
more idéas to'a group list which is being compi]ed. The use of'ﬁomina1
group process simply insures that each person in the group has an‘bppor—

tunity to contribute at least one jtem to the list. The process of going

_nominally from one ‘participant to the next is continued for successive

rounds until members of‘Ehé gfoupvbegin-to pass. When the point is -reached .
that no other items are forthcoming the process is terminated.

Theﬁéfoup faci]itato; bégins the process by asking for examples of
some effects of testing and eva]uation:which ﬁarticipants'have"observed.

~ : ) N
No effort is made to focus or channel the items at this point.

- *]11-structured problems are defined as those for which "there are no

single right answers; there is no consensus:even on the definition of
~ the problems; and .action steps will or should be taken in spite of
these ambiguities” (Mason & Mitroff, 1981, p. 29).




. w -
Furthermore, no effort is made to judge items contributed to the list.

Nheﬁ it is clear that the brainstorming process has reached an>

end, that is,when items are no 1onger coming forth from the group, the

~ facilitator moreS'on to a sub-§tep to c1arify what has happened in -the
group and ppssib]j\stfmu1ate more thou;ht by-ciustering ths'items. A
gsefu] clustering strategy can be\i]1usfrated'by'the_matrix 1h‘ﬁigure

1. We have found that examples generated by these brainstorming sessions
can be roughly classified aécording to two ‘dimensi\o\ﬁs. The \1‘rst dimen-
sion to be considered is the stakeholders to{whom‘the examp]es apply and
whether those stakeholders are internal or external to the school. Thé
other dimenSion‘a1ong'which‘we find a great'number‘of examples clustering
is the emphasis of the effect. Tpe emphasis of the effects tehd to be

either technical or social/interpersonal.
. N .
“When we take these two dimensions and overlay them to form a matrix,

the resulting four quadrénts.combine different stakeholders with dif—_

" ferent effects. As an examb]e of the use of the c1a§sification scheme,
consider one of the examples from Tab]e-l, "Teachers use results to assign
reading groups:" The stakeho1ders (classroom teachers and their students)
are internal and the effect is technical, i.e., a technical type of in-
structional decision. This effeét gE:\been placed in the upperA1eft

qhadrant,
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- Figure .1. Framework for Clustering ' \\
. B ’ * T/E Effects ‘

Technical Uses/Impacts

Ex. . : |
Teachers use results - 4 LN o
to assign reading groups - )
o .
Yoo
[+
i Lt
® . 2
prac}
Internal Stakeholders to the |Effect : External
.4 Yoo ~—
=
-U‘)
¥ 2 \
L
Q.
&
7
t R A
L
L Social, Interpersonal
- .. Uses/Impacts

In pilot apﬁﬁications of the proceﬁs We'have drawn thi§\f1gure
on a b]ackonrdkbr ffip-chart and illustrated to workshop participants
, ‘ how their examples can be grouped in ohe or the other of the duadrants.
‘ . IJ i; not necessary to classify every item on the diagram -- a_febresentative
gémp]ing is sufficient. The facilitator then asks the gréup if the frame-

work suggesté other examples of;effects which could be added to the list.

Oftentimes it will, and when™those are added, the facilitator segses

~ the time to move into step 2.

r
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2. Determfﬁe the Importance and Certainty of Effects 6f~Testing=and Evaluation
In order to carry ouﬁ‘E::s sfep the group is broken up into sub-groups.

Sub-grouping‘is helpful because it provides an oppon;uni%y for more 1ntera§tion;
and more contribution fﬁom group members. It a]so permits paﬁticipahts
to consider é'se]ected sub-set of effects rather than the entire range.'
 To subdivide the  group, participents are asked to select themselves,
'in féir]y equal numbers, into one of the four quadrants. - One group wi%}
then be céhsidéring the'interﬁa]-technica] effects,&another group will con-
CZntrate.on the exteYA;1_technica1, a third group;wi11 consider ghe inter-
nai'socia]-inter persone], a fourth will con;ider the qxﬁérn;1 social inter-
pefsona]. | | ~
Once these sub-groups have been formed, the asngnment for each group
is to. take a]i effects from the braihstorming phasé which they feej.jusa
tified in placing in their quadrant and‘consider the 1mportance4uniébortanqe,
cértéinty/uncé?tainty of each‘pf.thosé‘effects in terms of the district's
, overall testing and evaiuation effort. dn;e_again,'pérticipants will be
using a cross matrix, as %11ustratedlin‘Figufe 2. This time the horizontal '
1ine is scaled from important to unihpbrtant while the vertical line is
scaled from certain to uncertain. Each effect is discu;sed.and p]aped'dh '
the classification scheme according to the consensus of the group.
By way of example, éonsider a sample effect sueh as the following:
- test resu1fs‘used by remedial reading'feggher ;o dete}mine consonant b]ends
to be reviewéd. The group may agree that sﬁch use or impact of test results

'{s important and place it far out on the Important dimension. They may

o
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Figure 2. Determining Importance Certainty
9
- . . Certain n -
i ‘)
t _
AN : . : ’ .
J Unqrportant- - - ' _ ITportant
¥ ﬂ \ . LY
B
: . D“ ’
< ' S o S o °Teacher use of test B
' . : ) ' data to determine review
needs .
* Uncertain o

-

disagreee, however, on‘the certa1n¢y4of%£he effect. One pé;:en thinks .~ ‘

it is a very fso]ated occhrrence; another saying ?hat many teachers'use

tﬁe results in that way. ;THe group decides to p]ace.ihe effect in the
' ‘jmporfant/uncertain quadrant.v Iph so doing theyfhave had "flagged”" it as
| . | a potentiai topic for further study and have he]ped to clarify what 1t-‘ B
‘\\\ means to them.

Once’ the sub-groups have completed this step they have, in essence,

comp]eted a first sorting of effecry and made explicit their not1ons about

which testing and evaluation effects are both “important and uncerta1n !

Effects which fall into that quadrant of the c]asSTf1cat1on scheme are




regarded as therhost o;{ticaﬂveffeCts according to the judgment of the ¢
: particu]ar small group. iEach sub-group.presents its c1ass?tications fo

the entire group. At this,point there may be-d15cussion and some re-

organizing af priorities. More important though,_each effect‘has oeen

systematically considered,

'3{ Specify Acceptahle Evidence of Effects
a ane again, participants work:in sub-groups. This time each of thec
sublgroups is instructed to take those effects which it Tabeled as
"1mportant and uncerta1nt/jnd produce for each an examp]e of evi-
dence which might be usefu1§1n reducing the uncerta1nty about that
'part1cu1ar effect. ' | X .
For the exahp1e used above, the group may decide that iaterview

’ :
Yo . data 1nd1cat1ng that 2/3 of the remedial read1ng teachers used test results

. to pTan the1r review activities wou]d be acceptab1e evidence.

-
[ Lot

when each of the sma11 groups have comp]eted this task a genera] !
;‘group session is convened for each’ sub group to present their Tist of
g effects and corresponding examp]es of evidence. o : - ~
//l .. The purpose of this step 1s to 1nvo1ve school -district personne] in
the specification of data sets- wh1ch they, themse]ves, will find acceptab]e

The step is designed to.help prevent. us, as researchers, from designing and

R |
conducting a researoh study which can be summar]1y d1sm1ssed by its o
' intended clients. ST _"»" ‘ ‘ . " ST
4. Select Effects to be Measured o, e

The eftects and evidence lists from each group are compiled into ' -
one complete list. It is 1ikely that tHe composite 1ist'is-too long

* , .
for {he time and resources of most resdarch. One way to pare it down

)



. Y
~come the subject of continued research

o y
.t N o
1s§f)have workshop participants rank ogder the total list for research

priority. "The ranking can be used to determine which effects should be-

oy

3

5. Deve]op Instrumentat1on to Measure Effects ‘-‘ . | ,

could not be carried out. o _ ' ' o S

' Th1s step requires. that the statements of evidence be used to deve]op
1nstruments -to collect data to prove the presence or absence, strength or

weakness of selected effects. In our case.the 1nstrumentat1on is des1gned

1

by our group, the research team, and presented to thevschooj district team |

for reaction and revision, Again, the intent is to involve the clients
. LY B . .
of the research in its design. = - _ : v
R . ' . ) ) ,/ o S
The effects ' clarification progess ends at this point. However,

the coFlaborative climate of he process needs to continue through the

imp]ementation'of the research.

i T v

. © DISCUSSION OF PILOT APPLICATIONS < _
We have conducted two tr#als of the clarification procedure. The

-

first was a s1mu1at1on using members of our Center staff in schoo] d1str1ct

?

roles. This trial was dev1sed,to enable*us to try out, revise, and refine

the agenda. The second was in one of the sample districts;ANorthtown;

~

where1n we 1ntended to’ proceed to Ceve]op~1nstruments and assess .

,EJE effects. Recent events 1n the schoo1 district, however, prec1uded

that opportun1ty and we proceeded only the po1nt of developing a set of
research recommendat1ons. v s

A third tr1a1 in another of the samp]e d1)tr1cts was p1anned but

“again events in the district (re]evant env1ronments) were such that it
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Staff Simulation | ‘ : ) -

‘Five staff members assuﬁed the roles of Director of a Testing and
*Evaluation Unit, D1str1ct Super1ntendent pr1hc1pa1, elementary teacher," '
and secondary teacher. A]] Q; the‘persons assum1ng roles had at some v
t1me in the1r careers, w&‘ked for a public. schadol “system -and were fam111ar
with school, issues. o . _ = ) \

—

Ld order to set a context for the s1mu1at1on, part1c1pants read

a sample district case study and assumed that scenario for the1r roles.¥

4 . ,
The'tria],-abbreviated by the fact that we had only 1- 1/2 hours
1n\#nch to conduct it, was carr1ed out in our conference room. The

experhence suggested revisions to the’ proce&s. These rev1s1ons w111 not:

be elaborated here. Instead, we present the content outcomes of the

process. . . R o




o

Helps teachers make better use of -
~statistics

“Builds curriculum rigidity

Enables teachers to speak a more common
. © . language
Promoteq contact with parents for home

> ) N ) o
"
o L
,f\ , Table 2.. Summary and.C1assification-of Effects from . _
- Simulation Pilot ' . . o
Technical uses/impacts
v ¢

o 0 o0 o

‘Provides ; ach1evement té‘% data for Board

’

Accountability function
Enables school to receive funds- T
Prowide§ reports to parents ‘

.

Externa1'

affective domain .
Intensifies competition between teachers
~ and between-schools

management - 2
® Kids are grouped Y . -
° Meets individual ifstructional needs :
° Takes up teaching tire
° Counselors use to program students. ' ;
° Provides needs assessment information g
. 2 -, '
_ - S
- Y
‘Inte:n?1 Stakeholders 2 |to effects 3
. - i . # ‘
e K1ds get’greuped for soc10metr1c v ol ° Newépdber ‘reports to community
purpose : g1 ° Gets greater/]esser publig, support
Some kidsget upset by tests 5| ° Consultation with parents
! Promotes®contact with parents on E| ° Brings recognition from dutside sources
- non-instructional as well as - :
e ‘ﬂntructwna] information
° Focuses cognitive learning; ignores

- -

.};;v'f-'», » . . . ) - . 1

Social-interpersonal

)l

uses/impacts

3 : . o

R
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Table 3: L1sﬁhsg of Important/Uncerta1n Effects and , . -

Exa

.important/Uncertain Effecés

°- Kids are grouped for -sociometrié
‘purposes

_° Focuses attention on cognitive over

affective domain,

® .Builds cUrricuﬂum rigidity.

-\ "

°- Enables schools to receive outside
‘ funds. % ‘
-’ v'.' ) ‘ S T

a Br1ngs recogn1t1on to district
© . from outside sources

P

Fig

B | ' | ‘ \

es of Ev1dence from S1mu1at1on Pilot

4 -

Evidence - /

Examine individual teacher grouping

patterns; 1nterv1ew teachers for

rat1ona1e. AR

Observe c1assroom lessons; examine
lesson plans; examine teacher
quest10n1ng patterns.

Interv1ew teachers, exam1ne teacher's
objectives. over ,time-

Intérv1ew Ass1stant Super1ntendent
interview funding sources about

why they funded district.
Interview educational co]]eadﬁes,

applicants for positions in
d1str1ct Interview:

researchers at university re
district's reputation.

A11 participants rank ordéred the effects listed in Table 3.

Their ranking§ ihdicated‘that, were this an actual case rather than a )

simulation, the research would address the following issues, as priorities.

1. Buidds cuhricu]um rigidity:

‘ aet1v1ty have this effect?)

2. Focuses attent1on on cogn1t1ve over affect1ve

(Does the testing an evaluation

”main- (Does

the test1ng and eva]uat1on act1v1ty have this effect7)

tws
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‘ 3. \Kids”are grouped for sociometric purposes (Do teachers use
T/E data in this way?) : o ?‘ \ Cr
_ 4. Enables school to receive outside funds (Have funds become
¥ " available- because of T/E activity?) |
A . 5. Brings.recognition from outside sources (Can it be shown that
~ the T/E activity has positively increased the district's visi-
© bility?) ~ ” S ’

»

< We point out that while numbers 1,2,3, are classroom based effects’,

- numbers 4 and 5 are the types of effects’Which cah have an.indirect
, o ;o : - . _
- effect on classroom instruction. : : .

3 - Because this was a simulation we did pot preceed to Step 5 -

"

- Develop instrumentation to measure effects. However, the results of

- . o o

the process prepare the research‘team for that step by. providing a client-

»

“centered focus..
Part1c1pants in the s1mu1at1on > all exper1enced with general educationa]_
issues and with specific T/E issues, felt that the. process brought out

. aspects of testing and evaluation act1v1t1es wh1ch thex)had not considered.

. One of the part1c1pants described the process as "a series of sieves »
) through which the.issues get refined and focused." They felt the 1nter-
act1on was part1cu1ar1y he1pfu1 to their new understandings. .
} jl
AN -
P11ot App11cat1on in Northtown
N - Through the Ass1stant D1rector of the RD and E Un1t a two hour session

was arranged in Northtown Discussions with the Ass1stant Director pr1or
to the workshop determined that the concentrat10n dur1ng the workshop

r

{
L g
(R R
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wou]d be on the consolidated app11cat1on‘process

' in another project report

i
!

+

o can be descr1bed as follows: .
o Each consolidated-application schoo] s CTBS scores

obtained initially are presented to each school's
principal and staff along with the school's mobi 14 ty
index, minority percent and school enro]]ment

figures; ~

Based on these data, the schod staff, with the assis-
tance of an Evaluation Services Office evaluator, de-

termines a set of objectives and activities for the

coming year. These form the core of the school's

annual improvement plan. District evaluators regu-
larly revisit these schools during the ensuing year.

The CTBS tests are administered again in the Spring and
individual pupil results are reported to the appropriate
teacher before thé end of the school year. During

the Summer, the Evaluation Services Office staff scores:
the tests and analyzes the results in terms of the indi-
vidual school's stated goals.. 'A 'school-specific report
is prepared and presented tq the school staff in the
beginning of the Fall quarter. This forms the basis
for the school staff to reformulate: goals and act1v1t1es
for the next year -- and the cyc]e is repeated

E1ght schoo] d15tr1ct representat1ves part1c1pated in the se551on

* there were three from the RD & E unmit, two from Tifle I programs,

~- .,

- one pr1nc1pa1, and two resource teachers. _ . ~
We openedfthe session with.a brieffsummaryzof the resu1ts of our
." research and an indication ef;the.next phase -- assessing effects. It
was clear from the start of the sesston, and in fact tt had been anti-
cipated.by,tﬁe Assistant Director prior~to the session; that.there

. _ /
were many different agendas on the minds of participants. We also knew

Y 4

“that the district was\jn a state ot-anticipat%on of a potent1a1 court

“y ru11ng on desegregation. The many unreso]ved issues and emot1ons

oy

That process, Hefined

(ED PrOJect Annua] Report, Nov 1980,p 82) *\\

~

’

¢ -

absorbed ‘'some of the allotted time and'the fu]] process was not comp]eted ) -
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v Table 4: Summary and Clustering of Effects d§ o
o P o . the Consolidated App11cat1on Proces§ At
A . in N6rthtown .-
| . B : L , )
! ’ // - ’ ' . | ' - ’ F Y
’ ) Té%hnica],uses/impacts - e - .

o

° Repqrt cotes out too late to

NRT results used by SEA é a
affect activities a

. : ' N RD & E staff conducts in- serv1ce o
i\gCRT‘s are used by teachers ' when principal cannot.- .Gets
. ’ P A B the RD & E.staff into some -
* o Low CTBS scores led to strict : schools u

'c1assroom interruption rules

o

- CTBS analysis 1ed to in-service and

x\& ~ Process has no bean\ng on what -é special materigls
_teachers do in c1assrooms Q ’ o
by o It satisfies report1ng requ1rements
o+ . Internal . Stakeholders to' & the Effects |, External
- - q_ - - ) .
Q : ’ .
o’ Certa1n m1nor1tyyg’ ups score o Parents get a better view of. what is
. poorly because nguage 4i- happen1ng becalse of report
. problems ii? 5 _—
: ' s ° Parerits in many schools don't understand .
° Principals set up in-service for | the report
, PR reasons‘ ) '
- ’ ' ' .° Public re]af1ons from report is good
’ ° Testing takes up too much student |, for some schools - bad for others
time ’ ' T :

. i .
° Newspaper publishes NRT results

o

) Ch11dren are burned out from over

testing ‘ . ° Public is fiixated on FTBS seores

* ' Socia]-interpersona]'uses/ impacts
»7
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_ Beyond tbe generat1ng of the effects, the process got bogged . -
a ¥
oo down and tx@e‘had run out ~When we ref]ected on whatvt;:§tessTbn to1d s ;=
. C, us about the effects of the . conso11dated app11cat1on proceé! we con- ',: )
. . | 4 R .
vc1uded,that _ ' . ‘ S e
o - - °  the process is having its 1mpact mainly in the externa] - ) ‘ °,
technical and external/social-interpersonal "area, but . _ ot
-very little impact oh the internal areas. ‘It would be - s
. : .wrong to even cgnsider- effects on classroom activity * _
e ¢\\ bétause such effects have not been built into the con- L
: solidated app11cat1on processy =z . ' . .
€ . :; : -‘: ) . -' ' . ’ .
: 5 A . the level and form of\participationsin the consolidated . >
application process ig differengafrom school to-school :
_and any effort to assgss the procéSs needs to use the
" sch001 site as the upit of analysiss °
° the principal’s behavior and att1tude will be. key ‘
) 'to Tevel of use 13 a given school site: g o
These thoughts a]ong(with our suggest1ons for data collection procedures
] : : ‘ . | - -+ PR :
were shared with the .district personnel. e ’
b\ - = )
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