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Statewide Testing in Texas

FOREWORD
Glynn Ligon

This montk, Texas completes its ninth year of statewide testing,
and in May/June will award diplomas to its third class of graduates w10 were re-
quired to pass competency tests in both mathematics and language arts. As much
as some have protested the influence of the current testing program, others are
calling for expansion of testing to more and higher skill areas. Behind the public
controversies brews a myriad of technical, psychometric issues that challenge the
reliability, even the validity, of the statewide testing program.

Students should be required to demonstrate basic competencies before receiving
credit for passing their basic courses rather than earning spurious credit only to be
exposed for illiteracy or mathematical inability by an add-on examination. How-
ever, in the absence of an unexpected, collective insight in Texas and other states,
the Texas Legislature, Texas Education Agency, and the State Board of Education
must make some immediate decisions about the direction of the statewide testing
program.

To contribute to the dialogue that will lead to the making of these critical decisions,
the Southwest Educational Research Association sponsored a symposium on State-
wide Testing in Texas at its annual meeting on January 27, 1989, in Houston. This
document is a summary of the comments, suggestions, and challenges offered by the
distinguished participants in that symposium.
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Statewide Testing in Texas
DEFINITIONS

CRT Criterion-referenced test: A CRT measures mastery of specific
objectives. The TEAMS is a CRT.

Imbedded Items Mixing items from an NRT among CRT items to obtain both
national percentile ranks and mastery scores for students.

NAEP National Assessment of Educational Progress: A national
achievement testing program.

Norms Comparison scores from a nationwide sample of students.

NRT Norm-referenced test: An NRT measures a broad range of skills
and ranks a student in relation to a national sample of students.

SBOE State Board of Education

TABS Texas Assessment of Basic Skills: Texas’ statewide test from
1981 to 1984.

TAP Texas Assessment Program: Texas’ first statewide testing pro-
gram.

TEA Texas Education Agency

TEAMS Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills: Texas’ state-
wide test since 1985.

\
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Statewide Testing in Texas
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As the Texas Legislature in Austin began to deliberate the future of statewide
testing in Texas, a group of involved professionals met in Houston at the Annual
Meeting of the Southwest Educational Research Association to define and explore
current issues and opportunities in statewide testing. Three local school district
testing administrators and three representatives of test publishers presented his-
torical views and raised substantive issues about testing programs, followed by
comments from a representative of the Governor’s Office.

The audience formed a clear impression that statewide achievement testing pro-
grams raise a myriad of issues— psychometric, financial, instructional, political,
and practical. There was not unanimity of opinion on these issues among the ex-
perts in this symposium. In summary, the major issues that must be considered by
the Legislature, and reconsidered by the Texas Education Agency and the State
Board of Education are:

1. October Testing Dates — Will we sacrifice accountability without gaining
timely return of test results?

2. Imbedding or Appending NRT Items — Will we sacrifice the quality of the
current CRT by mixing in a too small number of NRT items to yield reliable na-
tional norms?

3. Cost — Will we continue to pay for a State test that adds to the testing burden
rather than replacing local testing programs?

4. Ranking of Schools — Will we continue to rank schools by reducing all test re-
sults to a single score that purports to compare equitably across elementary and
high schools and across three subject areas?

5. Accountability — Are Texas schools more accountable now after eight years of
statewide testing?

6. Quality of Education — Are Texas students better educated now after eight
years of statewide testing?

Elected officials, educators, parents, and other taxpayers are
encouraged to read this monograph as information for forming their own
opinions on the future direction for statewide testing in Texas.

\— )
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Austin ISD

Statewide testing in Texas has been somewhat like
the story of the motorist who ran out of gas and walked up to
a rancher’s house for assistance. On the way to the barn to
get sume gas, the motorist was compelled to ask about all the
targets posted on the rancher’s trees and the arrows shot
squarely in the bull’s eye of each one. The rancher laughed
and informed the motorist that his daughter got a bow and
arrow set for Christmas and just goes around shooting ar-
rows. If one happens to hit a tree, then she goes over and
sticks a target over the arrow.

1980 - At this time everyone was talking mastery of basic and
minimum skills. Texas jumped into this area a little bit late.
The first statewide testing was the Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills (TABS) for grades 3, 5, and 9. The purpose of TABS
was to provide a tool for state and local educators to identify
where help was needed. The Texas Education Agency (TEA)
encouraged the use of TABS for diagnostics and local inter-
pretation of needs. TABS lasted for five administrations.

1985 - Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills
(TEAMS) was begun for grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11. The
nature of the TABS did not change much, but the use of the
test changed. Thanks to the Accreditation Division of TEA
and heavy media publicity, TEAMS began to be used to rank
individual schools and districts. Rankings were published in
newspapers across the State.

1990 - The third round of statewide testing will begin. The
test will be expanded to give a nationally norm- referenced
percentile, and the date of the testing will be moved from
spring to October. The change in date is designed to release
teachers from accountability/responsibility for test scores and
move back to the purpose of using the test for diagnostics.

Texas' statewide testing program has been controversial from
the start and remains so. Some of these controversies have
been:

1. Statewide testing is perceived as an intrusion into
traditional local control of schools in Texas.

2. Instructional time is being diverted from the estab-
lished curriculum to testing.

3. Control of the curriculum is shifting to the State
with an over-emphasis on just the basic skills.

Glynn Ligon\

-- Historical Perspective
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...continued

-- Historical Perspective

Glynn LigtD

4. Accountability and evaluation of individual teachers
is being based upon TEAMS scores.

(
"The cost for TEAMS
is high during a pe-

riod of tight budgets."

\—

w

5. Campus-level reporting of test results has led to
ranking of campuses and districts.

7. The cost for TEAMS is high during a period of tight
budgets.

J

8. The Written Composition test has been unreliable,
using a controversial scoring technique which has
failed a disproportionate number of gifted students.

9. The difficulty of individual objectives has drifted

from year to year making comparisons inappropri-
ate.

10. The State Board of Education’s seventy percent
mastery criterion has been translated into percent-
ages of items correct that range from 61% to 89%
across test levels.

11. Scale scores were developed for use in kieping the
tests of equal difficulty from year to year, but have
been used to compare scores inappropriately across
grades and test areas.

12. WAVE scoies have been developed to combine
TEAMS scores scross grades and areas to obtain a
single score for entire schools and for entire dis-

Now we face the issue of combining 20 norm-referenced items
with a criterion-referenced test. The State Board of Educa-
tion, on the recommendation of TEA, issued a request for
proposals to test publishers for the third five-year cycle of
tests and called for inclusion of norm-referenced items to
provide a reliable percentile rank score for each student
tested. Can this be done without making the test too long.
Are there other options that should be considered? Qur
experts were provided lists of questions and issues to be

tricts. 4 \
13. TEA recommended and the State Board of Educa- TEA recommended

tion approved a contract for imbedding (or append- and the State Board

ing) of NRT items into the TEAMS, thus creating a . .

longer test with questionable normative reliability. Of Education ap

proved a contract for
imbedding (or ap-
pending) of NRT
items into the
TEAMS, thus creat-
ing a longer test with
questionable norma-

tive reliability.”

\
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Irving ISD

Before there was TA” “ or TEAMS, the TAP program
was a NAEP-like assessment, given to randomly selected
samples of students across Texas. It was a good plan for
statewide assessment and provided statewide statistics. It
did not provide data for individual districts. Then the law
was passed which established the TABS to pro 'ide data for
individual districts. The TABS focused on areas of curricu-
lum covered by all districts in Texas.

Local testing programs vary considarably. Most local pro-
grams are norm-referenced and use commercial nationally
normed tests with grade-level norms. Sometimes an achieve-
ment test is used at the local school level. Irving ISD tests
every year at every grade level. Such testing provides compa-
rable information from one grade level to the next that is
current and up-to-date.

Nationally r.ormed achievement tests contain common
threads of curriculum from across the country. By using this
type of test, educators can tell when there are significant gaps
in the local curriculum as compared to the nation. Informa-
tion is provided on how local students compare to the average
student in the nation. This type of test also provides a valid-
ity check of the local program compared to the nation.

(Glynn Ligon: Would you consider replacing the NRT given in
Irving with the statewide test if it were given in October?)

I would consider replacing Irving’s NRT with the statewide
test, depending on how well the information from the State
program could be substituted for the data provided by the
current local NRT.

What use is the Texas statewide testing program to local
school districts? Written into the legislation which created
the TABS were rules and interpretations from the State
Board of Education. Although districts had little input into
the rules, clear direction was provided for what to do with the
results. Results were to be used to diagnose instructional
strengths and weaknesses for individual students to place
them in remedial programs. At the campus level, results
were to be used to develop plans to improve instructional
programs. Results were to be reported to local school boards
and to the press by campus.

Districts responded in different ways to the TABS. Some
districts had excellent criterion-refei .nced testing programs
that they threw out when statewide testing rules came up.
Some districts continued their local testing programs.

Whit Johnstom)
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/...noutinud Whit . nhnstone\

The TEAMS was a great leveler for assessment in Texas.
Districts had been in different places with their testing
programs, The TEAMS has not had a great impact on diag-
nosing strengths and weaknesses. The actual impact of the
TEAMS on districts has been through the press which re-
ported TEAMS scores and used the results to compare schools
and especially districts. There was appropriate interest by
the media in the quality of schools. The press led the State in
this area. The reforms of House Bill 72 followed, and the
statewide test changed from the TABS to the TEAMS. There
were new requirements for comparing districts and norm-
referenced data were provided to the Legislature.

As a result of what the media were doing, in self-defense,
districts designed programs to remediate all students, even
students who had no problems mastering the TEAMS.
Schools and districts looked better when students achieved
mastery with four-out-of-four items measured, instead of
three-out-of-four items. Districts started competing for media
attention, money, staff, and support. Districts were assigned
a grade through TEAMS. The grade became important. TEA
got pulled into this comparison across districts, and rankings
of districts followed.

-

"As a result of what
the media were doing,
in self-defense, dis-
tricts designed pro-
grams to remediate
all students, even
students who had no

problems mastering
the TEAMS."
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Austin ISD

The thre. most important practical issues in
testing are:

* Money,

¢ Time, and

* Usefulness of data.

The State testing program mandates testing of all students in
grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 in all public schools, including
those who already have local testing programs. In districts
with local testing programs covering all grades, half of the
students must be tested at least twice a year with achieve-
ment tests. If each test, on the average, takes four hours
(testing and handing out materials) and 70% of the students
in the state are tested with norm-referenced tests, there are
approximately 1,000,000 students who spent at least 8 hours
on achievement tests in 1987-88.

The TEAMS as its name indicates, is designed to measure
only minimum skills. Therefore, the TEAMS is a test with a
very low ceiling. NRT’s yield a broader picture, which allows
the districts to evaluate achievement gains for students at all
levels of achievement. In addition, there is the need for NRT
results for federal program evaluations.

Plans by TEA to expand the State testing program to include
national percentiles and rotating objectives to cover all the
“testable” esse.'tial elements are encouraging. If these plans
are carried out adequately, districts would be able to substi-
tute the use of NRT’s with the Texas state test in the odd-
numbered grades.

School districts currently using NRT’s pay for testing materi-
als and related expenses out of their local budgets. Substitut-
ing the use of NRT’s with the State-mandated test would cut
testing cost in half for these districts. Although these sav-
ings would be attractive to districts, this budgetary advantage
is offset by the technical disadvantage of not having compa-
rable data from year to year (the State test would be admini-
stered at odd-numbered grades in October while most local
NRT's are given in the spring).

According to the SBOE request for proposals for the 1990-
1995 Texas testing program, the new test will yield a national
percentile based on the test selected. TEA selected the
Stanford, published by the Psychological Corporation. This
test will be used as a base to customize a test for Texas which
will cover the essential elements and yield a Stanford-equiva-
lent national percentile.

Experiences in customizing tests (such as the MAT-6 for New

Evangelina Mangino\

Gork City) have shown that the norm data obtained by thoseJ
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...continued

tests are questionahle/unreliable.

The preference of the Texas urban districts, and no doubt, of
many other districts in the State, is that an NRT be adopted
statewide and that the State continue to pay (with the $3.40
per student currently withheld from districts’ State Compen-
satory Education funds) for the odd-numbered grades. Items
covering the essential elements but not covered by the NRT
would have to be administered as a supplementary CRT.
This combination of NRT and supplementary items would
assure the measurement of mastery of essential elements,
and it would yield true norm data.

One condition that must be met in order for districts to
replace their current NRT's at even-numbered grades with
the NRT selected by the State, would be that the State test be
administered to odd-numbered grades at the same time as
districts administer the test to even-numbered grades. The
Big Eight districts in Texas test in the spring. Unfortunately,
at this time, the proposed date for the 1990-95 testing pro-
gram is October for all grades. The reason TEA gives for
October testing is to collect data at the beginning of the year
to give teachers diagnostic information and to reduce the
anxiety of teachers about accountability. Currently, scoring of
the TEAMS at grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 takes two and a half
months. If students were tested in October, results would not
be available to teachers and administrators until the end of
December or beginning of January. These data would hardly
be useful for planning at the beginning of the year.

Remioving pressure from the teachers also reduces accounta-
bility and the sense of ownership. Testing at the beginning of
the school year would be a somewhat useless exercise to most
districts, especially those which lack th2 computer and pro-
gramming facilities necessary to analyze the results based on
previous school-year attendance information by campus.

Spring testing yields summative information for the year and
allows three-month-old data to be used for planning at the
beginning of a new school year. Testing in October would
result in using eleven-month old data if the test results are to
be used for planning at the beginning of the next year.

In conclusion, we would like to see a shelf norm-referenced
test adopted with a supplementary CRT to cover additional
essential elements. We would like to administer these tests
in the spring so that we could combine it with our local
programs and save at least half of the money currently used
for duplicate testing (which would, according to our estimates,
be about $8,000,000 to districts). Spring data would be more
timely and useful for planning and accountability.

Evangelina Manginﬂ
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Houston ISD

I prefer to yefer Lo timie 1ost to testing rather than
time devoted Lo testingz. In siousten there are custom-built
testing programs, so the state tests are not the only show in
town. There are 14 subdistricts in Houston that also have
their own testing programs going. When you add them all up,
the district loses at least eight hours to actual test taking, but
much more to the preparation and adjustments to schedules
associated with testing. It is hard to get a handle on time lost
Just to TEAMS. We need to take into account instruction that
is solely for test preparation.

(Glynn Ligon: The official TEA position is that time devoted to
testing is academic engaged time.)

In Houston, the superintendent is very concerned about the
outcome of TEAMS testing. Then the parents are concerned
about their kids being pulled out of regular classroom instruc-
tion for instruction on TEAMS. It was the purpose, the goal
of TEAMS that items/skills be subsumed in the curriculum,
not that the TEAMS should assume the curriculum.

There is also the issue of cheating, which is stealing from the
students. Examples:

*  We cheat our students out of class work when we
pull them from class for unnecessary TEAMS
preparation.

¢ I am sure that there is a Xerox copy of the test in
the files somewhere in HISD.

¢ Smiles or frowns from the teacher looking at stu-
dents’ answers during the test are also cheating.

¢  Sometimes time limits are stretched.

The higher the impact of the program, the more likely cheat-
ing is going on. In HISD, teachers have lost jobs helping kids
cheat. Cheating may initially raise scores, but after three to
four years, I wonder if it will not lower scores.

(Glynn Ligon: TEA and the State Board are concerned about
cheating. That is one impetus for the provosed move to October
testing and wider objectives.)

With October testing, you will not have new classroom in-
struction start until November, and you will not have results
back to the classroom teachers until December at the earliest.

15

Carl Shaw\
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4 Mikel Brightman
The Psychological Corporation
Currently only one state does not have a statewide
testing program.
States with
Year of Statewide
Implementation Programs
Pre-1970 8
1970-79 +28
1980-88 *14 ~
TOTAL: 50 ( )
NAEP(1950) 2 Currently only one
state does not have a

statewide testing pro-
Background and contextual issues need to be kept in mind gp

”
when interpreting assessment program results. gram.
\_ Y,
e State budgets
* 5-7% of GNP for education
* Dropout rates are increasing
* Per pupil costs are increasing
® SAT scores are declining
e Lower pupil/teacher ratios
Different test types are being used.
Test Number
Types of States
NRT 30
CRT/Custom 33
Both 14
None 1
4 )
"In the past the ac-
Where dogs the responsibility reside for these statewide coun tability lay with
rograms’
prog the student, the mom,
”
Responsible Number and the teacher.
Agency of States & j
State 35
Local Districts 2
State/Local Districts 9
None 5

and the teacher,

-

In the past the accountability lay with the student, the mom,
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Reporting responsibility is different from state to state.

Agency Responsible Number
for Reporting of States
Individual School 25
District 37
State 43
States Allowing Comparisons 38
States Reporting Demographics 21
States with Rewards/Sanctions 25 "There is currentl y now

agreement whether
norm- referenced

There is a concern with the quality of education for certain items will be imbed-
classes of students. The Psychological Corporation (for TEA) ded or appended.

is building a new statewide testing program, implementing
new technology. There is currently no agreement whether

norm-referenced items will be imbedded or appended. Pilot The goal 1s to get a

studies are planned for the fall. There will be 20 items per test that is p sychomet-

content domain with a balance between reliability (based on . .

the number of items) and time required by the test. rically and curricu-
larly defensible.”

The MAT-6/TEAMS equating technique was poor because the k y,

TEAMS matched with only some of the MAT-6 items/content.
The distribution of TEAMS test scores, their limited variance,
prevented a good equating. The new contract takes a com-
pletely different approach.

The goal is to get a test that is psychometrically defensible
and curricularly defensible.
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CTB/McGraw-Hill

I urge caution in rushing to innovate. California put a
burden on local school systems with graduate competency
programs that are injurious to students. The standards

change from year to year. There is a rush to innovate ahead
of our technology.

In the early 70's norm-referenced tests were incorporated into
school testing programs on a regular basis, and objective
reporting of group changes were possible. These tests re-
ported the students' progress from year to year and against
niational norms. The current movement, however, is a move-
ment towards customized testing.

Districts and/or states want custom tests, so that they can
Judge how well their students are learning the specific content
they want taught. But they also want to compare to national
norms, so they want two tests, or they want to somehow
combine criterion-referenced items and norm-referenced
items. But they do not want to spend all their time testing, or
all their money on testing programs, so they want to somehow
combine the two types into a customized test and use both
types of reporting.

A major issue is when are norms valid and when are they not
valid? We have taken shelf tests and manipulated them to be
customized tests. The problem is thuc they are then not norm
valid.

If we have a nonrandom sample of content, students may be
tested on only fractinns, where the original normed set of
questions included both fractions and decimals. Then if
teachers emphasize fractions, test scores will go up, and the
impression will be that in comparison with the norm group
the school is gaining. But on a real NRT, their scores would
go down dramatically because they were not being taught
decimals at all.

Another sort of validity has to do with the difficulty of the
sampled items. If the full range of difficulty is not included,
the test artificially cuts off the bottom or top students, or
maybe it jumps from very easy to very hard, and there is no
discrimination among students.

There is a prcblem with test security both before and during
the test. When stakes are high, when everyone is looking at
test outcomes, there will be problems in some percentage of
cases.

\
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Paul Wi.lliams\

-- Test Publisher Perspectives
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.continued Paul Williams

In some states a building test coordinator is made legally re-
sponsible for the security of tests. In Texas, the tests are
delivered sealed, and if the booklets have problems (mis- e ~N
prints, missing pages, etc.) it is a surprise for the teacher as Y ) )
well as the students. Some areas are trying to get staff other ...the immediate re-
than"teaching staff to administer the tests. So that"they can action is to try to raise
say, "The teachers teach, then we test the students. .

the number for its

Another issue is teaching the test. When teachers, schools, own sake.

districts are ranked on one number -- the percent who passed, . .
or any other number -- the immediate reaction is to try to ...the teacher will d”ll
raise the number for its own sake. Ifthe teacher's success is forever on those mini-
determined_by how well his or her students.do on a test, the mum skills...”

test determines the curriculum. If the test is narrow, measur-
ing only minimum skills, the teacher will drill forever on \_ J
those minimum skills, and the test becomes the lowest
common denominator on which all plans are based. If yes/no
answers are required, the teacher who asks students to think
and qualify and judge may not succeed as well as the teacher
who just drills.

The choice is teaching to increase test scores versus teaching
to increase learning across wide curricular areas. Teachers
can all become familiar with tests given every year. We want
scores to improve. We want to convince the Board, the
newspapers, the taxpayers that we are doing it right. So the
test determines the curriculum rather than in a true CRT
where the curriculum determines the test.

4 )

"The choice is teach-
ing to increase test
scores versus teaching
to increase learning
across wide curricular
areas.”

- J
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Statewide Testing in Texas - Test Author Perspectives
( H. D, Hoover\

University of Iowa
The Reger.ts Program in New York may have been the
first state testing prograin. lowa uses the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS) written at the University of Iowa, which owns
the copyright. Riverside publishes the ITBS. lowa buys the
ITBS from Riverside to use in the state testing program.

Sometime around 1928, superintendents near Iowa City were
tired of all the emphasis on sports in the spring. They talked
to the Dean of Education at the University of Iowa about -~
starting a spring academic contest. The test got very favor- " .
able publicity. It was well liked by people in the state, includ- There 1s a contract
ing legislators and the press. It started as an end-of-the-year, between the Univer-
course-oriented, criterion-referenced test. After three or four

N

years, it was obvious that it was a cheating disaster. It sity of Iowa and each
evolved into the Iowa Basic Skillz Program in the mid- district. Results be-
thirties. It has been a very stable program. I am only its : . .

third director in 54 years. When the ITBS was introduced in long to the dLS.tr iets
the elementary grades, the emphasis of the test changed to and are not given to

using test scores to improve instruction for individual stu- the media by the uni-
dents. There was a move away from the accountability e
aspects. The program still runs in much the same way. versity.

- /

In 1942, the program changed the high school test to fall
administration only. Across the state, about 55 percent of the
students are tested in the fall, 25-30 percent are tested at
midyear, and the remainder are tested in the spring. The
Iowa program is not mandated or controlled by the state. Itis
voluntary, but participation in it across the state is excellent.
The university does not the want the program to be man-
dated, because they would lose control over the way the test
results are used. There is a contract between the University
of Iowa and each district. Results belong to the districts and
are not given to the media by the university. Information on
statewide trends can be released to the media. Each district
gets data on statewide achievement trends.

Statewide testing tends to be political in most cases. What
happens in Texas will not last more than ten years. What
happens in statewide testing next in Texas will not be compa-
rable to what happened before. These programs do not have
much longevity and the uses of the results are focused in all
the wrong ways. This occurs because the state legislature
runs the testing program. Arthur Wise of the Rand Corpora-
tion wrote an article for the Kappan magazine in 1977 or 1978
called “Legislated Learning.” In 1987, he wrote another
article for the Kappan called “Legisiated Learning--Revis-
ited.” Both articles are recommended reading about the
outcomes of legislated state testing programs.

\- J
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Statewide Testing in Texas
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-- Test Author Perspectives

<
H. D. Hoover

Test Securily Issues —

When high stakes and high accountability are involved, test
security is a problem. The only tests that are secure are tests
such as the SAT and ACT where they spend $15 per student
to ensure the security of the test. Achievement tests like the
ITBS should not be secure. There is a new form of the ITBS
which is supposed to be more secure.

Skills analysis summaries of achievement test results are
provided for individual classes. If the purpose of testing is to
improve instruction, teachers should have access to the tests
to see where students had problems.

Quality of items can be a problem. The biggest problem of the
proliferation of testing programs where everyone has their
own CRT, or needs enough NRT items to sample from, is that
there is not an iminite supply of good items. Tests must be
reviewed by different groups to assure that items are not
biased against certain groups. There is an infinite supply of
bad test items. A major reason that some tests are so secure
is so that no one can see how bad the items are.

Having equivalent forms has never been a problem in lowa.
Districts alternate between forms G and H each year. The
test booklets are kept in lowa City and are shipped to each
district for testing. Booklets are shipped to principals if
someone on the campus needs to look at them.

Ifthe idea is to give out scores we have faith in for individual
students, what use are customized programs? Customized
programs don’t go anywhere, but they do give states and the
powers within the state the power of ownership,

A good sign is the trend back to individual scores for students.

There seems to be a refocus in Texas on individual scores for
individual students, but the emphasis will remain on compar-
ing campuses and districts.

CWhen high stakes
and high accountabil-
ity are involved, test
security is a problem.
If the purpose of test-
ing is to improve in-
struction, teachers
should have access to
the tests to see where
students had prob-
lems.”

- J

- ™

"..there is not an infi-
nite supply of good
items.

There is an infinite
supply of bad test
items.”

N _J

~ )
"There seems to be a
refocus in Texas on in-
dividual scores for in-
dividual students, but
the emphasis will
remain on comparing
campuses and dis-
tricts.”
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Statewide Testing in Texas
[

Governor's Office

I am speaking today as Elaine Davis who spent 20

years as a teacher and an administrator, and only six months
in the Governor's Office.

I grew up in Spring Branch, where there was so much testing
that by grade three some students were tracked and never
seen again.

I was hired for two reasons;

1) Legislators want to know what their ideas
would do to kids in public schools.

2) Information about school systems is power!!

I did a study of policy utilization of statewide testing data as a
graduate student, and I found that the real estate people of
Texas had data that school people could not get. Again,
information is power.

Tasting is important in Texas. Fifty percent of the State
money is going into education. The Governor has an educa-
tion team to support his belief that education is the bottom
line of economic development. There is concern among these
people about future uses of test data. However, in the future
test scores will be used to determine where incentives go as
well as for accountability.

Our economy now requires that 75% of our high school
graduates know what only 25% knew in the 60’s. We will
either have to expand our school year or become more effi-
cient. It takes lots of money to expand the school year or to
make the current system more efficient, bul a combination is
coming. We need test data to see where the system is “doing
it right” and to see where we are needing help. How can you
make changes if you do not know where you are?

There is a myth that statewide testing was not intended for
accountability. TEAMS was intended for accountability. We
will always measure one class, school, district against an-
other, based upon test scores. How can schools make changes
if they do not know where they stand in comparison with
other schools?

Elaine Davia
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"I grew up in Spring

Branch, where there
was so much testing
that by grade three
some students were
tracked and never
seen again.”

\

"...in the future test
scores will be used to
determine where in-
centives go as well as

for accountability.”
\_
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"Our economy now re-
quires that 75% of our
high school graduates
know what only 25%
knew in the 60’s."”
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I would like to see a lot of control stay with educators rather
than go to legislators.

In the past an educator could say, “I can do good

things for children if you give me money.” Now a person
must say “I can prove it to you,” or “this is the most cost
effective way.” Information is power and time is money. You
need a one-page summary for busy legislators.

Educators need to look at business. Know “desk audits.”
Know and use business terminology to have an effect with the
legislators.

Ask ourselves, “Are we who support school districts giving
them the help they need?”

"There is a myth that
statewide testing was
not intended for ac-

countability.”
\_ J
a )

"Are we who support
school districts giving
them the help they
need?”
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SUMMARY STATEMENTS\

Whit Johnstone: Who's being held accountable? How? Quali-
tative data should also be used as part of this accountability?

Evangelina Mangino: In this whole testing effort, we need to
remember to use the data to benefit students. The three most (

\

important issues in a statewide testing program are money, "

time, and usefulness of data. The three most
Carl Shaw: There needs to be more concern with the sample meortant LSSuUes
of items used for the norm-reference scores on the next . . d
statewide test. in a statewide

H.D. Hoover: Statewide testing allows legislators to appear testmg program
concerned with education rather than spend much money. It y

is political. There is a problem with using business models in are money’ tlme’
education, because we are not creating shavers that have to and usefulness Of
be identical. We are creating different people. Iowa is tops in y

achievement, but only midrange in the 50 states in terms of data.

money spent. lowa does have a concern with the education of

its people. E M

N\ J

Paul Williams: I am concerned with content spread, item dif-
ficulty, customized testing, and problems with percentiles
with only a 20-item test. There is a need for interlevel articu-
lation, or there may be a loss of floors and ceilings. We need
to quit monkeying with shelf tests.

Mikel Brightman: Caution - we need to articulate why we are
doing what we are doing, and what we are going to do with
the testing program. We are obligated as professionals to
clarify this. We should experiment with financial rewards for
increasing test scores.

Elaine Davis: Legislators want 30 minutes or a one-page
summary. The press wants a one-line headline. However,
these are complex issues.

Glynn Ligon: Question -- Are Texas schools more accountable
and the students better educated after eight years of statewide
testing?

Whit Johnstone: Yes, on accountability. No, to better
educated.

Carl Shaw: No, to better educated.

Evangelina Mangino: No, to better educated for the
higher achieving students. Yes, for the lower achiev-
ing students.
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