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This study was designed to collect and then to compare various educators' perceptions (N=484)
of the effectiveness of selected standardized testing program management practices in their schools. It
was found that these educators perceived their schools' performance of testing related practices to be
more effective than their schools' overall performance in meeting other district responsibilities.
Testing practices rated highest were use of quality tests and materials, maintenance of pupil records,
anc use of understandable scores and reports. Testing practices rated lowest were use of test results to
evaluate instruction, availability of written policies, and use of publisher instructional guides
accompanying achievement batteries. Comparatively, the teachers' ratings of the effectiveness of
their schools' testing practices tended to be lower than were the administrators' ratings, and the testing
directors' ratings of their schools' testing practices tended to be lower than were the principals' and the

supervisors' ratings.
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Testing Directors’, Supervisors', Principals’, and Teachers’
Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Their Schools’ Practices Related
to the Management of Standardized Testing

Educators generally do not have a high regard for standardized testing despite the increased
use of these tests in recent school reform efforts (Haney & Madaus, 1989). For example, many classroom
teachers appear to have an unfavorable-indifferent attitude toward standardized testing (Borg,
Worthen, & Valcarce, 1986), and school administrators tend to view standardized testing as being a
relatively unimportant administrative function in their schools (Sproull & Zubrow, 1981).
Additionally, assessments of the research literature reveal that testing and evaluation practices
receive less attention from educational researchers than many other aspects of education (Crooks, 1988).

This less than positive regard for standardized testing is also revealed in what many educators
believe about testing. Classroom teachers commonly believe that standardized testing skills are less
needed than are other testing skills (Marso & Pigge, 1988); many teachers perceive the primary
benefits of their school disricts' standardized testing programs accrue not to themselves but to the
school administration (Salmon-Cox, 1981); E.tilding principals typically do not perceive the need for
testing specialists to be involved in the selection of standardized tests (Kinney, Brickell, & Lynn, 1988);
and school counselors frequently feel testing services dominate too much of their time (Miller, 1977).

Furthermore, this less than positive attitude of educators toward standardized testing may be
having an undesirable impact upon standardized testing practices in the K-12 schools. For example,
many teachers report very limited use of the results from standardized testing in their classroom
instruction (Linn, 1990), and educational administrators frequently do not convey the results from
standardized testing to their teachers (Wood ,1982). Further curtailing the effective use of the results
from standardized testing, the results of this testing, if made available, typically are not available to

educational staff until six or eight or more weeks after test administration (Hall, Carroll, & Comer,
1988).

In brief, the existing research literature suggests that educators do not hold standardized
testing in high regard, that limited management attention is typically provided for standardized
testing activities, that the results of standardized testing may have little impact upon classroom
instruction, and that testing and evaluation receive less research attention than many other aspects of
education. In light of these research findings and the increased use of standardized tests in recent
years, it appears prudent that we know mcre about typical testing practices i the K-12 schools and the
effects of these testing practices upon the schooling process (Paris, Lawton, Turner, & Roth, 1991). The
present study was designed to identify and then to compare and contrast various educators' perceptions
of the effectiveness of selected practices related to the management of their schools’ standardized
testing programs. More specifically, this study was designed to answer the following types of questions.
To what extent do testing directors, teacher supervisors, building principals, and classroom tcachers
perceive their schools' standardized testing practices to be effective? Do these various groups of
educators differ one from the other in their perceptions of the effectivencss of these practices? Do
groups of educators assigned to clementary and secondary grade levels differ one from the other in their
perceptions of the effectiveness of these practices? To what extent do cducators perceive that their
schools’ testing practices encourage the use of resuits from standardized tests in classroom instruction?

Methods and Procedures

The data gathered for this paper were one component of a larger state-wide assessment of the
management and operation of standardized group testing programs in the K-12 public schools of Ohio.
Each of the 616 nonvocational school districts were contacted regarding their willingness to participate
in an cxtensive investigation of standardized testing practices and of the uses of standardized tosting
results. This inquiry resulted in 171 superintendents indicating a willingness to have their school
districts participate in the study. Fram these 171 school districts, 106 districts were randomly sclected
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using type of administrative organizaticns (city, county local,’and exempted village) of the school

districts as strata in the selection process. Of these 106 randomly sclected districts, 97 districts (92%)
ultimately did participate in the study.

The survey assessment instruments were mailed direcily to the participating superintendents
who in turn were asked to forward the scaled packets of materials to sclected teacher supervisors and
elementary and sccondary school principals. The criterion provided to the superintendents for these
selections was that they select one of their elementary and one of their secondary principals and one of
their teacher supervisors who would be most knowledgeable about and who could best inform the

researchers about the practices and procedures of their school disiricts’ standardized group testing
program. ’

The elementary and secondary school principals receiving the survey packets from their
superintendents, in addition to completing their own assessment of their district's testing practices,
were also directed to sclect and forward enclosed survey materials to classroom teachers. The
elemen’ary principals were directed to select and to forward designated survey packets to one teacher
assigr.ed to grades one through four and to one teacher assigned to grades five or higher who were most
knowledgeable about and who could best inform the researchers about the practices and procedurcs
associated with their school district's standardized group testing program. The secondary principals

were asked to follow these same procedures but were asked to select one teacher from the math-s-ience
and one from the English-social studies subject areas. '

The goals of this subject selection procedure were first, to solicit assessment responses just from
those educators knowledgeatle about their districts' testing practices and secondly, to insure responses
from educators who were representative of the instructional, administrative, grade, and subject
diversities found in the K-12 schools. The variety of instructional and administrative responsibilities
of educational personnel within school districts as well as the variations in testing practices from
school district to school district result in considerable diversity in the extent of experiences a particular
educator might have with his/her school's standardized testing program. For example, as a
consequence of test scheduling decisions, standardized tests might not be scheduled in fourth, sixth, and
eleventh grades in a particular school district over a period of years. Consequently, teachers at these
grade levels may have few direct experiences with standardized testing; whereas their cohorts

assigned to other grades may have frequent and direct involvement with their school's standardized
testing program.

These subject selection and contact procedures resultea .n the return of usable survey assessment
forms from 82 testing directors, 155 principals, 47 supervisors of teachers, and 200 classroom teachers.
Just those individuals designated as testing directors by their superintendent and who, themsclves,
acknowledged that title were included in the testing directors group, and just those teacher supervisors
employed by the selected school districts were inciuded in the supervisors group. Several school
superintendents reporied either that no formal teacher supervisor positions existed in their district or
that teacher supervisory services were provided through their county offices of education. These
respondents were employed in schools organized by city district (42%), local county district (44%), and
exempted village district (14%), in schools located in geographic settings described as rural (379%),
suburban (579), and urban (6%), and in small schools (11% with fewer than 1,000 pupils), moderately
sized schools (34% with 1,000 to 2,000 pupils), moderately large schools (34% with 2,001 to 4,000
pupils), and large schools (21% with more than 4,000 pupils). These proportions of respondents
representing different types of school settings were judged to be approximately similar to the
composition of all such schools as reported in the Ohio Education Directory.

The focus of the present report is upon these educators' responses to 10 survey items related to
their school district’'s practices associaied with the management of standardized testing. They
responded to cach of the 10 testing practices by rating the "relative effectiveness” of their school
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district's testing practices or procedures during the past year or two. This latter reference to time was
provided to give the educators a common reference period for their ratings.

In rating the relative effectiveness of their school district's testing practices and uscs, the
educators also were provided with a common comparative rating reference by being directed to rate
their school's effectiveness on cach of the 10 items in terms of their perceptions of their school's
performance of each practice compared to their school's overall performance as an educational
institution. A five-point scale with narrative descriptions at each scale point and with an
accompanying "DK" response option, defined as "I really do not know,” was provided with each of the
10 testing practices items. This scale ranged from we perform well below our average ‘1" to we excel 5"
The 10 testing practices items and the scale response codes are presented in the appendix.

One- and two-way ANOVA procedures were used to identify possible rating mean diffcrences
(with alpha level adjusted via the Bonferroni approach and post-hoc pair wise tests done by the
Scheffe procedure at a < .10) among the groups of educators. The one-way ANOVA procedures were
used to identify significant (& < .05) rating mean differences among the teacher, principal, supervisor,
and test director respondent groups. One-way ANOV A procedures were used also to examine possible
differences among the directors and the other three groups when the latter three groups included first,
just those with secondary school assignments and second, just those with elementary school assignments.
The two-way ANOVA procedures were used to identify significant (a < .05) differences among the
ratings of the teacher, supervisor, and principal groups when each was classified by assignment to
either elementary or secondary schocls. These ANOVA procedures were completed on the data derived
from respondent ratings of each of the 10 testing practices.

Findings

Each of the four groups of educators, testing directors, teachers, supervisors, and principals,
rated their school's performance of the selected 10 testing practices about average or somewhat higher
(3 or higher on the five-point scale) compared to their school's performance in meeting their overall
responeibilities as educational institutions (see Table 1). Only when the teachers, principals, and
supervisors were classified by elementary and secondary school assignments were any rating means
found below the "about average performance for us" or '3' level. Two of the rating means of the
secondary teachers, one of the rating means of the secondary supervisors, and none of the mean ratings of
the testing directors and the teachers with elementary school assignments were below the "about
average" or '3' level (see Tables 2 and 3).

More explicitly, the t->ting practices rated relatively more effective (sce Table 1) by the total
groups of educators were management of pupil records, use of quality tests and materials, selection and
use of tests, and use of understandable scores and reports (items 2,3, 1, and 5, respectively). Practices
rated relatively less effective were use of achievement battery results to cvaluate district classroom
instruction, provision of instructional guides to relate test results to instruction, availability of school
policy regarding access/dissemination/ storage of test results, and prompt availability of test results
after testing (itcms 10, 6, 7, and 4, respectively).

Used descriptively, the one-way ANOVA procedures revealed group differences in ratings of
the effectiveness of each of the 10 testing management practices for the combined clementary and
sccondary educators (see Table 1), the directors and clementary educators (see Table 2), the directors
and secondary cducators (sce Table 3). The combined, elementary, or secondary groups of tcachers'
rating means differed significantly between one or more of the groups of educators on cach of the 10
items. The testing dircectors' ratings of the effectiveness of district testing practices differed from the

e
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combined, elementary, or sccendary groups of teachers' ratings ¢f cight of the testing practices; the
principals’ and teachers' ratings differed from the combined, elementary, or secondary groups on eight
practices; and the supervisors' ratings differed on two testing practices from the teachers' ratings for
the combined, elementary, or sccondary groups. No significant differences were identified between any

of the rating means for any of the possible mean pairs for the administrator groups of principals,
directors, and supervisors.

More specifically, the elementary and secondary teachers as a collective group (Table 1) rated.
test selection/administration/scheduling (item 1) lower than did the supervisors, principals, and
directors; rated test scheduling to aid decision-making and prompt testing results (items 2 and 4) lower
than did the supervisors and directors; but they rated the provision of criterien-referenced data
(item 9) higher than did the testing directors. When the directors' ratings along with teachers’,
principals’ and supervisors’ ratings who had eiementary school assignments were analyzed. (Table 2),
the teachers’ ratings were lower than the directors' ratings of practices related to test selection-
administration, test scheduling, and prompt return of test results (items 1, 2, and 4), but the teachers'
ratings were higher than the directors’ ratings of the provision of criterion-referenced data and
handling of pupil permanent records (items 8 and 9) and higher than were the directors' and principals’

ratings of the provision of instructional guides and the availability of written school policies regarding
pupil records (items 6 and 7).

The analysis of the ratings of the directors, along with the secondary (Table 3) principals,
teachers, and supervisors, revealed that the secondary teachers' ratings were higher than the
secondary principals’ ratings of the use of understandable scores and reports and of the use of
achievement batteries to evaluate district instruction (items 5 and 10), but the secondary teachers'
ratings were lower than the directors' and principals' rating of the practices of test selection-
administration, test scheduling, test and materials quality, and promptr.ess of test results (items 1, 2, 3,

and 4) and lower than were the directors’ and supervisors' ratings for the provisicn of instructional
guides to aid instruction (item 6).

Omitting the testing directors and with the use of the job assignment classification of
elementary or secondary school assignment in the two-way ANOVA procedures revealed that the
elementary educators (combined principals, supervisors and teachers) rated higher the practices of
using understandable scores and reports, the provision of instructional guides for instruction, and use of
scores for evaluation of district instruction (items 5, 6, and 10) than did their secondary cohorts.

The two-way ANOVA procedures also revealed significant job-group and grade-level
interactions for items five, six, seven, and nine. The mean patterns for each of these four interactions
indicate a greater discrepancy between the ratings of the elementary and secondary teachers compared
to the discrepancies between the elementary and secendary supervisers end principals. For each of
these four testing practices, understandable scores znd reperts, availebility of instructional guides,
presence of schocl policies, and provision of critericn-referenced test data, the secondary teachers'
ratings were sharply lower than were the elementary teachers' ratings (see Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4).
Additionally, the ratings of the elementary and secondary

y supervisers differed sharply regarding the
effectiveness of the provision of criterion-referenced

achievement battery results as well as norm
referenced sceres. Elementary supervisers raied this practice much lcwer than did their secondary
cohorts as well as much lower than the elementary tcachers.

.................. L BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Summary and Discussion

Somewhat contrary to what might be expected from the studies revealing that educators tend
to have a less than positive allitude toward standardized testing (Haney & Madaus, 1989) and that
school administrators view standardized testing as a relatively unimportant management function
(Sproull & Zubrow, 1981), these teachers, superviscrs, principals, and testing directors rated the
performance of their schools relative to each of the 10 selected standardized testing program practices
as being average or above average in comparison to their schools' performarice in meeting their overall
responsibilities as institutions. This contrast between present and prior findings may in part be due to
the selection of the educators for this study; for at each distribution level of the survey materials,
superintendents and principals, the distributor was directed to forward the materials to individuals
most knowledgeable about and who could best inform the researchers about their school's standardized
testing program. Additionally, the respondents were provided with, and many used, a "do not know"
category on the rating side. These research procedures were used to increase the assurance that the
raters were knowledgeable about their school's testing practices; consequently, the findings from this
study are likely to more accurately reflect the performarce levels of the schools, but the present

findings may not be as representative of less knowledgeable or typical educators' perceptions of the
effectiveness of their schools' testing practices.

The high relative consistency between the ratings (Rho's in .90's, see Table 1) of the principals,
supervisors, and testing directors, adds further confidence to the interpretation that these findings
accurately reflect the perceptions of those educational administrators most knowledgeable of testing
practices in Ohio schools. The frequent differences found between the magnitudes of the ratings of thie
teachers and the three administrative groups of educators probably reflect differences between their job
experiences and responsibilities. For example, the supervisors', with responsibilities more
predominantly linked to classroom instruction as compared to principals and testing directors, rating
means were much more similar in a relative sense to those of the classroom teachers than were the
rating means of the principals and the testing directors. Just two testing practices revealed differences
between the mean ratings of the teachers and supervisors; whereas eight practices revealed differences
between teachers and either the principals or the directors. Also relative to the teachers’ ratings,
there was less consistency found between the ratings of the elementary teachers and the various
administrator groups (Rho = 49 to .60, see Table 2) than was found between the ratings of the secondary
teachers and the various administrator groups (Rho = .87 to .94, see Table 3). This discrepancy might
reflect th. more similar background of the secondary teachers and the testing directors than beiween

the elementary teachers and the testing directors as most of the directors either had prior assignments
in or concurrently held assignments in secondary schools.

The teachers tended to rate the effectiveness of their schools' testing practices lower than did
the three groups of administrators. Few differences were found between the ratings of the testing
directors, supervisors, and the principals. Also, few differences were identified between the

respondents when grouped as secondary and elementary educators, and when these few differences were
noted they were limited primarily to teachers' ratings.

The main effect differences noted between the educators assigned to clementary and the
secondary schools centered around the availability and interpretability of scores and instructional
related uses of tests (items 3, 6,7, and 9) and seemed to be precipitated primarily by differences in the
ratings of tcachers (sce Figures 1-4). These rating differences between the elementary and secondary
teachers may simply reflect the differences between the testing practices and the focus of standardized
testing in the clementary and secendary grades. In the clementary grades, the typical goal of
standardized testing focuses upen the guidance of pupil instruction with frequent scheduling of
achicvement battenics and schelastic aptitude tests; whereas in the sccondary grades standardized
testing 1 tyvpically focuced upen the goal of pupil career and academic counseling with scheduling of
aptitude batterice, vecationshinterest inventones, and collese admisdion fedds,




Similarly, the statistical interaction cffects identified in the present study might also be
explained by this difference in the focus of standardized testing between the secondary and elementary
levels. For example, the nature of score reports, the practices related to the retention of testing records,
availability of test remedial instruction guides, and the provision of criterion-referenced data are
likely to vary considerably between the clementary and secondary grades. The clementary grade test
reports are likely to be less complex; remedial instruction guides would not typically be available for
tests administered at the secondary level; score records are more likely to be readily available to
elementary teachers and frequently are stored within the sclf-contained classroom, in contrast test
scores are generally less readily available to sccondary teachers due to multiple class group
responsibilities and test resuits are typically stored in a central location; and typically only the

achievement batteries which are most frequently administered in the elementary grades would likely
provide criterion-referenced data.

The pattern of high and low rating means across the 10 testing practices noted in the present
study suggests possible implications for the management of standardized testing programs. Certainly,
first and foremost, the ratings of these cducators suggest that standardized tesiing programs, at least in
Ohio, are perceived to be well managed as compared to the effectiveness of the overall performance of
the school districts participating ir this study. Each of the groups of educators in the present study
appeared to be satisfied with the quality of the tests, materials, report forms, and management of
pupil records, but they appcared to be skeptical about the effectiveness of the use of achievement scores
to evaluate classroom instruction. The teachers, as compared to the administrators, appeared to be less
satisfied with test selection, administration and scheduling, and the prompt availability of the results
from testing. Conversely, elementary school teachers appeared to be more satisfied with the
effectiveness of the guides for remedial instruction and criterion-referenced data accompanying
achievement batterics than were the other groups of educators.

The wise testing directors might prudently build on the present satisfactions of their
educational cohorts but strive to work more closely with classroom teachers. In particular, it appears
that these testing directors, and perhaps other educational administrators, ought to work more closely
with teachers in the selection, administration, and scheduling of tests, in the dissemination of test
results, in preparing written testing policy, and in making remedial instruction guides accompanying
achievement batteries available to facilitate the use of test results in the instructional process. The
present findings also suggest that collaborative efforts might be more essential in the elementary as
compared to the secondary schools. Lastly, it would seem to behoove testing directors to investigate the
major discrepancy identified between elementary teachers' and elementary supervisors' perceptions of
the effectiveness of the use of achievement battery criterion-referenced data in linking testing results
with instructional planning. The elementary supervisors in the present study rated the prevision of
criterion-referenced data from achievement batteries as being less effective than did the teachers,
principals, and secondary supervisors. Mcasurement specialists would anticipate that clementary
supervisors would be the strongest advocates of the provision of achievement test criterion-referenced
data due to its potential close link with instructional planning.
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Table 1

Analyses 0. mean differences between testing directors', teachers', principals' and supervisors' ratings

of the effectivencss cf testing practices.

(1) 2 3) G
Directors Teachers Principals Supenvisors

FPractices N M SD| N M SD| N M SD| N M SDI F p

1. Test selection 77401 751193 356 99151 392 80| 47 400 100} 775 00
& administration A B A A

2 Test scheduling 80 390 981188 3.0 115[132 377 91| 46 370 111|366 .00
to aid decisions A B A AB

3 Quality tests, 81 417 89| 154 39 94)151 417 86| 47 404 114|180 13
materials, reports A A A A

4 Kesults avail- & 370 .95} 200 315 1.18]152 348 99| 47 343 104|587 .00
able promptly A B A AB

£, Understandable 80 398 87119 276 1.04]155 389 ©3{ 43 377 107|121 .31
sco-es, reports A A A A

& Instructional 74 320 1321195 323 1491148 309 132 42 340 1235| 67 57
guides available A A A A

7. Written test 72310 115( 129 341 1291141 3.18 128} 40 358 117205 .11
records policies A A A A

& Student perma- 73 403 1.02]198 426 1.01{ 134 429 88} 43 423 87|14 .23
nent records A A A A

9. 'CR' available 73 329 116|149 386 116} 13 368 112} 39 339-125] 405 .01
data B A AB AB

0. Evaluate class 71 308 114| 148 307 119|146 325 1.i5| 42 305 138| 68 57
instruction A A A A

»

Unique letters indicate significant mean differences, similar letters indicate nonsignificant mean

differences, Scheffe a = .10. N's varied as respendents were provided with the option of "[ really

do not know" in rating each practice.

Rhoj,2 = .73, Rhoy 3 = .93, Rhoy 4 = .93, Rhop,3 =.77, Rhoy,4 = .88, Rhoz 4 = G4
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Table 2

Analyses of mean differences between testing directors’, elementary teachers', elementary principals' and

elementary supervisors' ratings of the effectiveness of testing practices.

1 ) 3) 4)
Directors Teachers Principals Supervisors
Practices N M SD; N M SD| N M SD| N M SD} F »p
1. Test selection 77 401 75| 112 337 90| 76 38 861 17 400 122 448 00
& administration A B AB AB
2 Test scheduling 3 39 98106 340 1.14| 77 368 101} 17 353 1.18] 333 02
to aid decisions A B A,B AB
3. Quality tests, 81 417 89| 113 405 91{ 76 408 96| 17 412 127| .27 8
materials, repor.s A A A A
4 Results avail- 50 370 99117 313 129% 76 332 1.09) 17 341 10¢ 368 .01
able promptly A B AB AB
5. Understandable | 80 398 .87} 116 402 97| 79 390 971 14 379 112] 41 .74
scores, reports A A A A
6 Instructional 74 320 1121112 379 128) 77 323 135{ 16 331 140 451 .00
guides available B - A B AB
7. Written test 72310 115| 74 365 121 73 300 133) 15 360 1.12] 436 .01
records policies B A B AB
& Student perma- 78 403 102} 112 441 94| 79 437 83| 14 421 89| 291 .04
nent records B A AB AB
9. 'CR' available 73 329 116) 92 405 1.15{ 63 362 1.191 12 342 144| 603 .00
data B A AB AB _
10. Ewvaluate class 71 308 114y 82 332 1.16| 73 326 1.15| 13 331 149} 55 65

instruction A A A A

Unique ietters indicate significant mean differences, similar letters indicate nonsignificant mean

differences, Scheffe a = .10. N's varied as respondents were provided with the option of "I really

do not know" in rating each practice.

"%

Rhoj 3 = 494, Rhoy 3 = 927, Rhoy 4 = 545, Rhop 3 = .533, Rhoz 4 = .597, Rho3 4 = .802




Table 3

Analyses of mean differences between testing directors’, secondary teachers’, secondary principals' and

secondary supervisors' ratings of the cffectiveness of testing practices.

(§)) 02 €)] @
Directors Teachers Principals Supervisors
Practices N M SD| N M SD| N M SDIN M SD} . p
1. Test selection 77 401 751 78 351 110} 62 357 .70} 12 392 1.00]| 494 .00
& administration A B A AB
2 Test scheduling 80 390 98! 78 336 1.17| 63 387 81| 11 391 114} 472 00
to aid decisions A B A AB
3. Quality tests, 81 417 891 77 381 96| 63 425 76| 12 425 114 364 .01
materials, reports A B A AB
4 Results avail- 80 370 99) 79 314 101] 63 367 88 12 325 106| 562 .00
able promptly A B A AB
5. Understandable { 80 398 87| 77 332 102} 63 392 92| 12 375 106| 737 .00
scores, reports A B A AB
6 Instructional 74 320 1121 79 242 138 59 292 121] 10 360 1.35] 633 .00
guides available A B AB A
7. Written test 72 310 115| 51 300 134| 57 332 117 12 367 144] 133 .27
records policies A A A A
& Stude t perma- 78 403 102| 8 405 107} 62 421 85| 12 408 100 45 .71
nent records A A A A
9, 'CR' available 73 329 1161 34 3530 1.13| 56 371 102] 11 400 118} 231 03
data A A A A~
10. Evaluate class 71 08 114} 63 278 1.16] 60 332 1.14) 12 267 156 260 .05
instruction AB B A AB

Unique letters indicate significant mean differences, similar letters indicate nonsignificant mean

differences, Scheffe a = .10. N's varied as respondents were provided with the option of "1 really

do not know" in rating cach practice.

Rho1 2 = .87, Rhoy 3 = .95, Rhoy 4 = .79, Rhoz 3 = .94, Rhop 4 = .92, Rho3 4 = 84
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Table 4

Analysis of teachers', principals’, and supervisors' ratings of the effectiveness of testing practices when

classified by elementary and secondary grade levels.

Means (N's) Means (N's) Job x
Job Assignments Grade Level Grade
Practice or Procedure Teach Princ Supr F p Elem. Sec. F p F p
1. Test selection (190) (138) (29) (205  (152)
& admiinistration 355 391 397 719 .00 371 373 01 94 37 69
B A A A A
2 Test scheduling (184) (140) (28) 00 (2000 (152)
to aid decisions 338 367 368 568 352 361 127 26 .74 48
A A A A A
3. Quality tests, (190) (139 2% (206}  (152)
materials, reports 395 416 417 28 .06 407 403 .02 8% 215 12
A A A A A
4 Results avail- 1% 139 (9 2100 (154
able promptly 313 347 334 417 02 322 336 .17 68 120 .30
A A A A A
5. Understandable (193) (142) (26) 209y (152
scores, reports 374 391 377 237 ¢ 396 361 253 .11 567 .00
A A A . B A
6. Instructional (191) (136) (26) (205)  (148)
guides available 323 310 342 90 41 355 270 536 .02 875 .00
A A A B A
7. Written test (125) 130y @7) (162)  (120)
records policies 338 314 363 171 18 335 322 21 65 461 .01
A A A A A
& Student perma- (195) (141) (26) (265  (157)
nent records 426 430 415 31 73 438 411 236 13 535 58
A A A A A
9. 'CR' available (146) (125) (23) 173y 21
data 38 366 370 28 75 384 364 05 .8 395 .02
A A A A A -
10. Evaluate class (145) (133) (25) (168)  (135)
instruction 3068 329 300 166 19 329 301 409 04 246 .09
A A A A B

*  Unique letters indicate significant mean differences, similar letters indicate nonsignificant mean

differences, Scheffe p < .10. N's varied as respondents were provided with the option of "I really

do not know" in rating each practice.

* %

Rho between ranks of e'ementary and secondary personnel rating means = .77.
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Appendix

Survey Instrument
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SECTION IV. School Standardized Group Testing Program Practices or Procedures.

Please rate each of the following group testing practices or procedures in terms of the relative
effectiveness of what happens in your school(s). Please respond to each item the test you can although
you may be more or less informed about some of these practices. Please circle your rating of effectiveness

using the code below.
Relative Effectiveness*
1 We perform well below our average* here
2 We perform below our average here
Response Codes '3 About average performance for us
4’ We perform somewhat above average here
‘5 We excel here

'DK'  Ireally do not know

*  Your perception of your school's (s') performance on this practice relative to its overall performance
as an educational institution.

Practice or Procedure Relative Effectiveness
low high (?)
1. Effective test selection/administration/scheduling for 1 2 3 4 5 DK
standardized testing program (overall)
2. Tests are scheduled at times to aid decision-making 1 2 3 4 5 DK
2 Quality tests, materials, and reports are used 1 2 3 4 5 DK
:: 4.  Results of tests are available promptly to aid use of results 1 2 3 4 5 DK
i 5 Understandable scores, narrative reports and pupil profiles 1 2 3 4 5 DK
are used to report performance
6.  Teachers' instructional guides are made available to all teachers 12 3 4 5 DK
to aid instructional use ot achievement battery results
7. Written school policies are available for access/dissemination/ 1 2 3 4 5 DK
storage of test results
8.  Student permanent records are updated periodically (dated 1 2 3 4 5 DK
information removed, new added, etc.)
9.  Criterion-referenced achievement battery results are provided 1 2 3 4 5 DK
as well as norm-referenced scores
10.  Achievement battery scores are used in part to evaluate district 1 2 3 4 5 DK

classroom instruction
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