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Foreword

The Pennsylvania Department of Education has developed a plan for
assessing the quality of schools in the Commonwealth. A number of
department publications describe the procedures employed in the design
of the Pennsylvania Plan (see Sections 1-6 of Phase II Findings).

James Welsh, a staff writer for the Washington Evening Star, provides
the intcrested reader with a less tcchnical view of the plan.
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Pennsylvania Looks At Its Schools

Introduction

OT long ago, in a mood of exasperation, the American Association
N of School Administrators stated that “no public institution in the

world is assessed so frequently and critically as American educa-
tion.” At the same timne, a faculty group at the Harvard Graduate
School of Education was saying that “the improvement of the quality
of education has always been hampered by our remarkable ignorance
of what happens to young people as a result of the time and money
expended on them in schools.”

The two expressions of opinion are not nearly so contradictory as
they might appear. In fact they are quite compatible, for they go
to the heart of some of the knottiest questions to be found in American
education today: How good are our schools? How do they compare
with the promises that have so long been made? Are they doing the
best they can? How is it possible to measure all this? And if we are
to measure the performance of schools, how can we do so with sufficient
meaning to generate whatever changes are necessary? Both the school
administrators and the Harvard professors were saying in effect that
frequent assessment and criticisin of schools is one thing; meaningful
assessment is another.

It is unlikely that either of those statements would have been made
a short 10 to 15 years ago. Public schooling in America historically has
been shrouded in faith and optimism. Until less than a decade ago, the
promise and power of formal schooling were rarely questioned. Always
the assumption was that with suflicient resources—enough classroom
space, enough learning materials, enough trained teachers—the Ameri-
can dream could be realized: each school and school district perform-
ing smoothly to provide opportunity to all, to carry each child to his
capacity in the learning skills and in civilized behavior. Sometime dur-
ing the ’60s the realization dawned that things were not all that simple.
Catching up from the Depression and wartime restrictions, America
had closed much of the gap in quantity of educational resources. But
quality of educational performance lagged. It became apparent, for
one thing, that millions of American children, especially the children
of lower-income minority families, were not doing well in school, if




they stayed in sehool at'all. The federal government, trying to correct
the balance, moved in with programs and moncy, hut with mixcd results.
The Coleman report, a massive social-science study that collected data
from 600,000 pupils in schools throughout the country, concluded that
in what they actually do, as eontrasted to outside influences, the schools
exert remarkably little impact on what becomes of these children. Mean-
while, as the decade progressed, the schools hecame a focal point for
social protest and the aspirations of cemmnunity groups.

People were saying to their schools: Do something! The schools,
many of them unsure of their own performance, did not know exactly
what to do. Their uncertainty, if anything, has compounded the frus-
tration of the public. Call it part of the consumer movement, if you
will. People—parents, the gencral public, even somc of the student
body, people in central cities, the suburbs, the countryside—have come
to expect of their schools a greater measure of candor, and greater
assurance of effort and results.

Out of all this, from the variety of forces at work in recent years, has
come the theme of “accountability.” It is a curious term. It means
many things to many people. Basically, however, the idea it conveys
is that the schools, or to be more precise, the professionals who run
the schools, should be answerable for their product. Accountability
demands that the educators, to a greater degree than heretofore, should
be responsible for educational outcomes. Aftex all, it could be argued,
aren’t the big Detroit auto firms held aceountable for the performance
of the cars they sell us? Why can’t schools do the same? The parallel
is not so simple, some might say. Indeed, it’s not. A child—who he
is and what he learns, values and aspires to—is not a precisely measur-
able piece of machinery. Two schools, moreover, can have markedly
different raw material with which to work. And so there are sticky
questions associated with trying to hold schools accountable. But for
all that, the demands that schools become more product-responsible
appear too strong to he thwarted. Accountability is here to stay, and
the only question is hiow to make it operational.

Henry Dyer, cae of the nation’s foremost authorities on testing
and evaluation, addressed this question in a recent article in the Phi
Delta Kappan. At the level of the individual school, Dyer stated,
accountability can be said to embrace three general principles:

1. The professional staff of a school is to be held collectively re.
sponsible for knowing as much as it can about the development
of its pupils, and about the conditions that may be helping or
hindering the pupil’s development.

2. The professional staff is to be held collectively responsible for
using this knowledge as best it can to maximize the develop-
ment of its pupils toward certain clearly-defined goals.
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3. Thc Board of Education has a corresponding rcsponsibility to
provide the ineans whereby the staff of cach school can carry
out its own rcsponsibilities.

Dyer’s breakdown of whcre responsibility lies, and how it can be
cxercised—know thyself and use the knowledge—could serve as a prac-
tical launching pad for the accountability principle. It can also serve
as a point to introduce what this booklet is all about.

Enter thc Pcnnsylvania Plan for Educational Quality Assessment.
It is a program that will help every school in Pennsylvania to meet
fully Dycr’s first know-thysclf principle. And it will serve as an unparal-
leled platform for schoolmen and school boards throughout the state
to act upon the second two principles. It was designed at a time when
the term “accountability” was unknown in the educational vocabulary.
Now ready to go to work, the Pennsylvania Plan is tailormade for the
age of accountability.
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The Pennsylvania Plan
The Time Has Come

N the spring of the year, teams of cducators fan across Penusylvania,
armed with rcsults of the Quality Education Assessment program,
the first concrete rcsnlts that can be of spccific benefit to local

schoolmen. They go into all the districts that requested to takc part
in the current phase of the program.

The state-dirccted teams hold intensive briefing sessions with local
superintendents, principals and other administrators. On a school-by-
school basis, the information unfolds. It tells each principal, along
with his supervisors and supporting personnel, just where his school
stands, what its strengths arc, and what its weaknesscs are.

It may tell him, for instance, that his 5th graders are doing better in
basic word and numbcr skills than mest 5th graders across the state
but that in comparison to similar schools, schools where similar sets
of conditions prevail, those same 5th graders are not doing so well as
should be expected.

Or it could tell the high school principal that in understanding of
people from different cultural and ethnic groups, his junior-class stu-
dents are about at the state norm and doing better than students in
schools that can be called similar to his own.

The information to be given to local schoolmen goes far beyond
that. It goes to other educational goals, such as self-understanding,
creativity, and, vocational readiness. It goes to those in-school and out-
of-school conditions that play so big a part in a child’s development
and ix: the rationale of the Pennsylvania Plan. From family socio-
economic levels to the educational background, experience and stability
of a school’s tcaching staff, dozens of these conditions play a part in
the educational climate of a school. Local educators no doubt are aware
of them. But in the briefing sessions, the state-directed teams help the
schoolmen go farther. They interpret the conditions at work in each
school, showing where the school stands in relation to other schools
and how important (or unimportant) each of these factors is to each
of the performance goals the schools are trying to meet.

In brief, the Educational Quality Assessment program is first and
foremost an instrument for self-understanding. It provides local school-
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men what they need to know to assess the kind of job they have been
doing so far. The information will be cheerful to some, alarming to
others, a mix of good and bad news to still others. Either way, it should
carry local school officials a long way towards determining what courses
of action to take in the future.

To say all this, of course, is to raise a number of vital questions.
What are the dimensions of this assessment program? Who set them,
and why? On what basis can schools he judged as doing an excellent
or a poor job? What are the limitations as well as its promises?

Here it is necessary to backtrack somewhat, to look at the Penn-
sylvania Plan as it first began and then took solid shape. It is necessary
to explain the Pennsylvania Plan’s philosophy and to define clearly
both what it is intended to do and, equally important, what it is not
int:nded to do.

Premises and Policy

The roots of the Pennsylvania Quality Assessment Plan lie in a
provision the Legislature added to state law in August, 1963. It directed
the State Board of Education to develop “an evaluation procedurc
designed to measure objectively the adequacy and efficiency of the
educational programs offered by the public schools of -the Common-
wealth.,” This “evaluation procedure,” said the law, should include
“tests measuring the achievements and performance of students pur-
suing all of the various subjects and courses comprising the curricula.”
And the Legislature directed that the procedure should also enable each
school district to appraise its own educational performance and, beyond
that, to begin “without delay” the strengthening of its school programs.

It was a broad, challenging mandate. And infinitely easier said
than done.

Not that the idea of assessing schools was completely new. It was
an idea that had been considered often and at length by educational
theorists, by other state education agencies, by private organizations
(the Carnegie Foundation was one) that hoped to put the concept into
motion. But always it was discussed timidly. For all its attractions,
great obstacles remained.

There was, in the first place, the hard fact that no one so far had
devised ways to measure exactly how well schools were doing what
they were supposed to do. And even if it were assumed that the goal
of the schools was little more than to teach mastery of skills and sub-
ject matter, was it possible to build into the assessment formula a recog-
nition of the great diversity among schools, their students and the many
variables of home and community life? It was on this point that suspi-
cions grew among teachers and school administrators, these people who
would possibly come under the gun in any assessment program. They
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fcared, undcrstandably, an assessment formula that failed to take into
account the complexities of cducation, a formula that would lead to
snap, surface judgments of what they were doing. They argued, more-
over, that some schools would hold a positive, inescapable advantage
over other schools in any asscssment program that might be devised.
And the more they argued this point, the more they gave the lie to the
old, fundamental assumption that schools are altogether the great lev-
eler of opportunity. The wealthy suburban school, for instance, appears
to have everything going for it—an educated, alert group of parents
spurring their children on, the students themselves so often well moti-
vated and reaching for razzle-dazzle academic pcrformance, the finances
of the school district ranging from adcquate to handsome, the schools
able easily to attract the best of the new young teachers. In contrast,
the low-income urhan schools labor under all the inner-city ills, repre-
sented most intenscly by the great numbers of children who come to
them ill-equipped to learn by ordinary methods. It is these schools,
moreover, together with schools in the poor coal-valley towns and
remote rural arcas, that have the most difficult time attracting crack
teachers and supporting personnel. How to reconcile all this? And
finally, as one morc obstacle to the development of an assessment plan,
the argument was put forward that perhaps academic success is not
the be-all and end-all of student performance. And once this was
argued, the question arose as to exactly what it is that Americans expect
their schools to accomplish.

This last question was one of the first settled in the shaping of
the Pennsylvania Plan. Following the mandate of the Legislature, the
State Board of Education named a committee on quality education
headed by Mrs. Elizabeth Greenfield, chairman of the board’s Committee
for Basic Education. This group actively sought the advice of educational
leaders across the country and, with aid of Educational Testing Service of
Princeton, N. J., agrced on just what quality education is.

It wasn’t long before the quality-education committee reached a
basic conclusion: Academic success is important; but it is not the only
goal of quality education. Nor is it the key goal, said the committee,
for success in the traditional three R’s and in other subject areas neither
assures nor predicts self-dircction, good citizenship, compassion for
others, or mueh of anything else. The committee took the position that
the schools should plarec high priority on their students’ personal and
social growth as wcll as their intellectual growth.

In March, 1965, the State Board adopted the Ten Goals of Quality
Education that would serve as the basis for the asscssment plan. In
brief, the board ruled that Pennsylvania schools should lead children
to develop self-understanding, understanding of others, basic language
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and number ckills, good citizenship, good health habits, their own cre-
ative potential, an appreciation of broad human achievement, a con-
tinuing inierest in their own further learning, an ability to prepare
themselves for productive vocations and an ability in general to change
with a changing world. As the Statc Board adopted them and as they
still stand, the 10 goals stipulate that quality education should:

e Help every child acquire the greatest possible under-
standing of himself and an appreciation of his wor-
thiness as a member of society.

e Help every child acquire understanding and appre-
ciation of persons belonging to social, cultural and-
ethnic groups different from his own.

o Help every child acquire to the fullest extent pos-
sible for him, mastery of the basic skills in the use
of words and numbers.

e Help every child acquire a positive attitude toward
the learning process.

e Help every child acquire the habits and attitudes as-
sociated with responsible citizenship.

e Help every child acquire good health habits and an
understanding of the conditions necessary for the
maintaining of physical and emotional well-being.

e Give every child opportunity and encouragement to
be creative in one or more fields of endeavor.

e Help every child undecrstand the opportunities open
to him for preparing himself for a productive life
and should enable him to take full advantage of
these opportunities.

e Help every child to understand and appreciate as
much as he can of human achievement in the natural
sciences, the social sciences, the humanities and the
arts.

e Help every child to prepare for a world of rapid
change and unforeseeable demands in which con-
tinuing education throughout his adult life should
be a normal expectation.

And so, in one all important area, the State Board scttled decisively
what the plan is and what it isn’t. To reciterate: It is'a plan that
attempts to measure the success of the schools in teaching the three
R’s, but it is not limited to that. If the Pennsylvania Plan means any-
thing, it is that schoolinen at both the state and local level are called
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on to look at the whole child, and at how the schools are doing in
devcloping the whole child.

This was both start and foundation. The bulk of the Pennsylvania
Plan had yet to be flcshed ont, and important questions remaincd to
be answcred. But over a period of time, state officials, continuing to
work with education and civic leaders from throughout the Common-
wealth, workcd out basic dccisions and assnmptions that comprise the
working philosophy of the program. It is a philosophy. again, that can
be cxpressed by saying what is, and is not, trne of the Pennsylvania
Plan.

It is not a plan lecading mecrely to a hlanket statement of how the
overall Pennsylvania cstablishment is doing. Herc it differs from the
fcderally-financed National Assessment of Educational Progress, which
so far has covered a small sample of pupils rcpresenting broad regions
of the nation.

Neither, on the other hand, is it a plan designed to show how
Susie or Johnny or any individual student is doing. It is a plan that
focnses on the individual school as a unit, and it is designed to lead
the pcople who run cach of thesc schools to nnderstand how well or
how badly their programs arc serving all the Snsies and Johnnics who
attend them.

It is not a plan that assnmes cducation procceds in a vacnum, or
that individnal schools, any more than individual pupils, begin with a
clean slate.

It is a plan that takes into dircet account the many conditions,
some within the school, somc outside thc school, that influence for
better or worsc how tcachers are able to tcach and how pupils are able
to dcvelop. To put it another way, it is a plan that lets schools know
how well they’rc doing in light of the conditions nnder which they
operate.

It is not a program throngh which officials from Harrisburg tell
local schoolmen what to tcach, what not to tcach, what to emphasize
or play down in their school programs.

It is a plan mandated by the state, a plan hinged to goals of quality
cducation established by a statc agency and a plan in which the state
plays a strong, specific role. Bnt in all statc-local dealings, this role is
onc of consnltation only.

Educational Research at Work

With the cstablishment of the Burcan of Educational Quality
Assessment in mid-1967, a most important phasc of the Pennsylvania
Plan was ready to begin. This was the hard-slogging work of translat-
ing the mandatc of the Legislature and the wishes of the Statc Board
of Education into a workable plan that conld scrve local schoolmen.
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The bureau’s staff of education researchers knecw pretty much what
they had to do. Given the Ten Goals of Quality Education, they had to
construct for each of them a set of mcasuring tools that would deter-
mine the standing of Pennsylvania schools in meeting those goals.
Beyond that, in putting together what beccame known as the “assess-
ment model,” they were faced with the task of identifying these environ-
mental conditions, or variables, at work within schools, related to student
performance on each of the 10 goals.

First priority went to measurement. Here the bureau staff found
its job very easy in some respects, very difficult in others. For example,
measuring achievemcnt on Goal III—basic skills in the use of words
and numbers—presented no problems. American education long has
been concerned with gauging academic achievement. Suitable measur-
ing devices in the form of standardized tests were readily available.
For most of the other goals it was a diffcrent story. Few satisfactory
measures were available. The hureau staff investigated the literature
and solicited help from test publishers and researchers elsewhere who
were interested in the science of measurment. On a few goals—for
example, Goal X, the ability to change with a changing world—the
staff was in virtually uncharted territory. It had to brainstorm its own
items for a questionnaire.

By the spring of 1968, a 10-goal measurement package was ready
for pilot testing. This was done at 100 schools thronghout the state,
with some 2,700 pupils taking part. These pupils were at two grade
levels, the 5th and 11th. Fifth grade, it was decided, was a good place
to measure the elementary-school experience. For the high-school level,
tests at the 12th grade level were ruled out because seniors already
have so many demands on their time. Testing at 10th grade would
reflect but a small part of the senior high school experience. The 11th
grade was selected as the most suitable for testing. Junior high schools
also were important to assess, the bureau recognized, but in part because
of financial limitations at the state level, it was decided to bring in
these schools later in the plan’s development.

The 1548 pilot program was a test not of the schools but of the
tests themselves and each of the items that made up these question-
naires. One question, answered 95 per cent in an unsatisfactory way,
might be thrown out as too difficult. Another itemn, left unanswered by
half the pupils, might be considered too vague and thus thrown out or
reworked. So it went.

Throughout, the aim of the state-level researchers was to see that
each of the tests was reliable—that is, each test itcm consistent with
the others—and that each of the tests was valid—that is, each of the
tests and its scparate items measuring truly what it was supposed to
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measure. All this was accomplished, in part through painstaking statis-
tical analysis, in part through trial-and-error studies of various hypoth-
eses that werc formulated by the burcan staff. As an example of the
latter, it is intercsting to look at what was done about testing pupils
for creative tendencics, or Goal VII. In onc study, 5th graders were
administcred the test called Assessment of Crcative Tendencics. At the
same time, on the assumption that curiesity has much to do with cre-
ative tendencies, thc teachers of these pupils filled out a curiesity
behavior profile developed by a Johus Hopkins University rescarcher.
The results were that the students’ self-reports and the tcachers’ judg-
ment of themn werce positively rclated. In yet another study, two groups
of high school students werc given two separate tests, one a “creative
potential” test, the other a “crcative output” test. Group 1 was limited
to those 11th graders who alrendy had been judged to be creative or
who had won prizes in various art or scicnce contests. It was hypothe-
sized that Group 1 would score significantly higher on the two tests,
and this proved to he the case.

Meanwhile, as the tests were refined and refined again, the Burcau
of Educational Quality Asscssment was also busy considering the dozens
of variable conditions that might influencc student performance. These,
it was soon rccognizcd, fell into three broad categories:

1. Charactcristics of students. They include, it was hypothesized,
the occupational and cducational levels of parcnts. For secondary
students, it was decided, they might also include the personal
valucs and mores of the student.

2. Charactcristics of tcachers. These might include the background
of the teachers’ parents, the tcachers’ level of training, their age,
experiencc and salary, and thcir attitudes toward their jobs.
For example, it was hypothesized that it may wecll influence
student performancc whether teachcrs belicve that their pro-

3 fessional rccognition and advancement comes from their own

' merit or their ability to gain an “in” with the principal or

central officc.

3. School and conununity characteristics. These, the bureau staff
decided, might include the staff-pupil ratio, the counsclor-pupil
ratio, the number of library books available to each pupil, the
financial ability and spending of the school district, the type of
comnunity in which the school was located, the degree to which
students werc exposed to youngsters of different racial origin
and the school’s dropout rate.

Therc might have hecn other school variables considered—the cur-

riculum of each school and thc way the curriculum was handled and

taught. But these arc factors extremcly difficult to pin down to the

o

1 o 15' R 11
EKTC . ', e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PR oot . -




kind of specific items that can he answcred and collected on a mass
scale. Difficult to bite on, difficult to chew. And so the bureau decided,
at least for a time, to scttle for those school conditions that could he
pinpointed with reasonable clarity.

More than 50 potential student, teacher and school variables were
selccted for consideration in the Phase I pilot program of the Pennsyl-
vania Plan. From student questionnaires, from teacher questionnaires,
from state school records, the bureau gathered information on each of
thesc conditions. Each of them was testcd with the most modern statis-
tical teehniques. The obvious interrelationships between many of them
were analyzed. The ultimate goal was to find the exact relevance of
these conditions to the performance of students in each of the 10 qual-
ity cdueation goals, and from there to determine what the likely per-
formance seores might be for students in cach school in Pennsylvania.

Putting It All Together

The 1968 pilot testing could carry the Pennsylvania Quality Assess-
ment Plan only so far. It remained for the state Bureau of Educational
Quality Assessment, using what it learned in the pilot project, to con-
duct a much bigger data collecting program in order to establish norma-
tive standards for thc mncasuring devices for each of the ten goals of
quality education. It is onc thing to write items for a questionnaire but
quite another to know what to expect as an “average,” “high” or “low”
score. The purpose of Phase II was the development of such standards.

Phase II of the plan got underway in the fall of 1969. It was,
indecd, bigger in every way than Phase I. Taking part were some 20,000
5th graders and 17,000 11th graders (approximatcly 10 per cent of the
state’s school population in those grades), together with nearly 2,000
of their teachers.

For eaeh of the pupils, it was an unusual assignnent. The pupil
was asked to be frank and honest in filling out a questionnaire contain-
ing several hundred items. In return, the pupil was promised the
questionnaire would be confidéntial, not to be shown to teachers or
adininistrators. Some of thc qucstions hore dircctly on those variable
conditions with which the pupil was familiar such as father’s occupa-
tion. The student was asked to react to statements sueh as: there is
little chance for a person like mc to succeed in life (Goal I); I would
like sitting next to a pupil of a different color, or different religion, or
poorer family (Goal TI) ; I would like to quit school soon (Geal IV);
it’s okay to break a school rule if everyone else is breaking it (Goal V) ;
I have litile or no idea what working for a living will he like (Goal
VIII); I think most works of art are too difficult to understand
(Goal IX).
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The teachers, also assured of confidentiality, filled out a 76-item
qucstionnaire, the items ranging from thcir own backgrounds te what
satisfaction they get from their jobs. In addition, the state bureau com-
piled other data from school administrators and the Dcpartment of Edu-
cation’s Bureaun of Statistics.

Into the computers the raw data went. Out came the basis for
telling the administrators of each school what they could expect in
their students’ performance on each of the 10 goals. It wasn’t all that
simple, of course. Computers can he of bencfit only in light of the ana-
lytical techniques fed to them. In the Pcnnsylvania Plan, the major
statistical tool used was rcgression analysis, a teehmique that permits
the researcher to predict the most likely average achievement score
from the known information on such other variables as pupil, homne,
school aud commuuity conditions. For each of the 10 quality education
goals, it hecame possible to construct a “regression cquation” showing
which condition variables contribute to prediction of the performance
scorcs. It also hccamec possible to show how much or how little these
conditions rclatc to onc another and, finally, to show how much the
combination of conditions accounts for the achicvement scorcs on each
of the 10 goals.

At the outsct it was stipulated that to be considercd for any of
the goals at either grade level, an cnvironmental condition must con-
tributc at least one per cent to the ups and downs of performance scores.
Not surprisingly, some of the conditions—such as the oecupation of the
student’s father and the cducation of the student’s mother—proved
highly related, at least on some of the goals. Other conditions, selected
early, proved to be inconscquential. An example is the educational
level of the teacher’s mother. Still other condition variables wcre found
to interact considcrably with onc another. An cxample herc is teacher
expericnce and teacher salary. All together, of the more than 50 con-
ditions selccted for consideration in Phasc 11, 45 werc retained in the
11th grade and 39 in the 5th grade.

To show how the bureau’s analysis worked, and what it neans, it
might be helpful to look at onc illustration.

Consider Goal I, scf-understanding. When all the data for 5th
graders was processed, it was discovered that five conditions predicted
performance. They were: father’s ocenpation, housing conditions in the
comnmunity, teacher stahility, teacher experience and school subsidy p.r
student. All togcther, these five conditions werc found to account for
23 per cent of the variability of the pupil scores on sclf-understanding.
These results could be called both disappointing and hopeful. They are
disappointing in that the five influential conditions arc difficult or im-
possible to change. Tt is not within the power of the schools to improve
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a father’s occupation or a community’s housing stock. But the results
also can be interpreted this way: If 23 per cent of a 5th grade pupil’s
performance in understanding himself and assessing his or her own
worth is due to change-resistant conditions, the rewmaining 77 per eent
is due to other, as yet nnidentified factors. These factors, possibly
including classroom practice and parent attitude, may be open to im-
provement by teachers and administrators.

In grade 11, the analysis of Goal I produeed strikingly different
results. Here 14 separate conditions were found to be at work. All
together they aecounted for 61 per cent of the student scoring on this
goal. Some of the conditions, as with the 5th grade, resist change. But
others are more open to manipulation. The single most related variable
was what the teachers bclieved to be the best way to earn professional
recognition. It indicates that when teachers believe reeognition comes
from profcssional merit, not politics and conniving, eonditions exist
that are associated with positive student self-concept. Other eonditions
that applied to performance by 11th graders on Goal I and that are
open to change are teachcr salary, the school district’s tax effort, the
accessibility of counselors and the counselor-pupil ratio.

Some Larger Findings

Although the major focus of the Pennsylvania Plan was to provide
information ri use to those running the individual sehool, analysis of
the data from the Phase II survey revealed a number of overall find- ]
ings that should interest anyone coneerned with public education.

A major revelation was that, while not contradicting the earlier
Coleman report, the Pennsylvania Plan goes well beyond it to show
that in many areas of pupil achievement the sehools are in a position
to make many changes that will improve performance. The Coleman I
report was limited to academic achievement, which in the Pennsylvania
Plan is represented by Goal I1I. It concluded that a very high per-
centage of student output, or performance, is associated with environ-
mental conditions. Similarly, in analyzing the Goal III data, the Penn-
sylvania researchers found that for 5th graders, about 77 per cent of
performance variation and for 11th graders about 87 per eent of per-
formance variation can be attributed to environmental eonditions.

All together, it was discovered that 49 per cent of performance on
all goals in both grades could be attributed to various environmental
conditions, some that can be manipulated, some not. That leaves
slightly more than half the performance level of students due to vari-
ables that may be influenced positively by improved curricula, teaching
methods and classroom practices.
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In considering specifie goals, the rescarchers ran aeross other find-

ings. On Goal II, it was discovered that a high degree of interracial
exposure did not positively influence understanding of others. In fact

it was -a negative factor, although to a very slight degree.

As some of the preceding figures suggest, environmental conditions
play a much bigger role in the performance of students at the 11th grade
level than they do at the 5th grade. More variable conditions are at
work, and on every goal they account for a considerably higher per-
centage of the performance scores. The rescarchers also discovered stu-
dent development does proeeed as children move through school. This
was shown most graphically on threc goals in which the tests were iden-
tical for 5th and 11th grades. On Goal I, self-understanding, Goal V,
citizenship, and Goal X, preparing for a changing world, the perfor-
mance of 11th graders was significantly higher than that of 5th graders.

The Current Phase

With the completion of Phase I, Pennsylvania had its quality
assessment plan and normative standards for its measuring instruments.
The only missing ingredient was schools to assess. In the fall of 1970,
the Bureau of Educational Quality Asscssment launehed the Plan’s
Phase II1, whieh is still underway. The state in effect asked for veol-
unteers, and in a heartening response, more than half of Pennsylvania’s
579 sehool distriets asked for assessment. The 111 distriets selected to
take part in the first Phase III included nearly 600 schools. Once
again 5th and 11th graders were the targets, more than 50,000 of them.

These students were tested and questioned as other youngsters had
been the year before. So were their teachers. This time around, how-
ever, with the analysis of previous data in hand, the Pennsylvania
rescarchers were able to pin down the expeeted achievement scores for
each school according to the environmmnental conditions prevailing there.
Then they could compare the actual scores, as revealed by the Phase III
tests, to the expected scores predicted by the bureau with the Phase 11
data in hand. With that aceomplished, they were in a position to tell
the administrator of cach school whether, on any of the goals, and in
comparison to schools where a set of simmilar conditions exists, his or
her 5th and 11th graders were performing as expeeted, or better, or

worse.
At this point, it would be well to look at one specifie school district
to see how the plan operates.




\ | Sunrise Area School District: A Case Study

ALL it Sunrise Area School District. Think of its superintendent
C as Henry Brown. Both the school district and the man in charge

are real. Only the names have been changed.

The school district is fairly small, less than 20,000 residents. It is
composed of one small city of less than 10,000 people and several
neighboring boroughs and townships. It contains six elementary
schools, a junior high school, and a scnior high school. Sunrise Area
School District is in a mountainous area of Pennsylvania. Yet it is not
very far from industrialized cities. It used to be a place with an inde-
pendent economy. Now, like so many communities in Pennsylvania,
it is a placc wherc rural lifc proceeds as usual but where many pcoplc
in both town and country get up early in thc morning, commute to jobs
in cities as far as 50 miles away, and drive home at night. Some of
these peoplc make good money, some not so much. The children who
attend the area schools therefore represent a mix of the fairly affluent,
the working class, and stable farm families.

“I am very strong for evaluation,” Superintendent Brown was say-
ing recently. “I have looked for the best possible evaluation procedures
in every school district where I've worked.”

Mr. Brown was explaining why he voluntecred his school district
early to take part in Phasc III of the Pennsylvania Plan. As the data
from the Phase III test-survey flowed into and out of the computers,
two of thc elementary schools in Sunrise Area School District were
among the first for which full information was available. Mr. Brown,
in the sessions to follow with personnel from Harrisburg, got all the
evaluation he ever bargained for.

One elementary school in Sunrise Area School District is located
in the district’s one small city. It can bc called the town school. In
the survey and testing of the school’s 5th graders, it was shown that
a fairly high family sociocconomic level prevailed, that the level of the
father’s occupation was higher than the state avcrage. Their teachers
tended to come from the local area, to be fairly young, educated at state
colleges, making average salary, helicving for the most part their pro-
fessional recognition comes morc from personal rclationships than work
and merit. N
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A second elementary school is located in a farmming area. Call it
the rural school. The family socioeconomic status is low, mother’s edu-
cation low, father’s occupation lower than average. The teachers are
Yocal products, nearly all oldcr, with many years of service and high
salaries. They believe their professional rccognition came largely
through merit. As with the town school, it is part of a school district
that makes a lower-than-avcrage tax effort to support education, that
provides little in the way of extras such as library hooks.

All this was explained to Mr. Brown and his fcllow administrators.
The state interpreting tcam showed thcm by a series of charts just
where the two schools stood in relation to other state schools on the
many student-home-teacher-school conditions that influence student per-
formance. Then the interpreting team unvciled, for cach school, another
chart that was to have grcat impact. The chart was arranged in 10 verti-
cal columns, each rcpresenting onc of the 10 goals of quality education.
The Sunrise Area school officials could look down each column to see
how their students had scored on that particular goal. The actual score
for the school’s students was marked hy a recd symbol shaped like a
schoolhousec. Where this symbol was placed in each column, the officials
could see the 5th gradcrs’ actual score on that particular goal. The
higher the symbol was in the coluinn, the higher the score. The officials
could look to the left on the chart to sec how any particular score fell
into a percentile rank for 5th graders across the state. A percentilc
rank of 70 for one school would mean that the students there scored
higher than 70 per cent of all schools in the sample, lower than the
other 30 per cent. The chart rcvealed an even more essential compari.
son. Within the colunmin for cach goal were to be found two blue hori-
zontal lincs, or “prediction boundaries.” One might be drawn through
a score at the 60th percentile rank, the other through a score at the
30th percentile rank. Within these two boundaries was where the
school’s 5th grade test scores could be cxpeeted to fall, given the con-
ditions under which the school operated. Regression analysis in Phasc
IT of the Plan had revealed that, on the avcrage, students in schools
with similar environmental conditions were scoring in that range.

The charts that were shown to Sunrisc Arca schoolmen disclosed a
fascinating mix of scorcs, hoth for the district’s town school and its
rural school.

Looking first at the rural school chart on the following page, the
Sunrise Arca officials could sce tlat on Geal I, self-understanding, the
red schoolhousc symbol fell at ahont the 50th percentilc mark. It meant
the rural school’s 5th graders werce near the centcr of the entire Phase II
state sample, half the sample scoring above them, half below. The “pre-
diction boundarics” for this goal were marked at the 88th pcrecentilc
and the 28th percentile, and this meant the Sunrise Area rural 5th
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graders scored within the cxpected range, given the set of conditions
prevailing at their school. On Goal II, understanding others, the rural
Sth graders scorcd lower, at the 25th percentile wnark, meaning only
25 per cent of schools across the state scored lower. Even so, this score
also fell within the “prediction boundaries” for that school.

Then came an eye-opener for the local schoolmen. On Goal III,
basic skills, the “prediction boundaries” revcaled the rural 5th graders,
compared to pupils in schools with similar conditions, should have
scorcd somewhere in the 45th to 83rd percentile range. But the red
schoolhouse symbol showed they actually scored at the 15th percentile
mark, much lower than expected.

On Goal IV, interest in school, the 5th graders did about as well
as expected. On hoth Goals V and VI, citizenship and health habits,
they did much bettcr, scoring up at the 95th percentile mark, above
the prediction boundaries. Their scores on Goals VII and VIII, cre-
ativity and vocational development, were within the expected ranges.
The score on Goal IX, appreciation of human accomplishment, was at
the 85th pcreentile, at the top of the range of score expectation for that
school. But in another turnaround, the score on Goal X, preparing for
» changing world, was below the 5th percentile and lower than expected.

Much of the same high-low scoring phenomenon was true of the
district’s town school 5th graders. They were down at the bottom, the
5th percentile, in understanding. of others, a good bit lower than the
scores of similar schools. They wcre at the 50th percentile on the Goal
IIT basic skills, but once again, this was much lower than they should
have scored, since the prediction houndaries showed students in similar

schools to be bctwecn the 70th and 95th percentile marks. In health

habits, but not citizenship, the town 5th graders were at the top of
the chart, above the range of expectation. In creativity and vocational
development, they were also high, ncar the top of the expected scoring
range. In ability to prepare for a changing world, they scored higher
than the rural children, at the 50th percentile mark and well within
the expected range of scores.

The Sunrise Area school officials were given additional material
to analyze. For instance, they obtained key items on the tests, showing
how each school’s 5th graders scored on those questions, For further
analysis, they obtained, for each goal, a break-down of the school test
scorcs showing the distribution of students in various percentile ranges
comparcd tc studcents statewide and in similar schools.

Not long aftcr the presentation, Mr. Brown sat back to reflect on
what it all meant. “It has certainly given us a great deal to think
about,” he said.

To Mr. Brown and his collcagues in the school district, the real
shocker was that in both thc town and the rural elementary schools,
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their 5th graders scored so wuch lower on Goal III than expected,
lower than students in schools with similar conditions.

“We were amazed at the basic skills scores,” he said. “We knew
we had some problems. Previous testing had shown some of that. But
we didn’t know how deep these problems are. We didn’t know we were
worsc off than similar schools.”

Some of the other results were less surprising to Mr. Brown. The
rural school’s high scorcs on citizenship, for example, he attributed to
the township’s stable population, its traditionalist teachers and a gen-
eral conformity of vicw. For much the same reason, he could see why
on Goal X, ability to prcpare for a changing world, his rural 5th graders
scored so much lower than the city youngsters.

Even though the rcsults were distrcssing at some points, Mr. Brown
is glad he put his school district through the assessment ropes. “It’s a
good program,” he said. “It’s a vehicle for us. It gives us the motiva-
tion to really study our program.”

Mr. Brown intends to take up the state’s offer of sending in per-
sonnel to consult on program changes that might be called for. He
recognizes there is no magic solution to his schoo! district’s problem
of raising student performancc. But he believes a combination of state
and local expertise might help us considerably.

“Our first priority will be in the basic skills area,” he said. “After
that, we'll select from the other goal areas.”

The Sunrise Area superintendent concluded: “There’s a great deal
here to analyze. We've got a lot to do.”
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The Pennsylvania Plan: Its Future

sessment plan has begun. But much is yet to come, both in the

near future and in the next several years. Together with cooper-
ating state agencies, the Bureau of Educational Quality Assessment will
be moving on many fronts at once.

As noted before, teams of state personnel will be busy in the com-
ing months interpreting the Phase III data to administrators of the
participating Phase III school districts. Also as noted before, these
interpreters will not make value judgments for the local schoolmen.
Their job is to make sure the local administrators understand what
the Phase III information means. It is also to get those administrators
to a point where they can make their own analysis of where they are
and what possibly can be done to improve their students’ performance.
The Phase III data for individual schools, incidentally, will not be
made public by the state. But if the local school hoard and adminis-
trators choose to do so, it is perfectly acceptable to the state. In fact,
it can be reasoned that making the information accessible to press and
public will help the cause of accountability.

Once they sift through the information given them local schoolmen
will have the option of asking for more outside help. It is probable,
as in Mr. Brown’s case, that many of them will plan to do so. What
can be done to assist Mr. Brown in his search to improve his schools?
For one thing, the state Bureau of Curriculum Development and Evalu-
ation is prepared to consult with local districts. Its staffers will help
these schoolmen identify thesc goals on whieh paths to proebable
progress is elear. And they can help chart these paths—possibly a
different allocation of local personnel, or a new elassroom practice, or
selected spending increases. On some goals, the way to improve per-
formance won’t be easy. Others may hold more promise.

Meanwhile, the researchers at the state level intend a great deal
of follow-up analysis of the Phase III data. They will watch for schools
where children performed significantly above, or significantly below,
the range of scores predicted for that school. They intend to go into
some of these schools, to observe what goes on there, to try isolating
those factors and practices that mnight account for the significantly

THE payoff period for the Pennsylvania Educational Qualitv As-
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different scorcs. The rcsult could well be the compilation of a set of
suggested methods and practiccs that other schools might follow in
trying for higher performance on any of the quality education goals.

Mcanwhile, too, the bureau is moving to expand the Pcnnsylvania
Plan to other grades. Fall 1971 hegins the Phase I tcsting of a group
of 7Tth graders. In the fall of 1972 will come Phase II for the state’s
7th graders. In the fall of 1973 will come Phase III for the 7th grade
and also Phase I for thc 3rd grade. Eventually, the Pennsylvania Plan
will provide assessmcnt for five grade levels—3, 5, 7, 9 and 11. Eventu.
ally, too, as rcquircd by law, all school districts in the state will undergo
quality asscssment.

At this point, the Pennsylvania Plan can be said to offer a mix of
hope and caution. It would he mislcading to say it provides all the
answers a school district necds, or any foolproof formula to get those
answers. At the same time it has proved so far that all is not lost in a
sea of socioeconomic or other difficult-to-change outside conditions. It
has proved that what gocs on in the schools can make a very real dif-
ference. It offers schools an unparalleled vantage point for looking at
themsclves and assessing both what has been done so far and what
needs to be done. It is giving the publie a new basis, within reasonable
bounds, to hold its schools more accountable for what they do.




