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In November 1972 educators from several parts of the United States met at the
University of North Dakota, to discuss some common concerns about the narrow
accountability ethos that had begun to dominate schools and to share what mahy
believed to be more sensible means of both documenting and assessing children’s -
learning Subsequent meetings, much sharing of evaluation information, and
finagcial and moral support from the Rockefeller Brothérs Fund have all con: -
tributed to keeping together what is now called tli¢ North Dakota Study Group onr
Evaluation A major goal of the” Study, Group, beyond ssupport for individual
partrcipants and programs, Is to provide materials for teachers, parents, school
administrators and governmentaTdecmon makers (within State Education
Agencies and the U S Oftice of Education) that might encourage reexamination of
arange qof evaluation issues and perspectives about schools and s¢hooling B;L.og
and Evaluation. New Views represents one effort in this direction, '

. What-will be clear to readers of this bulletin is that the individual writers are
deeply involved in schools This accounts for their intensity They view evaluation,
testing 1ssues as partiCularly important because they know these issues seriously
atfect children, parents and teachers, oftentimes adversely All our writers can
provide many examples ?)f children who, as .a result of standardized testing
programs, were labeled negatively as learners From firsthand experience our
writers know of classrooms where normative testing and other nafrow evaluation
measures limited the quality of human relationships, where teachers felt forced to
eifecta seg,mented curriculum with children engaged much of the ddy completing
paper-pencil “skill” worksheets in—order to “improve” test scores, where theé .
potential for children’s growth as learners was mininval becadse so much time was
spent on what was most measurable, not pn what was'most meaningful 1t will also

be clear that the writers beheve strongly in evaluation, viewigg 1t as a crtical
process for growth, not only ‘for mdividual Chnidren and teachers but for
educational programs as a whole Y

The contributors share an open-cladsroom orientation — |nteract|vo. rather than
behaviorist — toward education They believe that learning 1s a personal matter
and has an intentional quality, that it varies for different children, that it proceeds
"best when children are actively engaged, that it takes place in a variety of enyiron-
ments 1n and out of the school and 1s enhanced in a supportive "setting’ where
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, . ,
children are taken seriously They favor an integrated curriculum and an active
deciston-making role for teachers' ~=* . = : )

The bulletin 15 organized intothree sections (1) An Ovetview, (2) Testing -
Problems and’Possibiluties, andd3) Some Examples of Meaningful Evaluation *In
Part One, Anne Bussis, Edward:€hittenden and Marianne Amarel set forth what

they conceive as the inadequacies of experimental evdluatian procedures for . 3 nrae
programs concerned with “considerations of process, content and context.”” Experi- cx
méntal procedures_that stress standardization of treatment, beh vioral outcomes .z,

and quantitative data analysis tend to dominate edugational evaluation, By .

Aver-feliance on them we may, as'James MacDonald has‘pote‘d, “reduce all signifi- -
cant school related behavior to performative acts.In ther process, we will say in
effect that what takes place mternallylns erther illusory or |{elevant to our - “

e

concern "2,

There s an alternative with a"tradition predating the experim ntal mode and,
from my perspective, more appropriate to many of the directions being established
in open, child-centered edycational programs Bussis, Chittenden and Amarel
describe that alternative o . - . *

In Part Two, the focus is orr'testing Although we  would not want readers to
believe that evaluation means testing, we realize that such a view 1s growing (How
does one evaluate the progress of a first-grade classroom? Give the Metropolitan
Achievement Test, of course!) Susan Stodolsky provides a balanced overview of
“What Tests Do and Don’t Do ” While she.does not argue that testing has no place,
in schools, she does suggest that “as we move from teacher-centered to child-
centeréd classrooms, from group instruction to individualized instruction, from a

fixed to a more ftuid curriculum, the whole enterprise of testing must'be reoriented S
. and reasséssed.” * : <o - ] ¢~

Michael Patton extends Stodolsky’s discussion by providing a gutde to the statis- _
tical nomenclature accompanying testing Does everyone-using a standardized test .
ungerstand how "grade-level equivalency scores” are derived? Or the meaning of .
“reliability” and “vajfdity”’? (This past summer, in a graduate seminar relating to -
evaluation methodology, an experienced school.principal, after reading a state-
ment that “grade-level 1s simply the middle score — half must always be above and- .
half below — asked’ “Is that really true?”) Patton notes that the testing industry is
booming in America “Production of new tests 1s occurring so rapidly that even .
. specialists appear to be overwhelmed.” Butfhow appropriate are the products? Are. ~

the tests ¥free of serious error, bias and invalidity? Do they provide better infér- .
mation than teachers can gain through personal* observation and ‘interaction with .
children? ’ - .
How would test-makers respond to the foregoing? | suspect they would agree -
that thbre are some problems, that there is room for improvement As George Hein . .
indicates, j’The/questlons could be betfer, the standardization ¢ould be based upon
. more representative samples of the population, the tests could be validated against .
critefla more appropriate than the ones used More. imaginative use of the Y
available technology tould vastly improve even paper-and-nendil machine-graded
examinations. A much broader range of activities could be standardized.” But
Hein also argues that “Reform Is Not Enough * He asks us to examine the politics of .
,testing, the role testing plays in “sorting] and classify[ing] children for their
assigned roles in society “ Thomas Cottle, who is with the. Children’s Defense
League, points out in Social Pglicy that “tracking,” one outcome testing in many

o
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Y 1he annotated hibliography prepared by Brenda Engel (pp 6264) inclydes material written by members of the §ludy -
Croup Larly in 1975 a senies of additional evaluation monographs will be available Selected titles are Observation and >

Descripyion  An Alternative Methodology for the Investigdtion of Human Phenomena by Patri¢ia Carini, Alternative

Evaluation Research Paradigms by Michael Patvon, An Open Education Perspective on*Evaluation by George Hein, and A

Handbook on Documentation by Brenda Engel For further information about the series, writg to Vito Perrone, Center for ¢
Teaching & Lgarning, University of North Dakota. Grapd Forks, ND 58201

O es B'Mchoand, "An Evaluation of fvaluation,” The b?an Review 7J1974') 9 ‘. . . e
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school districts, 15 “masked by rational educational theory @ it pohitical lmpll—
cations owrlooked by some who think of it merely. as Qg, nevitable conse-
quence ot htiman ditferehces ** 3

Deborah Meier, in a question that relates tlosely to some of those raised by
Patton and Hein, asks ‘What do we mean by reading competence?” To observe in
classroonys the mass of skill sheets aimed at auditory discrimination, blending and
syllabication, among others, one would ha»e to conclude that reading 15 a skill
(Meier suggests “a trick”) that, for the most part, g}earned in1solation .As Meier
documents, little evidence 1s a»allable to show that, %ch activities will |mpro»e a
child’s compreh(:nslon r‘he capacity for turning g written page into something
that makes sense Meie®rgues convin€ingly that standardlzed reading tests con-
tribute heavily to the concentration on the skill sheats, ‘tendmg, in the process to
distort the meaning of reading Because she feels that evaluation is important,
Me&e; outlines some alternative means of assessing readng ~

Aois Barclay Murphy provides a synthesis to Part Two by bringing to readerss’
attention some of the research relating to a range of important school issues, for
example, teqcher judgment, children’s intellectual growth and social development,
and motivation The, close of Murphy's sensitive statement provides an excellent
transition to the final section of this bulletin, “Some Examples of Meanmg,ful
Evaluation,” where qualitatjve data 1s a basic concern of the writers

Patricia Carini opens Part Three by discussing the documentation activity at the
Prospect School of ‘Bennington, Vermont “Taking Account of Process” . is a
‘concept and a practice more of us ought to learn It suggests a careful, systematic,
documentation which assumes that learning eannaot be “recorded and assgssed as -

.solated elements independently of the meanmg for the learner ” In order to

capture this broader view of learnmg, the proce$ses underlying children’s
ghirections” ‘must be observed over time to detgrmme a pattern, a matrix of descrip-
tions ot the learner’s involvement ” Carini’s examples, taken from the Prospect
School’s documentatlon are exphcnt and illuminating In introducing some of

Canini's methodolégy to teachers, | have often had the response, “You can't really

expect us to de’all of that!” I am convinced that significant evaluation that “takes
account” of children’s growth and the.standards that exist in a school” demands a
level of intensity not yet characteristic of most schools
The way the Marcy Open School, Minneapolis,"Minnesota, uses evaluatlon 15
outlined next byrRuth Anne Aldrich. Participants at Marcy raised the questions,
“Forwhat must a schéol be held accountable?” and “How tan evaluation prov:de
us with the information we need to develop an increaswgly responsible prégram?”
Attempting to respond to such questions has brought about a particular style of
evaluation and a conclusien that “schools should be growing, evolvmg msmutlons
aware «©f therr successes, and designing change for their failares” How ‘many
schools have attempted to organize such a process of internal evaluation? My

. experience suggests that it happens rarely Perhaps this lack accounts, in part, for

~

the narrow evaluation pétterns that exist

A'hat could we learn if we listened to children? .Na\ncy Miller describes her work .

with the Children’s Interview which focuses on children’s roles in' the classroo
and their contribution to their own learning, children’s perceptions of the teachy
role and their relationship to the teacher, t
actiori to children’s learning, and the childrén’s view of thé classroom as a
learning environment and the ways'in which they relate tb that env
Miller,'and othérs of (s who have worked with the Children’s Interview,
1t a powerful process for taking account of children and their learns
Another source | for qualitatlve, data on what s happemng in a sg

—

} what Trasking Did to Ollie Tdylor Social Pol:cy (July. August 1974) 21 Readers might alsy_nofe Qm'\ the \U\/\( P.and
the Mexitan Amuu an ()(m nve Leanye are (m,dwd in several lgzations sn Cahforma that n‘l,at (o the sucidl etfecty of

testing . i
v . . . - “ . R & )
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y. Froomis the teacher Anne Bu55|s and Edward Chittenden’s sumimary of their inten- -
sive Teac her‘lnterwew Study 1s, in large measure, an extension of their
methodology “article which s included in Part One “An what ways do teachers

k about tealhing? How do they concerve ot the complex’pattern of events that
# mack the schoolday? What assumptions do they hold about learning and develop-
ment? What are the grounds for their planning, provmonmg, and evaluation?”
Taking account ot the teacker’s “personal construct”.1s a procass that 1s rarely a
part otwhat schools view as evaluation But not to take account of such a process
s to tail to understand the central role of the teacher in most classroom settings
"We close with a highly selective annotated bibliography prepared by Brenda
Engel. Those ot us who have been struggling with the 1ssues that dominate this
bulletin are aw are that much of the important literature s in unpublished form\and
hence not readily available Engel has included only accessible matenals with the
potential tor extending our discussions
At the outset of this introduction, | commented that one of our major purposes 1s
to encourage a rethinking of a range of evaluation 1ssues We hope that this

. bullefin s ‘helpful to such a process We 1avite your reaction
Vito Perrone ) .
December 1974 - : . ’ . ,
1) . \
- » . R
R 4 . , .
. . -y (
L] \ ’
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Alternative
Ways in
g\catlonal R

-

Evaluatlon A I

Anne M. Busus Edward A. Chlttenden,
and Mananne Amarel . ) .

i
’ - .
- .
I3

Elementary educators are caught up in.debate over assumptions about ways that
children fearn best, about the teacher’s role in_curricular and instructional
decision-making, and about the networks of human relatlonshrps that constnuti
schgol  Although the development of approaches for studying and evaluating
educational programs 1s an old problem, these current debates have served to high-
light the nadequacies of existing ways of categorizing and thinking abodt
educational variatign. Our purpose heve 1s to describe problems in educational
evaluqtlon as Wyave come to ldeng the@nn the course of our studies with

achessy; childré® and schools — anc o suggest some alternative directions
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The Problem of Educational Models

A look at the total field of elementary education suggests that the present degree
ot experimentation and varigfy among programs and approaches is greater than in
the past ‘Much of this experimentation has involved only surface char;g,e of a
somewhat gimmicky nature, but chang,e\m some schools appears, much more
substantial, involving the development of new understandmg,s regarding 1earn|ng, -
and teaching The literature about change in early, educatlon howes“er has tended
to blur rather than -clanfy the Issues. underlymz,. these varations Part of the
difficulty 15 that the literature has cast variation peedominately into the language '

ot “models The model concept would seem an efjlclent way of descrlbmg the

basic components of different programs, but n- reality 1t has provéd to be
something of a trap for educator and researcher aLke . .
Educatlonal ‘'models” have two clear qualmes First, they contain accounts of,

or prescrlpuons for, methods—for ways of ‘doing the model Second they contain'
statements about intended outcomes—objectwes to be accom phshed Frequently
both methods.and outcomes are stated in concrfete behavioral terms Models differ
extensively in the kinds of materials and methods they prescribe, in the settings for
which they are intended, in therr degree of prescriptiveness, and in the scope of
their ambition—1 e, some madels are*for*instruction in selected areas only,
whereas others are for instruction more broadly conceived Some early education
models-are designed along behavior modlfncatlon lines Some are’based on child
de\elopment theory (e g, a Plaget curriculumy),.some are modéls of components of

the ansh “integrated day " - . .

Indsmuch as model thinking 1s very much a part of mast research and 8aluation
sthemes, at the very outset the teachers partnclpatmg in such evaluation have to
onténd with a set of rules thay may not have been clearly explicgted For example,
they 500R May be asked to sptcify exact teaching methods and desired student
outgomes or otherwisé find themselves respondmg to a request to delineate the
criteria of a “model ¢ adsroom “ To the extent that the teachers go along wuth or
cannof escape, the@ﬁr‘essure to operate in thls manner, they do indeed try to
implement the modef— whatever they perceive It to be They may try to dispense
relnforcem‘ent,s in order to; modrfy behavior,” run twenty, five tutonals 1n order to

mdwlduahze instruction,” or set up mterest corners in order to have an “open

" classroom ” The defining crltena of methods and outcomes they have previously

specifred then become the yardstlck of success —the yardstlck by Wthh they and
the evaluator measure theur'efforts /4 o a

Standards of Quality - / R .

In contrast to this specification of “method” and ““outcome” that 1s asgociated
with a “model approach in evaluation, many educators today are emphasnzmg the
development of standards of quality in learfing considerations of/process content
and context Such standards represent edgicational and psychological consttucts
more than bebavioral criteria They are; a frame of reference from which the
teacher works and evaluates what has been accomplished, but they are not
prescriptions of methods “to be followed” or outcomes “to bé .obtained “s
Standards, tn the sense of constructs or frames of réference, are neltﬁ"er directly
“followable” or Jobtainable,” since a construct (by definition] 1s-of a more abstract
nature It s a principle, an understanding derived through intellectual synthesis,
that underhes the teacher’s consideration of any particular procedure or learning
Educators working within such a fram?{iﬁk have as an objective the creatlo»\of

' LA
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conditions thatpromote«quallty learnrng,, but they do not and cannot have strictly
\prescrlbed methods fogfechlewng that objective— and th‘ v do not and will not
have a linuted, narfow set of behaviors in mind as the only guide for judging
chlldren s progress irklearning Another difference worth noting 1s that standards
cannot be stated exhaustively beforehdnd By thelr very nature, standards become .
,better articulated over time ,and with experience, but they necessar main
o'pén constructs,” capable of absorbmg, new and unpredicted examples n

- therr defimition - L ) I >

. - LI \

. . .

_ Toward Clanfymg the Practitioner's’ Frame of Reference .

Research on educational models (e g , Head Start, follow Throu&,h) suggests tbat
teacher differences within educational programs is as “great as or greater than
vafiations between programs Although the problem has .been recognized, the

. dpparent solution that is attémpted in conducting evaluation 1s to try.to obtain
greatér clanity of program.descriptions and to define criteria 1n ‘the hope’ that
teacher vanablllty (wlthm the given model) can be greatly reduced

The problem as we see 1t,"however, is not so much gne of trying to define pre-
asely any particular educational program, but of defmlng “‘those characteristics
that reflect _program variations at the level of' teacher un(}érstandmgs and
percept‘lons The following quotation from a study of preschool programs
illustrates-what we mean (DlLor.enzo et al. 1969) ’

it was thepaive assumption of the réSearch staff responsible for the design, of .
thé study that prekindergarten,programs for the d/sad»antaged ex;sted 1n packages,
to be picked off the shelves in the educational mb(ket ‘place. Orce the districts had*
made, their choices, the program treatments would be inserted into the des/gn i

Distinct! programs did not exist Pomts of wew . dids and they determ/ned the
typd of program which’ eleypd - s

Analysis of the data from*our teacher interview study thus far yndicates that
" programs and classrmms that. superflelally seem to share common elements may
be very chtferent in intent and. emphasls To drstmg,wsh between them, one needs

; to 1dentify the basic Or “prototyprc notions that predominate "as the teachers
teferents for instructional activity What are h|s or her learning_priorities— belrefs
about what children should learn to care about? What are the teacher’s
org,amsms—are they seen as constructors of reality or receptacles for knowledge

*ome combination of both? What are hlS assumptions about the arganization of
. _knowledge and how, 1t is best learned? What are perceptions about the use and
potentlal value of materal resources in'the classroom? The &nswers to these and
‘Slmllal’ quesuons determine the nature of the construct systems that gwde
teaching behavior ' Tentatwely-at least, we hdve identified what seem to be quite
different conpstruct systems—=all from a pgpulation of teachers working under the
heading of “oper education’ ”* v

Although the classreoms of two dlffeient teachers nmght lopk rather alike at a

. givén point in'time, the notion of persgnal construct systeﬁs imphies that they may
be headed in quite different directions and thabthe teachers may .expect different
kinds of environmental sl$ port “Such a cogceptualuafront—one deelln&, with the
practitioner’s frame of reference—has important implications for evaluation and

. research, as well.as pramcal value in helping to sort out the actrvmes now going
"o under numerous labéls
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* Toward Clarifying the.Resea;ch/EValuation Frame of Reference

t

. Substituting the practitioner’s ﬁrame of roference in place of precise specifi-
catlons for educational prog,rams Is Ohe slep in a ditterent-direction, but 1t 45 not.
sufficient in and of itself We also mved to look at the reséarch evaluation model

“Oné bac.lc problém with the wntlonal résearch evaluation approach is that

student outcomes” are g,eneraﬁndenned by, behawoml ritgna and are theretore.s
~statements about Iearnmg necessarily litted out.ot the (ontcxt ot the total dctivity
as it actually occurs In the classrbom”, Thuy, an example’ tho outcome-statement
\V\orks indeperidently op a preject” does not_take nto dGcotint the purpose or
quality of the p_artlcular project in questioh, w hgther the prﬁie( t 15 more appropri-
ately a group or an individual endeavor, and so on This dnfl(ulty is the same one
mentioned previously in our discussion of “model thinking,” where we contended
that some educators are now emphasizing standards of qualm 4n ledrmng., Thus,

they evaluate tedching in terms of educational and psy(holoycal construms and

" pot i terms of ‘out-of-context behavioral criteria

To illustrate the idea of standards a bit more, standar o ot quahty in thb process
: of learning would include such factors as originahity of work (the notion ot author- )

sh;p . purposeful effort, indepepgtence of effort A concern with quallty in’ the
content of learning"would include consideration of what children produce (eg.,
wrmng, drawing), evndence that instruction deals with “powerful” ¢ concep.ts (e g,
-graphing) as well a3 necessary skills (addition, subtraction) . Standards relating to
the context of leatning center bn desired quahties in the nature of human relation-
ships (child ‘child as well as ¢child, ‘adult) — openness and honesty of encounters,
resy tfqr the efforts and feelings of others Howevet siandards are tbou&,ht about
and ‘described, the important*point is that different \kmds be cqn5|dered and
apphed in evaluating a particular learning situation ¢

These standards that provide an evaluative framework for many teachers could,
with clarifrcation, servg to broaden the general approach to formal evaluatidn,
because they suggest rele»ant evaluation data other than student behavfor taken
out of context -

Another problem with the conventional reseasch. ‘evaluation - -approach. i3 t‘he
implicit assumption that the educational ‘treatment causes op* pr,oduCQs the
objective or outcome Rather than stating objettives for chlldred that nfay be
attained as a result of certain methods or treatments, however, many #dicators
prefer to state assumptions about children’s capabilities that may berealized in
certain facilitating environments They assume, for examplo that all children are
capable of displaying mtelhg,ent effort, respon51b1hty, concern for others, respect
for self—given an nstructional “environment  that elicits and supports such
behavior Such capacities are not thought of as instilled or caused by a-precon-
celved educational treatment but rather as drawn out and encotraged by a
responsive and flexible educational program . : o

The difference between stating ob;ectlves for chnldren and assumptions about
.children’s capabllmes and resources may seem minor at first, but i1t has .
far-reaching implications. It 1s a difference that leads, to (a) a concern with envi-
ronments rather than treatments,*(b) an emphasns on response variahility among
teachers rather than response unsformity, and (’cﬁ a focus.on standards of quality in °
learning rather than beha,vfbral criteria outside the contexfof purposeful action If
research s to accommo,daje ‘these priorities now being held by many educators, an

L 2
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2gee Hlavell's (1970) discussion of power’ as a dimension of (On(t;[)ts
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overhdyling of our basie paradigm seems called for* As a step in this direction, we

suggestﬂtfhe following- . o
. . . - S s .. h ‘
. ‘ i * * ’ o \) ¢ ‘ < )
. 7/ 4 . ~ ) : - ; ‘ <
N § ) . Focus on ) Evaluation evidence % .
A . . faafitatings * | < <] interms of standards
.| = Assumptions about . environments . : oftualhity applicable h .
2> . chiidren’s resotarces ] L - . to a wide variety of Ao e
' U U Emphdsis on student/teacher |, ;
(capablllty statements) * “epening up” response » \ behavior, as well LY
. ’ ‘| répertoires and increas- - asto dspects af the Lo
e o . . | * ngfteacher vanabilty , v phystcal environment’ )
. ¢ S N R I
. .
: — as an alternative to — ez b r
. R - . L e ro T -
» ” Y . ’-~‘ . . ] _r
: 4 Focus'on . roF T
_ ’ educational treatments - J[Evaluation evidence * [ - -
wo Objectived for - 1 Y7 ormethods 1° in terms of'specific
. L*  children to attaun .. : . ehavioral criteria —
’ ® ,' ) Emphasis on . » i e 'similar behav- b
- (behavioral statements. standardizing response . ioral expressions
- R R ° | repertoires anid decreas | by all children
" .t ing response variability” . apdteachers - ]]
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Research and e’v"a[uatTon alqn’g the lines suggested in'the diagram can draw upon
atraditign withip psychology that has 7 phasized the study of inner states such as

- belief systems, attifudes and understa ;ngg. in the United States this trgcmlon Is

. represented in the writings of Kelly (1955), Snygg and Combs (1949), as well as

othérs With a few notable exceptions, this “phenomenclogical” tradition has not
been recognized within épucational research InStead the field has been
dominated by the conventions -of testing*agnd measurément and by behavioral
ps?chology\ At the level of instrumentatidn, new approaches that'fit with the
+ phenomenological tradmé)n could well include interviews, documentation of *
environments through obsérvation, the systematic collection of work &nd language
"samples. . . ' e . _

, It 1s one thing to analyze isgues an point to directions that might alleviate some
problems 1t ts pbvrously quite another matter to(tra_ns‘iate ideas into reality
Nonetheless, we feel fairly confident that advances can be made Many people

_ have. already made progress in devisirmg more appropriate ways of “assessing

. chllar.en, teachers and educational environments The problefns, and questions
raised here are complex But if they are not addressed, we face the Teal possibility
that a good deal of substantial progress in.educational thinking and practice willgo .

“Zdown the drain—because it 15 judged to be “not.very effective™ on the basis of
inappropriatexcriteria " .. . ’

_

“Objectivity” and Decis?on-Making ) - Coe,
A fial problem in much of the current thinking about educational evaluation is
_+that.t 1s assumed to be an "objective techndlogy.” That behavioral science
operates in an objective (in.the sense of value-free) fashion or that evaluation leads >~
Q  objective (value-free) decision-making are myths that have been too long with . |
TG
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' "enwroﬁment — policies, for example, about nuclear energy, pesticides, further
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» made about the |nformat|on

when there 1s virtual consensus on “the facts of the matter,” such facts-do not

gurdance,

.

us and far too widely perpetuated The latter myth is particularly destructive to the
dégree that people in education actually behe{/e it, which many apparently do
Decision- maklnz, is invariably a subjective, human activity involving value
judgments (or weights) placed on whatever evidence is available.to the decision-
maker Depending on the extent to which parties to a decision agrge that the avail-
able' evidence has been |mpart|§‘lly gathered and represemts '‘important’” .
information, people may or may not agree on the meaning of the evndence Even

automatically lead to dgcmons regarding fuiure action People make decmons
information does not % - A « ; Co.
Biqlogist Rene Dubos, in describing the diverse reaction of fellow scientists to .
his book Only One Earth The Care' and-Maintenance of a Small Planet provides an
instructive exaniple of the human reality of decision-making (1972, p 508)
Starting from the same set of saientific facts,” the experts arrived at a multiplicity
of conf[/ct:ng conclusions with regard to the pract:cal policies concerning the

dustrialization of the world, et cetera., Their conflicts or:gmated not from
fferences in knowledge or interpretation of facts, but from differences in the .
“alue ;udgments they put on these facts In this regard experts display as much
diversity as nations and individual persons, they differ not only in’their approach
to soc;al and human goals, but even more in the selection of_these goa!s

Although it 1s understandable that the term ”evaluatron” might graduaﬂy.cane
tobe appliedto the activity of gathermg information prior to d\ecmon making, i{ 15_
not at aII clear why the human activity of actual y."evaluating” the information has -
been so left out of the publicized picture’, lf_‘f/he valyes that Q;tate\educatuonal -~
‘decisions remain unexplicated — if, by default, they are the lmbthlt values built T
mto thg information-gathering instruments.— then we are indeed settling for more
or Jess*impersonal decisions”, but they are hardly “objective decisions.” "Perhaps
we should use termmology such as assessment and analysis for mformatlon— .
gathering actwvity — and reserve the term evaluation specnfloally ‘for decnsnons

- p .

LY
- . . -

Concludmg Remarks q

*In” summary, we have proposed that the asssmptions inherent in the notions of
educational treatment and behavioral outcomes aregbasic 1ssues that need to be
readdressed along with problem{ of |nstrumentatlgﬁvand data interpretation. While
alternafive models of educatiorjal evaluation do not.as yet exist on any broadly
accepged basis, the range of admissible techniques and strategies has broadened,
and in some places, parents, school board members, admlmst[ators and state and
federal officials have supported alternagpive forms. Hence the need for. the kinds of . |
accounts described later in this publication — examples that can be looked to for .
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T ~ 4 Possrbllrtles

WhatTests o
Dén't Do .

<Susan Silverman Stodolsky . W

«

Tests come in rpany shapes -and sizes Test constructors have produced:
instruments tor use in measuring a wide .array 6f human characteristics (Buros,
1971, Johnson and Bommarito, 1971) Most tests children take while in ‘school ar&’
teacher-made, that 1s] designed by their own teachers Others are provrdec} by
textbook publishers In addition, a child in elementary school may be admlmstered
a group intelligence test, possibly some aptitude or interest measures, ‘and a
number of standardized achievement tests xAs Ceorge Weber notes in his

pamphlet, Uses and Abuses of Standardized Testing in the Schools (1974) ]3

~ Some standardized tests do not do a good job of what they claKm to do, and for
. some testing purposes non-standardized tests are more appropriate or more
efficient. But standardized tests are used by all our public schoals. Tmpgrtant and .
evenveritical conclusions and decisions are made on the basis, of their.results. For ¢
examiple, on the basis of their results the pubhc is told that readling “achievement is .
going up or going down, an experimental ‘program, 1s dee*med Successful \Or .
= unsuccessfultachild s placedln this or that class, a'vd students gazn agmlssron toa
particular college or fail to do so (pp. 1-2). 7y ..
‘Standardized test scores have been,-shawn - io p!ay a crucxal an! (often
. unwarramed role in determmmg further schoolirfg and teacher attrtudes and in’
affecting pu p/pﬂﬁ self:-concepts For most of us, teitmg has become an expecté*rj |f
not aCcepted par_t/of scheolind :fﬁ oy
Teachers administrators and pdrents ought to determmé the appropqate roles\ ,\\
. for_testing and ;udge the utthtw of testing in fostermg the. healthy g'rowth and
*  development of chddren In thls,paper 1 will try to present an 0verwew of the?rela‘
e, of testing, mcludmg weays thé field itself is trying to change. Ewift glrScuss testing in’
_ termsof (1) purposes for giving tests, (2) effectrveness of drff rent types of tests in "
plowdmg needed mf.ormatron for A grven purpose, {3) det rmh;iatron of who is
benefrted by the .test results orF testing exper;ence (4) rela ionship between the
mst;urtlonal prooess and testing pr0cedures,.and (5) kmds of skrlls Iearnmg and
gr0wih L(»\ be .assessed These rssues seem to me to be’ central rf‘a teacher wants to
make angnfca’med decision. ab‘qrit—a' gnven~testmg procedme They are also l:vely
; rSs(!e&Ip,theff e{d/of‘iestmg ft ’
1 ﬁ‘dpe theq,ﬁc answes. qgestrpns like the following §Nhat are the various
purposes brwhrch ;estshavé heen qr can be constructed% What kinds of tests are
or tould be avarla.ble’? VS/,hat‘ klﬁds of mforma'tlon can tests provrde? Whdt are the
major »alues ‘and rmi[dr lrmrta(rons gf testmg b

~
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For purposes of thns paper, when | refer to a test or‘testlng, ! mean a Systematic
and_ deliberate. way of sampling a student’s behavior or thinking. Ordinarly we
think of a test as a paper-and-pencil device, but many othgr kinds of evidence-
gathering procedures aré available to the teacher and resgarcher

To simplity discussion of the purposes of testing and types of tests, | wnll restnct
my attention to evaluation of academic achievement 1 )

Recently a number’of important dlstmctnops have been made regar(ﬁng possnble -

function$ of testing and ways tests are constructed, scored® ahd |nte[preted
Historically tests have been administered mamly at the beginning of some’learning
experience (purpose prediction or selection) or at the endof a leérnmg experience
{purpose grading or classtfication) : .

There arq situatsons 1n which using tests for prediction, selectlon and
dassuflcatlon are 1ust|f|ed It 1s important to recognize, however, that such usages
assume “that the success or failure of a ¢hild in school is 3 function of the child’s
iitiat tharacteristics, and that the educational environment or program is virtually

fixed Whegq standardized tests havé been successful in predicting further. achieve- |
mént of students, instruction in the schools J'\as usuall persnsted in sorting.and

ranking students in much the way they woula be ranked on standardized tests.
Even so, standardized tests afe,usual) be§f at /pred,lctmg future performance on
similar instruments, not 1n predicting sucgess i the hife actlvmes that 'might be
associdted with the area of/achlevement mea‘s"ured :

Ordinarily "the purposes of DfedlCtIO selectlon and classification .are best

“served by norm-referenced tests.which raﬁk order mdlwduals or groups Michael

Patton’s article which follows descnbés the” meaning (as well as some, of the
problems)aof norm-referenced tests. Here, it is important to keep in mind that
standardized achievement tests of “this type are constructed by attempting to
sample some domain of subject-matter content and learnlng processes, that
represent the objectives of a,eurrlculum or group of curricula in usg in the schools. ™
Norm-referenced tests c séhiably estimate the relative standlng of a/chlld with
respgct to the area measu#ed By the very nature of the way they are constructed,
hOMever these tests cannot _provide the child, his teachers or parené |nformatron
about what he has specmcalfy learned or not learned 1n a given subject matter over

a given penod of time Since standardized tests are only sd@mplings of course .
material, scores cannot be used to determine exphut structional needs of,-
: chvldren @ any but the most global way.2

“ ! %
Formative and’ Summative Testing ’ .
Closely related to the purposes served by/standardlzed achievement tests is the
idea of s@mmative testing, which 1s c9ncerned with product measurement. A

"stimmative test is constructed 1n a manner similar to a standardized achrevement
_test 1n that the questigns are s Vz ed from the course objectives and contents.
t

Since the purposeof a fJummative test is usually grading, these instruments are not
designed to provide détailed feedback to the student. Summative tests ask, “How

. -

« ! ' 7
Tor usoful discussions of |nte|¢;ence tests see Anastast, 1961, and Kaye, 1973

- e
Istandardize d achieveme nt}c- s are often used i tom;:dnn;. one educ aflonal program with another Norm iolerenced tests
live beenused gs hey med geurgh 10 most larke se ale Mdtl‘alums ot intervention programs suc h as Head Start, Follow Ihmu;,h
sl ithe L The use ol stgidardized tests tor mmuardm( evaluation studies may be appropriate it the programs studied are

all Inving, Lo achie w) e obifctoves measared 1n the test, but this 1s not often the Lase (Stodolsky, 1972) Usually when

notioe berenced tegdare usdd in comiparative gvaluations, they are better articulated with some pl‘oerms than with others

Al Chaldie o cdfrtam edifational programs have more fanilianty with test-hke situations and ae more able and willing
toprod@®ce on demand 1Shapira 1973, Chittenden and Bussis, 1972) At best, results from the administration of standardized
achinvinent lysts give uyfs heavily contounded estimate of the actual acadenic achievement of <hldren n ditferent
DEORLIMS / i‘b - .
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- well has the.student mistered the material and processes inv3lved in the learning

upits he has just studied?” In many educational contexts it is still believed desirable

to inform astudent about hl,s prpgress relative to the expectations of a course Fmal
exams constructed by teachers are the most common variety of summative te

The term formative testing has two uses in ‘the literature, both. concerned w h
providing feedback about the learning process In one usage (Scriven, 1967), at 1s
testing to gather evidence while a curriculum s *being deveioped so that
curricidum writegs can tmprove materials and procedurés In the other usage

" (Bfoom, Hastings 3pd Madaus, 1971), formative testing 1s used as students go
through learningTnjts 1n order to provide feedback td students, and teachers about
their progress and to suggest areas in which addn tonal, Iearmng and pfactice are
necessary Formative tests are part of a trend tOLuse teststo provide meaningfdl
feedback about student learning and growth “

As defined by Bloom, formative tests are often used in conjunction with a
mastery-learning strategy in which 1t 15 expected that wirtually all students.can =k
master the unit being studied with sufficient time and learning aids (Block, 1971)
In this context, students tak,e formative tests. when they have completed initial
study of a learning unit. -Sincé formative testing 1s an integral part of the
instructional process, these tests age very_different from norm-referenced fests.
Formative tests cover a relatively narrowrange of topics and need fo provide .
sufficient information so that @ student can determine future steps n Iearmng .
based on the fest results For example, a formative test dealmg with a unit on
learning long diviston would contain a number of items that would pmpomt the
steps students had and had not mastered, whereas a summative test would not ]5
include such items but only long division problems . ‘ °

The use of formative testing for student feedback does not depend on adopting a
mastery-learning strategy It does require a decision on the part of the teacher to 4
use tests as instructional tools or aids.-Similarly, when formative tests are used in
the cufriculum development process, their chief purpose Is to provide detatled
feedback about the curnculum and its effectiveness so that weaknesses can ber

improved - . . .

7
\

Criterion-Referenced Testmg - .
Another recent distinction is that between criterion-ref8renced and norm-refer-
enced tests. We have already discussed norm-teferenced . tests, whose major .
purpose is tg allcgvﬁne to interpret scores with re&ct to the “relative standing of ,
an individual or gréup. Criterion-referenced tésts hate been developed in order to”
provide information about student performance that has been difficult to obtain
«from standardized tests. “A cnterlon referenced test is one that is deliberately
constructed to yjeld measurements that are directly interpretable in terms { \
specified performance standards” (Glasgr and Nitko, 1971, p. 653).+
% Scores from caterion-referenced tests should be directly mterpretable in terps of
actual student behavtors and abulities, Either the itéms or tasks are precisely’those

one is interested 1n assessing, or the ltems on the test have been shown tffdirectly ~ »
relate to the behavior of interest. For example on a criterion- referenc/ed reading L
test one would be able to relate perforance’on a given set of items to the child’s ' .
.ability to read and comprehend passages of established difficulty or sgecific books. : -

Such ane interpretation would differ from that in a standardized’ test Situation
wherethe specmc skills and abilities of a child scoring at a given grade Jéevel could.

Iy
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Diagpostic Testing .. . ,

A last type of test that has relevance to teachers is diagnostic testing Typicagly,
diagnostic testing attempts to provide an assessment of a student’s present
strengths and weaknesses with regard to a given area of achievement Diagnestic
tests may be very similar, in construction and intent to formative and.or.
criterion-referenced tests However, an additional factor ihvolved in diagnostic -
testing may be the desire to findghe calse or etiology. of difficylties in learning. For
example, a child having difficulf arning to read might be assessed with regard to
vision, hearmg and other percep®ial functions. Possnble%otwatnonalpr emotional
tactors associated with reading or learning might also be explored In diagnostic "
testing it may be necessary to go beyond course content n order to determine the
best ways to begin remedying some difficulty in learning Sometimes direct
instruction on prerequisite learning is quite sufficient, but at other times additional
ettorts are necessary . . . ®

In my opinion. the development of criterion-referenced, formative and

# diagnostic tests hold promise for teachers and students I.would expect .fewer--
dangérs and imitations with such tests than one would expect with standardized
achievement tests These newer forms of tests are meant prlmarlly‘qs aids in the
instructional process and can be related much more closely to the actual”
classroom learning of the child than are standardized tests There aré difficulties in
‘constructing such tests, however, and we need more experience before we can feel '
confrgdent that their promise as instructional aids will be fulfilled. '

Tests and the Instructional Setting . .
In considering the purposes for which tests might be used; a central issue Is the
.relation between testing and the instructional program. Most currently avatlable
tests arg.geared toward instructional settings in which the ‘curriculum s specified
and in which &ach child is expected to master the same materials and objectives as
his classmates. As we move from teacher-centered to child-centered classrooms, -
from group instruction to md]vnduahz'ed instruction, from a fixgd to a more Huid
curniculum, the whole enterprise of testing must be reoriented and ssessed.
It 1s possible that the entire role of testing as we usuall c0n§=e|vé~ it has little
place in more informal educational environments..| believe that persons itvolved
- in changing educational environments must be'able‘to/ eCtfy the areas of tuman
.. - learning, growth and development they believe to be.important All educators
have an obligation to systematically docuient growth and ¢hange in children
*_Informal educators should be pressuring those in the field, of testing and in
research positions to develop ways of assessing the important aspects of growth
, and development that informal education tries to foster | do not pretend that the
task of assessing the goals of open education will be gasily sol(vg?(j,, the behaviors
.and outcames are very difficult to measure and may not be open to classic psycho-
metric approaches Nevertheless, | believe test SuBlishers ang, exaxlbators can be
responsive to educational change and might well have the resources to begin to
solve some of the difficutt medsurement probi(ems involved. ™™

| 3

Undoubtedly, to specify and assess pl})ll growth In informal settings will be
more difficult than in traditional schools. One major problem is how to deal with
the fact that informal education fosters a diverse set of outcomes and activities
(Karlson and Stodolsky, 1973). Nevértheless, | think the basic notions of formative
and criterion-referenced testing could be applied to children in certain areas of an
informal curriculum, such as in the development of math and science cancepts,
the developmegfof reading skills, and with rgspect to certdin general afeas of =+
problem-solving and €ritical thmkﬂjg Systematic use of work samples®and
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observational schedules as well as interviews wrth children are also promrsmg.
methods for the informal classroom. A recent article by Hawes (1974) offers a
collection of many useful evaluation alternatiyes

More Broadly Conceived Tests Are Needed
The last area | would hke to discuss in regargd fo testing 1s that of content or
domains. Most of this paper. has implicitly assumed that the major area of
T assessment in regard to children i1s academic, subject-matter achievement As
teachers we have often been committed to more than cognitive outcomes for our
children, but rarely do we systematically coHect evidence about growth outside
*the cognitive area. As we begin to broaden _our entire view of schooling and
learning, we should simultaneously attempt fo incorporate into our evaluations
aspects of growth that are affective, social, emotional,)fanciful, creative in nature
| agree with others (e g , Chittenden).that one should attempt to “evaluate these
aspects of functioning in the context of subject matters or-areas of activity Thus,
rather than taking a traft-like approach, one would work within the concept of the
child as a whole person and.his activity as incorporating many facets of
. functioning. Despite the ~difficulties, we must attempt (to assess children’s .
development of interests, their capacity and modes of learning on their own,

patterns of social mteractrdn and the like

_It seems to me that a continuing dialogue between teachers, researchers and
persons involved in test construction could help broaden the options -available to

.

-

+ s all
’ From the viewpoint of informal educatron in particular, we neegi to alter the
< traditional situation in which s;a,ndardrzed tests are often. powerful shapers of

cufficular content To break out of such a pattern, teachers must be able to
articulate thewr views about growth, to use their observations as illustrations of
gréwth, and to choose.consistently when their educational plirpose is compatible
wrth the purpose of a pggtrcular assessment procedure ‘ -

L.
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Understandlng o -

the Gobble—dy— gook

Muchael Qumn Patton' -

.

Stausucal thinking will one day be as necessary for efficient citizenship as the
ability to read and write. H G Wells

Standardized tests now gervade our lives in ways never dreamed possible by
early pioneers_in educational ‘measurément only a century ago Production of new
tésts is occurring so tapidly that even specialists appear to be overwhelmed. The
dimensions of this explosion are indicated by the fact that in 1972 the Educational
Testing Service Collection held 680 different tests in just. one category alone-—’
reading The Seventh Mental Measurements Yearbook (Buros, 1972) is composed
of two fat volumes describing the vast literature on tests and measurement. At the
same time testmg methodology and theory are becoming increasingly complex

- At the 1972 Invitational Conference on Testing Problems, Henry S. Dyer noted
these facts and put forth “Dyer’s First_ Law bof Informatlon Dilution, which states.
that, as knowledge expands,while the population of potentlal users ofsknowl
“also expands, the probability approaches umity that eyerybody 15 ignorant of
anyone else hknows In ather words, the great majority of test users simply dogs not
have the time to look up or catch up or keep up with the enormous number of tests ~
and the mountainous literature that the testmakers continue to plle up (Dyer

1
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Standarchzed tests have been developed for almost. any cogmtnve affectJve or
social human trait you can think of, from intelligence to alienation, self-concept to
maturity, moral development to creativity These tests are being used to select
people into, and-out of a wide range of educational programs, private and pubhc
projects and a variety of ;obs—.often ‘without knowledge or understanding of how
the tests are being dsed on the part of those being tested Standardized testing has
become a socio-political tool, deciding the fate of both individuals and entire

- educational programs (cf Manning, 1969, Kirst and Mosher, 1969, Cohen 1970,

McDill, McDill and Sprehe 1972} Again to quote Dyer (1973:86)" .
‘The fleld of education has become strewn with ﬂohtlcs and educational Festlng

has become an instrument, if’not a weapon, in the political process. And this

means that our worries today about the mishandling of tests and the misuse of test

scobtes must embrace not on/y school personnxel but'also politicans and the diverse

and pluralistic constituencies they serve.

V1 am indebted to Dean V it Perrone.Center for Feaching and Learming, University of North Dakota, and participants in the
~orth Dakota Study Group un Open Education meeting in Chicago, November 9-10, 1973, for encouragement and helpful
suggestions in witing this article Supn%rt frum the Nahonal Institute of Mental Health in the torm of a postdoctoral fellow-
ship m Evaluation Methodology was als® helpful Comments by Barbara French, University of Minnesota, on an earlier draft

of this paper were particularly useful
-~ .r- -
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This also means that, as HG Wells predicted, individual teachérs, parents,
students and administrators need to make basic statistical thinking a part of their
personal survival kit As Darrell Huff (1954) noted in his primer, How To Lie w:th
Statistics, the abusers already know the madequacres and tricks of statistics,
. "honest men must learn them in self’lefense “(p 9) ' : ‘ .\

.

The Meanmg of Numbers: lnterpretatron

The trrﬁ thmg to keep in‘mind when mterpgtrng standardrzed'test scores Is that,
even at their best_they are on/®rough inditators,of some human charactenstrc(
Anne Anastasr (1973 xr)haa noted the danger of focusing s much on festsknd test . |
scores'that we lost sight of the actual behaviors that matter to us ’

The widespread misconceptions about the so-called IQ provide a particularly K
flagrant example of such® a dissociation. One still hears the term “IQ" used as ;
though it referred, -not to a test score, but to a property of the organism

_ In other words, the numbers that come out of standardized tests are not

. embedded in jhe genes or on the foreheads of students They are only rough '
Aapproximations of sbme characteristic at a specrfrc point’ in the time under partic-
ular conditions ‘Test results are only bne piece of informatton about a person or a .
group—a piece of information. that must be interpreted in connection w:th other *a
information we have'about that person or group. o »

Test scores then are neither good nor bads They are pteces of information that
are subject to cons,rderable error—and that are more or less useful dependmg on
how they are gathered, intérpreted, apphed abused and used In this context letus | fo A
look at” some of the more frequent types of SCQres reported _}.

- \ " . . ,

. Norms .

Let a parent read, ‘as many have done n such places as Sunday rotogravure . . -
; sectrons that ‘a ch/Id learns to sit erect at the age of so many months and he
~ thinks-at once of hus own child. Let his child fail to sit by the specified age and the
- ___parenimust conclude that his offspring is “retarded” or “subpormal” or som mg
equally invidious.-Since half the children are bound to fail to sit by the ¥me ‘
ment/oned a good many paents are made unhappy Of course, speaking mathe-
matically, this unhappiness is balanced by the joy of the other fifty percent of
- parents in djscovering that.their children are “advanced " But harm can come of |
the efforts of-the unhappy parents to force their children to conform to the norms 5
"“and_thus bebackward no longer . . .. Hardly anyone is normal iffany way .. .. Con- |
- —fusmg normaI with “desirable” makes it all the worse. Darrell Huff (1954 44-5) .. «

Y

“Norms are scores that provide a comparison foNjnterpreting how one puprl S
school ot schodl system compares to some othexgroup Norms provide
information about how children. from some comparison ghqup actually performed’
on a particular test, not how theyought to have performed.Nerms can be reported
in several ways — percentile ranks, grade equrvalents stanines, scaled scores, ™\~
difficult$— coefficients and quartile points, among others The important point to
keep in snind 1s that all-of these ways of reporting results are based on the same .
basic information Some are simpler to understand than others, some are more
useful for special purposes than others—-b tallfof them.are ways of looking at how
an individual or group .perfdrmed com to how_the norm group performed.
Such "norm- -referenced” testsggonstitute the most common type of standardrz,ed
Elillct and’are thé only type we shaII discuss here2s
. N .
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Norms are used for integpreting tests t
' of correct answers on a test) have very ,"
"have different numberi of items and a
are tntikely For example, in the nin
School Achievement Examinations, 3§,
student in_the 99th percentild Or ¢
reading (1964 edmon) wherg

se raw seores (i e the'tot } number
, meaning in themselves Different tests
sually designed so that high raw scores
,‘ ade.mathematics test, Minnesota High
orrect answers out of 7Q items places, a
sider the Stanford AchieVement Test in
begianihg third- gra,dpe child need answer correctly

only 33 of 60" items to be exactly at grade Ievel in paragraph meaning For the test’
results to.have meaning, raw scorés must “be translated and placed in a context,

12

usually involving comparison to s me norm group. All major standardized tes

/

ihclude norms for a representativeffiational sarhple of pupils For many tests, norms
l

,are also available for the state, the county, the city, and/’ or even a specific local

2N

Standardized test*sc®res are. s@f \ewhat easier to inderpret when yau know a blt \

school

about how they are deSngnedr

o

i -

Norm-referenced tests are designed so that,a )

s national, representative samplg fstudents taking the test will fall along what |
curve Ong a curve, most students will bunch near the.

L]

20,
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called a “normal”

middle scores on, the scale (o
higher or lower levels space
below the average Diagram |

¢pot race.2

Two points are particularly
standardized tests First, and ‘
half of the children score -
seconds is the average About

Al

ILLUSTRATION OF A NORMAL CURVE.

wkar the average score) wnth those performing jat .
ore toward the extremes of the scale abovej or
f Zws a ‘hormal curve for 100 runners in a. Jo- second

ortant with regard to thys dlagram as it applies.to

st |mportant the tests. are designed sq, that about
low ‘average.” In the dlagram 220 feet run 1n 10
{alf of the chlld‘en run slower t,han this, and about“"

H

i
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half as fast.or faster A runner going 220 feet in 10 seconds is at the 50th percentile,
or right at grade level for this group of runners Grade level i1s simply the middle
. score—half of the children in the norm group must be at grade level or below and
halt at grade level or above This fact should be kept in mind wheg interpreting .
reSults for different cHildren
Grade-level equivalency scores again reflect how a national sample of students
at dnfferent grade levels adctuallyv performed on the test, not how children at a
pa lar gracte level ought to perform The diagram shows how a group of children
do fan, not how they ought to run Who indeed €an say how fast all’children in.
gradle three should run? Specifying how children at a particular grade level: oughf’fo
perform would require’a statement of specific educational values and objectwes in
terms of learning theory and developmental psychology A conéensus among
educators on issues, of values, objectives and principles of educational psychoLogy
- for children at different grade levels in school 1s still lacking -
Ftrus, standardized tests reflect how children typrcally perform on particular
tems, with tests designed so that half of the n#rm group scores below the average
score_These tests are strictly comparative measures Tl)ey do not indicate what a
child should be able to achieve in any"absolute sense. We shall return later to this
point, which is crucial to an understanding of both the uses and abuses of
staridardized tests = " ’
Another way of reperting scores (also |llustrated by Diagram 1) i1s simply to dlwde
the diagram (or normal curve) into parts and report what part the student falls in.
Diagram | indisates a division into thirds, with the lowest 23 percent designated
“below average,” the upper 23 percent “above average,” and the middle 54_percent
“average.” This division is completely arbitrary. The diagram and scores could be
givided into fourths (quartile scores), (nto fifths, or into however many parts we
-felt would be useful . L. S :
Percentile ranks are a way of dividing tests int®&100 parts based on 100 percentile
points Percentile ranks do not give the percentage of correct answers, rather, they
show what percentage of pupils, in the norm group (national, state or local,
whichever norm group is uséd) scored at or below a certain leve! For example, on
the Stanford Achrlevement Test in reading (patagraph meaning) mentioned earlier,
a beginning third-grade student with a score of 33. out af 60 would have a
percenttle rank ok 42 pertent This means that 42 percent of the children who took
the test at the begiqnirig of the third grade in the Stanford national sample scored
33 or lower on the gest, 58 percent got more than 33 out of 60 correct answers,
Percentnle scores are shown along the bottom of Diagram | as “the number of
people behind a'runner at this point” This means that, for example, after.10
“ seconds of running, 50 percent, of the childten have run 220 feet, thus, a raw Score
. of 220 feet places a student at the 50th pergentnle with half the stqdents being
faster than tRat and. half being slower. ==~ ) \
Another common scoring system used by teachers is the:“startine’ system A
stanine scoring system*divides normalized test scores Into nine*parfs (hence the
' name—sta for stand’ard nine for nine-point scale or division). As shown In
! D/r;,ram 11, a score of fnve ts average an a stanine scale with the scale divided so
_that 40 p’ercent are below average and 40 percent above. (There are statistical
features of staniné scores related to how they are computed’that give them, some

additional specnaléed uSes ) N . N

o

2| am indebted to Dr Ralph H ]ohnson‘pnrector of Guidance and Assessment Services, Minneapolis Public Schools, for

Q  ding thes dragram, }
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The important point about these varioys ways of reporting test scores Is that the
number of divisions used is totally afbitrary depending uporf particular uses,
personal preferences and, as often as not, tradition. Halves, thirds, quartiles, fifths,
100" percentile points—each of these reporting systems has advantages and dis-
advantages All are based on different ways of comparing test results to a norm

group

Range Scores

One of the greatest abuses of standardized test scores 1s the tendency to focus
onasingle result (e.g , the student is at the 40th pefcentile) instead of on a range of
scores Thinking about arange of scores (e g, 35th to 45th percentile) 1s intportant
because 1t calls attention to the fact that all test scores are subject to error, For
many reasons, all tests involve some measurement error Henry Dyer (1973) tells of
trying to explain to a governmental official that test scores, even on the most
reliable tests, have enough measurement error that they must be used extremely
cauhously The government official, who happened to be an enthusiastic
prqgonent of performance contracting, responded that test makers should “get on,
tﬁ‘e ball” and start producmg tests that ‘are 100 percent reliable under aII
coatditions r:

» Dyer's comments on ‘this conversation are partlcularly relevant to an under-
standing of error in tests. He asks Y

How does one get across the shocking truth that 100 percent reliability in a test is
afiction that, in the nature of the case, is unrealizable? How does one convey the
notion that the test reliability prIem Is not one of reducyng measurement error to
absolute' zero, but of minimizing it as far as practicable and doing one’s best to
estimate whatever amount of error remains, so that one may act cautiously and
wisely in a world where all knowledge is approximate and not even death and taxes
are any longer certain? (p#87) . o~ .

All reputable test materials include a “standard error or measurement " which 1s
an ingex of the precision of measurement fQ‘r individual students This number
should be both added to and subtracted from®the actual raw score to set the raw
score range In our Stanford Achievement Test example the standard error is "2.5 for
grade three. Thus for our_student who scored 33 out of 60 the range for the raw

.24
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score would be 30 5t0 356 5 On paragraph meaning, the student g,rade equrvalen‘b
IS between 2 8 and‘3 1, and the percentrlé" ranking is between the 32d and 50fh*
percentlle C s .

* The range avoids putting too much emphasls on a single score—an important
caution since sq,many pupils cluster around the middle of the tést that the ‘answer
to one question can raise or lower a percentilesranking considerably For example,

. continuing to use the same Stanford.Achievement Test example if our student who
“got 33 out of 60 correct (42d percentile) had answgred just one more item correctly,
- he or she would have |wrnged 8 percentile points to the 50th percentile, on the
other hand, missing one more item (a score of 32 out of 60) wouId have dropped
the student to the 36th percentite Thuwy a difference of one questron right or
wrong covers a ,range of.14 percentile points. - . >
\ Grade-equivglent scores sometimes allow for similar large yumps at the extremes
“onthescale In the Stanford Achievement Test cited earlier, 55 correct answers out
of 60 1s equivalent to the béginning of sixth grade (6 0 ne additignal’ correct Co
answer moves the grade equrvalency to 6 4, nearly halfwa rough su‘%v grade, yet
another additional correct answer and the grade equwvglent becomes 6 9, while 58
answers out of 60,15 more than halfway through seventh grade. By answerrng
correctly three additional questions at the upper end of the scafe a student can_
jump a grade and a half in achievement.. ' ¥ ‘
A g(Meal of misunderstanding about and abuse of test scores, norms' or

single number Moreover, adding and subtracting the stancard error of

-

averages can be avorded if the focus of attention 1s on a Tange of resuIts not a _23
s

measurement to.a score assures us only that, statistically speaking, we can expect
the range to include the true score two-thirds of the time Test sta\;strcs represent
probabilities, not certain results: One-third of the time thefe is @ ¢hance of error
even with a range based on the standatd error of measurempent

’
B ¢

- .

Error * .

. 2
~ Rolnd numbers are always false. '
Samuel Johnson , S . -

-

’:Et‘
Sourcés of error are many The héalth of the child of the day the test is given can
affect'the score Whether or not the pupil had breaiffast can make a difference * .
¢ Nosse In the classioom, a sudden fire drill, whether or Aot the teacher or a stranger——
gives the test, a broken pencil, and any number of similaxdistarbances can change
a test score The mental state of the child—dépression, Boredom, elation, a

+ conflict ar home, a fight with another student, anxrety about -the teslt a low

self-concept—all of these factors affect how well the student performs. Simple
mechanical errors such as marking the wrong box on the test sheet by accident,
accidentally skipping a question, or missing a word while .reading are common
problems for all of us Students who have trouble reading will perform poorly on
reading tests, but they are also likely to perform poorly on social studies, science
and anthmetic tests, because all of these tests require reading Thus the test may 7
considergbly underestrmate the real knowledge of the child.

Some ¢hildren perform better on tests because they have been taught how to
take wnitten tests Some childreri are simply Better test-takers than other children
because of their backgyound or personarrty r how seriously they treat the 1dea of
“the test. Some schoofs make children sit all day long taklng test after test,

Q@ etimes for an entire week. Other schzs give the tests for only a half day or

ERIC . ’ ' IS
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two hours day to minimize thlgue and boredom® Some chlldren hke to Lake tests, + '
some db not Some teachers help children With dl‘fflcu]-t wotds, or even read the,,
tests along with the chlldren others do not Some schools devote their curriculum,
or at least some school time, to téaching students what 1s in, the.tests Other
schools, notably alternative schools—open classrooms, frée schools, stre
academies — place little emphasis on test-taking and paper-and- penc’fl‘skllls, th
giving students less experience in the rigor and tncks of taking tests J/

AH these sources of error—and we have scarcely scratched the surface of such |
po&ibilities - can seriously affect an individual child’s score Moreover, they have '
virtually nothing to do with how “good” the test 1s, how carefully it was prepared, .
and how valid its content 1s for a given “child or group Intrinsic to the nature of
standatdized testing, these errors are alwals present to some extent and are largely
uncontrollable. They are the teasqn rhat statisticians can never de»elop a test that
1s 100 percent reliable.

The errors are more or less serious depending on how & test ts used. When

!

- loeking at test scores for large groups, we can expect that because of such errors

sume students will perform above their true level and others studénts will perform
below their true score For most groups, statisticans believe that these errors cancel
each other..The overly high sco}es of some students compensate for the overly low
scores of others so thatthe group result 1s relatively accurate The largerthe group'\_ .
tested the more [ikely this 1s to' be true ’ N

wrong because of error will be compensated for by the uestlons‘he;/ she got right
either accidentally or by guessmg This type of-error Compensation 15 much less
reliaBle in correcting for error fan the situation describéd for large groups The
least teliable result 1s one |nd|v1dual s answer on a single question Nothing can
icompensate for error In this case Thus, one must be extye-mely cautious about
making too much of:results for individuals particularly on single, spec:flc &t
questions and short” tests - . .

- t e - L

Bias and Invalidity

It ain't so mych the things,we don tlgnow ‘that get us in trouble. It's thatbmgs we
- know that ain't so. Artemus Ward L S

All the above s‘ources of error have virtually notiung to Jo with the actual
content of tests. Even the best of tests, carefully prepared by the best-trained
professionals, are subject to the kinds of errors we described above. Unfortunately, e
the tests themselves can also be biased or invalid Whether or not- a test is valid
depends on whether or not it measures what 1t 4s supposed to. Many tests are °
biased in favor of white, mnddle class people so that the tests are & much a
measure of ethnic, racial or social class ofigins”as Qj reading, arithmetic or
intelligence. Rural children will have difficulty with a test aimed at and based on
city life, and city children will have trouble with tests containing'a rural bias Many
people feel that all standardized tests are culturally biased to some extent. This
severe problem of cultural bias is the center of much controversy among educators
(cf J McV. Hunt, 1973, Lavin, 1973, Willie, 1973, Meter, 1973) and is a major
factor to be considered n attempting to interpret the meaningfulness of test
scores '

Another source of content errdr bias and mvahdlty is simply poor preparation of
test items Questions that are ambiguous and unclear, have more.than one possible
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right answer.or are based more on rdeology than on Ioglc or facts are far more

" common thi## 6ne might suspect Such questions can seriously #ffect test results

arJd are extremely unfair to students and others taking or using tests

Good test questions are extremely diffiult to write The writer may be unaware
of his "her own bias Unfortunately the only way to deterr:r}me tf the fest questions
are really fair forl your child or.your classroom situation is to discuss very carefully
,every item on a test with every child, to understand what the items mean to the
children Even this method is subject to error depending upon how,aware vou are
of your own biases Spme examples may be helpful to illustrate comrﬁon sources of
test lnvahdlty .

, 3

Is there more than one rigr;t answer? Consider the following question from the
Metregolitan Achrevement Test (MAT) used to test reading for children seven
years old aQ .

To keep means fo a carry O4old
After this test Derrrck said, “Wheh | want to keep somethmg, I carry it.” "No,”
sard Yvette, “when [ want to keep something, | hold it.”” In reporttng these

children’s comments,Deborah Meier, Herb Mack and Ann Cook (1973) suggest that
“these two remarks, telt us.that children differ in the way they reason” leferent

_ wavs aﬁ reasonhing make test items ambrguous and unclear. Such itefns do not

appdar to*be good measures of reading ability. . R

.
M ¢ . o 2

Is the question more ideological than factual? Conslder thrs item from a ninth-
grade social studies test “(Minnesota High School Achrevement Examinations,”
1974):

N [y

Prejudices are'most frequently the result of . 5 .
A being born of foreign parents ) N .
B living in communities with mixed ractal groups -
C nadequate information . .
+ °D personal experiences ’ i- .

“ LY

E parental influences on chxldren "

Most sociologists, myself |ncluded would argue #iat all these answers are true
under certain circumstances Few sociologists, myself mcluded would agree with |
the’testmakers that “C” is the best factual answer. L .

Is the question meahmgful and refevant or tnvral and esotenc? Consrder this
question, again from thersame ninth-grade social studies test-

The person with the lowest level of mental absility would properly be classmed as
an imbecile v i
an idiot C s ' . . ’
2 moron . . N e i
a slow learner \ -~ ) A .
norma1 : ) " . t

mMoOO®>

It would seem to me that one cou Id seriously qliestion the relevance of this
question in a social studies test. The question tests rather trivial factual knowledge
about vocabulary and technical distinctions. N ,

These examples point to merely a few of the problems in writing good test’
questions that actually measure what they are supposed to measure. Tedious
though rtmay be to examine all the items on a test, if you are to properly interpret
it, you must find out whether or not you feel the test questions are valid and
meanmgful One,good way todo so'is to ask the students who took the test what

/ meant when they answered the questions.
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A Final Note

- - Bun}the very hairs of your head are all numbered. .
o Matthew 10-30 -

We began by noting that standardized testing now pervades our lives Standard-
1zed tests have been developed for almost every human characteristic one can
name. But testing Is still a developing art subject to considerable emor. Test results
are only one prece of inforMation ihat can help us understand and claffy our
personal observations But test results are easily abused, musunderstooﬂ—and
misused, especially when applied in making vital decisions about the lives of
individuals .

Given the state of the art, standardized tests are no substitute for your own care-
fully considered observations abaug, children you personally know.

-

~ ~

~
~
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Standardlzed | 3 I
Testlng ReformlIs .=
" Not Enough' R “ |

George E. Hein -"/ .
e ' ' ‘ .
Eva}uatlon is an mtegral part of the pclitical processes of our soc:éty f

- = =~

e ErnestR Hous.e (1973)- e e s
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A number of recent pubhcatsons have sharply criticized the standardlzed&
acﬁlevement tests that form the basrs for most evaluatlon of student progress in
American education today. }ames MtDonald £1974), has called evaluation the “

_ major disaster arga n education”, t’he Council for Basic Education (Weber, -1974) *
and the National Councrl of Teachers of Enghsh (Vepetzky, 1974) have published 4 -t
- pamphlets highly critical of present standardized testing procedures ) 27 .
’ An cbvious response to such criticism 1s te undertake @ major program to reform 4Atfe . ,
. orrevise thetests There 15 certainly much room for improvement. The questions ’ S
could be_ better, the standardization, could be based on more representative
samples of the populatlon and the tests could be validated against criteria more
appropnate than the ones used More imaginative tise of the available technology
could vastly improve even paper-and-pencil machine- graded examinations. The
*_whole notion that the scoring and administration.of all six of the most.widely used
achlevement tests is done on a basis .of total questions nght in each area without
any further modification 1s really quite absurd. Why not a choice of questions, or
questions that relate to a wider range of skill, or the possibility of more than one
\ correct answer in some cases? There is also no reason why achievement must be
(Y] tested only by paper-and-pencil measures. A much broader range of activities
could be standardized.
£ Unfortunately, any effort to reform the tests avords a thorough anaIysrs of the
f‘"iﬂ"" reasons why the tests are so bad now To assume that achieving better standardized
".*.' tests is simply a matter af making changes in the tests themselves is, | believe, to
hold a naive view of the education world and the. society. It is highly Unlikely that
_ "all the people wha put tests together, suggest the questions, write the language, try
tbém out on chlldren standardize them and fmally publlsh ‘a,nd sell them are all
/L totally unperceptlve and uneducated, a;v& that testmg practrce will be greatly
-mﬁ;wvgd if the téchnical competence“of its practitipners is increased, We must
; reéogmze that thetests and their use are deeply imbedded in the: fabnc of
* American sqcfety and must be cha[len‘ged on polrtlcal grounds, not modlhed atthe
X+ ‘techniical level. - ‘ . ' RN B

S Ve

% Lessons from Cumculum Reform Efforts Ce A\

. Any proposal for a_ major effort to produ e, new testmg mechanisms is
Q mscent of the programs lqunched almﬁ twenty years ago to produce new
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science and math curricula Scientists and mathematicians who turned their

attention to schools in the late 1950s were hornfied at the state of the situation the

curriculum was simply bad, they said—full of error, wrohg concepts, incorrect

statements, too much stress orrote learning, simple dnll, etc They set out to

. reform education and produced high quabhty, innovative and up-to-date curricula

One of the major learning gxpgriences for those involved in curriculum reform

was that providing new curricula, although a necessary condition for better school

experiences for children, was hardly a sufficient change. In fact, much of the new

‘ ' . curnicula was fitted neatly into existing school structures (indeed, it was designed
to do so) and, instead of the curricula changing the schools, the schools absorbed -

the new currrcula without much modification in the educatronal program offered

most children In many cases the more innovative characteristics of the new
- curricula and matevigls were simply ignored While the New Math has had wide _

. acceptance in the schools, it would be hard to recognize its influence on day-to-

day classroom practices {Sarason, 1974) and difficult to discern it on the items

appearing on the standardized tests.

There 1s obviously some merit In developing more reasonable and wide-ranging

approaches to standardized testing, as long as one neither expects the task to be

’ simple nor hopes to change education by this means alone. The area of developing

alternative tests 1s wide open, remarkably little work has been done on it. The

. standardized achievement tests and their companions, the widely used intelligence

. tests, so dominate the field that little else has been explored and certainly few

28. other approaches* have been carrled very far _

) - ®

o The Case of the Automobrle Industry
An analogy can be made to the automobile mdustry At one point in the early
development of automobiles in the United States, many designs and approaches to
the' problem of mechanical energy-driven vehrcles wete explored, engines powered
- by elettricity, steam and other fossil fuels Psuch as diesel fuel) competed with
those devéloped to use ,gasoline. The .gasoline-powered m;ernal combustion
engine was 5o successful, it spread so widely over the market, that many other
¥
technologies were. srmply abandoned. Today we know a great deal about the
gasoline engine that uses rather a lot of gasoline and very little about the alterna-
tives. The recent sharp rise in fuel costs and increasingly serious concerns over the
automobile’s role in pollution make-us painfully aware of the socral costs of this
unbalanced technological progress .
But another component of this analogy is not quite so innocent. The automobile
\j industry evolved policies that channeled and directed research, production and
expendrtures in the direction of prlvate automobile travel and away from mass
ttansit systems which generally, used different forms of locomotion. At the same
tirhe, these decisions benefited a partlcular sector of private industry _Théy had
profound effects on our society. A re¢ent Senate Subcommittee report states flatly
{Boston Globe, March 10, 1974): *
~ GM, ford, and Chrysler reshaped Amer/can\.ground transportation to serve
corporate wants instead of social needs. This study suggests that a monopoly in
ground vehicle production has led inevitably to..a breakdown of the nation’s
ground transportdtion. - :
'Q, Beginning tn the 1920s General Motors began to buy up rail and electric urban
transportatiori systems and then replaced them with busés or diesel locomotives
o which it manufactured. e
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. The samereport also documents (Boston Clobe, March 3, 1974) that changes in
stylingn the automdbile industry throug;'{:the years were not necessarily related to
improvements tn technology. |

We must recognize parallels in the».‘c'ontmumgkuse of large-scale standardized
testing programs in our school systems. The companies that produce standardized
tests are analogous to the big three automobile manufacturers they dominate their
market and dictate what 1s and 1s not acceptable Their outlook is himited by what
they have found successful Commereial self-interest makes it very unlikely they
will launch speculative new projects that might undercut their own positions And,
like the big three automobile manufacturers, the publishers who produce testing
programs are not isolated from the rest of society They have connections in
schools of education, foundations and government that reinforce each other and
thus tend to maintain the status quo—just as the futomobile industry has
connections in research institutes, regulatory agencies fhd government

. N .

Analysis of Costs . . ) )
One strong argument that is continually made for main&ining the present
evaluation system 1s based on relative costs. It is simply a great deal cheaper in
dollars and cents to give the MAT (or one form of the lowa Test) to every child in
the school system than 1t would be, for example, to introduce some sort of
individual observation system to deterqlléne the status of each child. But the total
. expenses are so different that no direct™®omparisons can be made. . .
~_The cost of feeding the present testing machine is quite small in comparison 29.
with setting up another one, but that does not mean the total investment in it 1s
small Besides the cost of the millions of test booklets, which are not reusable,
there are "a_number of school personnel, especially in large city systems (but
smaller onés as well), whose sole job is to organize, administer and interpret the
test programs Teachers and children spend a good deal 6f time giving and taking
tests In'some Follow Through sites as many as six weeks of the spring term are
-essentially lost for instructional purposes while the classes go through tHe agony of
taking the various required tests dictated by the school district, the state and the
- federal program The whole experience disrupts instructional acuvities for a
month and a half (that is about 18 percent of the total school year). In addition, a
thorough analysis of costs must consider the human and social factors. The tests
affect the content and approach of educational programs, they tyrannize teachers
and démoralize students  Also, part of the cost is the incredible inefficiency of
testing schedules. Typically, children are tested sometime in the fall and spring,
and the comparative results are released very late in that year or, often, in the next !
year Teachers cannot even use the tests for their own teaching purposes— they
can.only be wsed by outsiders, for purposes other than assisting instruction.

o ¥

¥ Social Implications of Testing
~ None of the problems mentionéd above would be seriously modified by the
availability of better.standardized tests.” ‘ :

., The major function of the present testing programs Is not to determiné how
mych children know, to diagnose their,learning stages, and to assist them n their . D
growth and development but, rather, to sort and classify children for their assigned

roles insociety For thistask the present system, with its shoddy and discriminatory

tests, works quite well and-almest independently of the quality of the tests them-

TS 2s! As Henry Dyer stated recently (1973): ' - " el
’MC “ l \ if.f-v 31 T
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Fhe-w:desdreadbse of tests for purposes of selection for deciding from Kinder-
garten on up who will pass ghd who will fail_who will be winners #hd who will be
losers, 1s not likely to go way in a hurry For, whether we like ﬂkor not, it has

= 1930s reflected the prejudices qf our society prevalent at that time Unfortunately,
the same views still influence decisions today In a standard psychology text
R published in 1970 (Bernard), individuals are classified accordmg to 1Q into
N categories designated as follows. ‘ .
~ o N ,
:\‘ "~ "« Intellectual Educational ‘ Live Work . Q % of
~« - Category Potential Potential Range Population
. f feeble-minded Uneducable Typically dependent | « Y70 1
Borderhne - Special Schooling Routine jobs . 70-80 2
Slow learners Spectal classes Day laborers, ‘
~ routing jobs - 80-90 16
. Normal . High school, but Laborers, semi- .
. ’ perhaps with ) skilled jobs, .
N\ . . difficulty - clerical work, {
N some semi- .
) . professional 90-110 50
w 30 Superior . High School, ¢ Skilled work, pro- b
o some college fessional work for ) o A
- : some _— 110-120 16
Very superior _|  College | skilled work, pro- o
> ' fessional career 120-130 2°
Gifted - Craduate School Protessional,. v
* ' créative . 130 1

‘The social implications of the view that only 2 percent of the population,

selected on the basis of a series of standardized paper and pencil tests, definitely
has the capacity for college work and professnonal careers and that at best 16
percent of the population has the potential for “some college” représents a
political judgment that would not be affected s:gmflcantly even jf the tests used
were less subject to.technical cniticisni. -
: The possibility of high test scores is held out to parents as a way of providing a
great future for their children when, in fact, it would take a very high score indeed
to change significantly the hfe cl}ances of poor children The complex relation of
school to economics, to college admission and to the job market is closely related
to larger social and polmcal issues, including the prejudices of our society (Berg,
1970). v

What the tests encourage 15 a lottery concept of education. It is true that” an

Qu-

unusually high-achieving child from deprived circumstancesza child who™ does
very weII on the standardized tests—can break aut of the bounds of the class in

- which he or she hves and actually change status. But the odds against such an
) occurrence are enormous. This kind of case—and there are spme all the time— has
the same effect on redistribution of classes in society that the lottery has on redis-
tribution of income. The lottery in Massachusetts, forexample, provides about a 13
million to one chancé of winning $1,000,000. That means that, after 13 million
_tickets are sold, one person may drastically change his or her economic status

There are just enough winners "of smaller amounts so that many people can’

LRIC o 32 -

> R o

D




s P v, 3 M- DR
.

support the ililision that they too ma\y be a winner, that they too can change their
status But, of course, the actual number is so small that the few who- break out of
poverty by winhing the sweepstakes is msignificant for any change ih class
=alrgnment Fxactly the same reasoning supports the' concept that good reading. e
scores will help populatrons break out ot*poverty or oppression The actual number
of children who can change their status as a result of, school success Is trivial -
compared to the total popglatron'of those condemned to poor jobs and continuing
‘poverty . . |
We can recognrze that the tests do not necessarily reflact accurately children’s |

“abilities and’ knowledge of individudls, by noting the numb&’ “of exceptions +to :
expected results Every person active in education has his or her own store of
anecdotes about Jane who did poorly on an MAT but could do the work, of Frankie
who could read only on the second-grade level and, after two months of help,
couldread on the sixth-grade level, of.Janrce whose 1Q rose 25 points in a year In g
sorne cases where people have looked at children carefully and worked with thepr—- 'r‘f“ “ﬁ‘
sensrtrvely whole cIa?Ses and groups have rncreased their 1Qs (Rayder et al , 1973) 8

- ot their grade level achrevement phenomenally over relatively short perrods of o
tme In Reading, How Fo (1973) Kohl reports the case of Lillian, a child whose
performance improved so much that it required the threa® of a law suit to force the

N school to accept the results of three reading tests .
Summary : \_ . ' v

k‘;'\t l§efore we advocate major programs to improve standardized tests, we have to 3]
reCognize their role in the American educational scene. The tests are one ' -
component in the g s¥stem of American schools. They contrrbute one .
element, but not the only one, » rfecessary condition, but notasuffrcrent one, to

see to 1t that the schools contrnue “the society as it 1s We have to be awaré of the

use of testing in the society, of the social and political role of the educdtion

system, and of the investment in the present evaluation, structure Only if we are

willing to reexamine the entire structure and nature %f the education of our

children can we hope to achieve more equitable schoolnng, that assists each child
* tordevelop his or her full potential N

A
\ . . .
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Another Look
at What's Wrong
with Reading Tests

Deborah Meler

) A teacher listening to two children read theassage, “He lived in a big house,”
notes that one read, “He lived in a big apartment” and the other, “He lived in a big
horse "1 Are both equally wrong? In fact, many teachers, like many tests, are prone
to consider~the latter mistake }eés serious, since it's “off” by only a single
consonant rather than a whole word. ’
In our frantic effort to teach children how to beat the testihg game we have lost
sight of the pur;Sose of rea§ng to turn the wré_ten page into something that makes
sense. Tests (formal or informal) are, at best, only symptomatlc a roundabout way
of getting some "hints as to what students are doing and whether schoels arehelping -
them. But the nature of the tests we have devised and our single-minded focus on
them have led to a decline in concern for the real act of reading with its power to-
explain, to mfll]!ence and to move. (For exampﬁamidst the presumably enormous
concern to mxprove reading in New York City’ neighborhood libraries have beén
cut back to a few hours a day and weekend use has been eliminated.) In order to
-
understand how this 1s so, we need clarificatiop regarding both the act of reading
and the nature of testing. Particularly, we need{1) a definition of what we mean by
reading. competence, (2) a closer look -at*the implicit underlying definition of
reading that 1s embodied in current readmg tests, and (3) some alternative means
of assessing reading that would document better what is and direct attention
tdbward what could be

r

TOQNard a Definition of Reading - ¢
. Wepretend—to parents, teachers and children—that it is enough that a child be
*Arilled into changing a set of visual symbols into oral anes, We act as though this
action'were reading. (It i1s such a commonly accepted definition of reading that the
parents of fluent readers sometimes complaln that schools are not teaching theit
children phonics ) We call this beh%% r “decoding” although, as linguist Frank

Smith points out, actually it is me translating from one code {visual) into
another code (oral).2 Such a skill, useful as it may be, is a very trivial one. For
example, | can do it for Spamsh without being able to understand a thing | am
saying.

We are in fact faced with a vast number of students who have made this first
translation into oral reading. They can decode, yet they are still at sea We are allin
this fix sometimes when reading somethmg we find difficult T‘he problem we facée:
15 not “breaking the visual to oral code.” Our difficulty lies in the subject matter

.itself or the language used to describe it. At such times we cannot translate the
visual or the oral symbols into significant meanings. Turning those marks on the
page into meaning i1s what constitutes reading. To do this means bringing a lot intoV”
the att of reading quite aside from what we know about the v1$ua| marks on the

written f)age 34 N
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When a college professor complains that. hIS students these days‘ do not even
know how to read, he naturally means (although he may ffot realize it) that such
students cannot make sense of the reading material he mlnlmally expects of a
college freshman The distinction between a 12.9 and a 6.9 reader (using the grade-
level equivalents of the standardized reading measures), after all, is not thatone
can read and the other cannot. The difference lies in what they can get meaning

from or the different sorts of meaning they-take from the samematerial. What_

changes— or what shoyld change—over time is what we bring to thé act of reading

Many experts have suggested as a definition of reading skill qua reading skill.--

(literacy), the closing of the &ap betyeen what one can make sense of orally and
what one can comprehend visually.? Given such a closure, the school’s task should
be to help children make sense out of more of the world.

. What Is Happening Back in the Real World?

n.?ghe absence of an acceptance of the kind of definition of reading outlined
briefly above, the tests ‘themselves have become a kind of implicit definition.

- When we ask a teacher or parent about a child's reading, they all increasingly fall

-back on the jargon of test scores. All comfhon-sense judgments are abandoned.
Even children begin to judge their reading as though it were merely an extension of
Ytesting. And no wonder, when even the best intentioned of us b in to urge
children to read in order to raise their test scores. ~
Those children who come to reading easily are the'léast mpured by thls although
they too are encouraged to focus narrowly on keeping ahead on the tests. Upper-
grade children who are alveady fluent readers, especially i t are in inner-city

schools, are often kept busy filling in blanks and drilling,on $ubskills that might

appear on tests while the content of the world is skipped over as a quury ,Good.

books are used merely to teach test skills. “gettlng the meaning” or “inferential
thinking.”

But the children who badly need the teacher’s assistance are the most seriously
handncapped While we hammer away at skill tasks that appear on tests, we often
deprive these youngsters of the kind of knowledge and language experience that
they badly need to bring to their reading. Even the skill- task*themselves are often
justified by the teacher only on the grounds that they are necessary for the tests.
They too may leave children as much in the dark as ever about how to use their
own natural intelligence to work out the relationships between the visual symbols
and’the world of meaning Worse still, these tasks convince some children not to
trust their own intélligent hypotheses, thus making it vlrtually impossible for them
to develop fluency. o

The task of making sense of the wrltten word is a procedure very dimilar to one
all children accomplished just a few years earher—when they learned to talk. it is
well to remember that the children who enter school, including the most dis-
advantaged, have only recently cgnstructed and verlfled a set of bewilderingly
complex rules that “summarize the relationships and regularities underlying
language "4 They succeed “#ven though adults are far from any understanding of
what these relationships and regularities are, let alone how to impart them through
formal instruction.”” They used a process of trial and error—plenty of error! To
encourage such experimentation we merely supported the never-stop noisemaking
and monologue-like conversation of small children. We responded to the sense of
what they were saying whenever appropriate. We did not categorlze them at each

‘successive stage, isolate the sounds or rules for their practice, count their errors o&
Q rict them on.the basis of some pnor logical notion of “sequence “ We did not®
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need a test to know If they were progressing or whether indeed they knew "how to
talk when they came to schaol We have no comparable grade-level oral languag,e
standards—umportant as oral language 1s Nor do we confuse good talking with
Conscious knowledg,e of the way language s put together, intriguing as the latter
may ge . > .

Readmg,, like talkmg,, appears to be logically impossible only when we persist In
acting as tholigh one needed to know all about it in order to do it We appear to
believe that learning to read requires both a superhuman memory and a quite
- impossible memory retrieval system We appear to do so in a period of educational
history in which we slmultaneously admire the research of Jean Piaget, which leads

us to conclude that young, children’s thinking 1s still very concrete and utilizes a :

form of logic that seems indeed illogical to aldults Yet we try to teach children to
read asthough they were indeed highly sophisticated and self-conscious computer
programers (and as though our system of written language was “computerable”)
That it sometimes appears to work 15 a cr to the flexibility“and tenacity of
human intelligence—to pick out what it needs and discard the rest That it so often

. floes not lead to anything resembling the real act of reading is hardly surprising

§r
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‘But we persist in this view of our task since the one thing such an approach may
indeed succeed in doing, at lgast in the short turn, 1s raise reading scores .

Even when children get past the first roadblock and begin to read with some
fluency, new obstacles appear in the form of new test-related demands For what is
especially vicious about this test-dominated approach is that.itsnever ends. There
are always more tasks that will gqnake you read (1 e, test) even better Afro point
along the way is one allowed to say, “Goodness, he‘reads' On to other things *

For example, in a study of the Stanford Reading Diagnostic using inner-city
Philadelphia seventh-graders, it appeared that many children scored well on the
reading comprehension subsection (the only part that comes close to measuring
reading per se) but were pulled down by low scoresyon subsections measuring
auditory discrimatjon, blending and syllabication é Amce the youngsters” final
scores reflected the sum of all the parts (and since teachers, children and programs
are yudged by such final scores), many odd clagsroom procedures naturally follow

Conscientious teachers give such children remediation tasks on the subskills

they tested poorly on They do $O regardless of any ev:dence that this will lead to
improvement in comprehensnbn Children are drilled on recognizing similarities
between certain isolated sounds ("Which word,” the teacher might ask, ’ has the ,
same sound in the middle asggat'—table, run, camp or seat?”) They spend hours
learning rules to help them decide whether to break “riddle” into “ri-ddle,”
“nd-dle’ or “ridd-le ” Considerable energy i1s also spent helping students decipher
test instructions, since all these skills will be in vain if the student cannot
ffemonstrate themesuccessfully on the test. Little time remains for reading or for
other content areas The child has been trapped Any other course seems to court’
disaster, being labeled “below grade.”
The Testsy -
« It s cnitical to recognize that a test 1s based on assumptions regarding yvhat is
being measured and why T difficulty with out reading tests is that we have
accepted the machinery of e tests without havirg questioned whether we agree
with their implicit or exphicit defimition of reading or of reading progress Even less
so have we agreed on how such reading 1s acquired ¢In fact, the testmakers deny
having either a defimtion~or a theory. They are merely measurement men.)

The tests are constructed not from an explicit theory of reading but out of an
eclectic potpourr of items whose justification lies in the fact that they have a high
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degree of correIatlon with later school success, are consistent with other similar
tests, and produce a normal curve The mldpornt along this curve then constitutes
what the layman mrsta’kenly assumes 1s the “should” of reading Does this sound
too slipshod, unfarr, unlikely as a description?’

._In the summer of 1973 a.group of respected readrng and testing experts met
together in Georgetown, Washington, D.C , under the auspices of the International
Reading Association They had a hard tthe agreetig about much, particularly
about what to do or say to the publrc at large But there was, as ane participant
noted in- summarizing the conference,® virtually unanimous agreement that all the
exrstlng normative-based reading tests were without a theoretical rationale, had

“Iitfle relevance for instruction and were not designed to measure or record
educational improvement.’. The experts agreed that the tests “both mask and
distort the'real issues involved in the acquisition of reading skill” and that there is
téday “na definitive knowledge regarding either the sequential learnings or
component skills that children must acquire in order to read successfully” They
further endorsed the notion that “especially in the acquisition period” reading tests
should be “program specific,” testing, “only what has been directly taught or

" vindirectly fostered.” .

Alternatives ~ s

There are many aIternatrve forms of assessment No perfect ibnes exist for all
«purposes and all ‘programs ° For example, the use of individually administered
reading inventories such as the Spache™ or the Silvaroli™ are a step in the right
‘direction if we want rough comparative data on rndrvrdt@. skill They also can
provide some diagnostic information, although so can any teagher who gives
attention to a child’s reading. Kenneth Goodman's Miscue In\)'entory12 1s better as
a tool for gaining insight into a child’s individua! approach, aIthoug‘h too detailed
and complex for everyday usé (z

Short, program- -specific tests designed to fit the activities of a particular class-
room or program are manifold They often come with commercial readrng\wstems
or can be quickly whippéd up by a teacher to see iIf what has been specrflcally
taught has been learned .

Good anecdotal decumentation of observed student language and readrng 15
done by many good teachers and researchers and could yield rich information that
15 both diagnostic and suggestive if we chose to spend our time and money that
way. D ) ;

For obtarnlng general data on Iarger populatidns,” programs or trends,
particularly beyond the stage of minimal reading acquisition, random samplmg

-~

techniques applied even tothe existing normative-type tests would be preferable °

Random sampling would also make alternative, more individualized methods
financially féasible and could thereby provide far, richer data. Incidentally, it
would also avoi e enormous and unbeatable problem of cheating that 1s
encouraged under present circumstances, since it removes both the opportunity
and the incentive to coach for the test or cheat during it. The Englrsh have, for

afnple glven a short individually administered reading test to a sample
population every ten years ™ While the English system of testing has also recetved
criticism for archaicdanguage as well as methodology, it has at least attempted to
develop comparative longitudinal data without distorting the educational process
by the evaluation of it.

The problem of assessment, In factzsis so equally well met by other and ¢ even
cheaper methods than the current mass testrngs that one IS led to conclude that
© e may be method to this madness ' 37 o
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ConAclusion

Most,standardrzed readmt, tests play a negative role They drscourat,e us from
using schools to help children become readers Those with other resources learn
anyway, those least advantaged are as usual stumped . - " »

The tests encourage us to fall for the notion that reading 1s mostly just a “trick,” a
useful one for “getting ahead” in the “real world” rather than a means of expanding
oununderstanding of it & §

It 1s well tg remember that schools cannot get everyone jabove the median It
stands to reason given other facts of life, that the least advahtaged will more likely
tall below the median than above This natural fact of life is reinforced by the
nature of any standardized instrument weighted, as it must be toward the culture
and associative patterns of the mainstream child " -

Still schools could succeed in making almost all children g,dod.hr;eaders This
appears otherwise only so long as we define good readmz, as a point on the Tiormal
curve It we tall for that frame of reference, it 1s indeed a logical contradiction to
seek improvement

To say there is no intrinsic necessity for the poor to turi off written language s
not to pretend that we could alter the class structure, achieve economic and social
equality, produce vast changes in patterns of mobility, or “even™ reverse the
locations of socioeconomic groupings on a normative scale by making all children”
competent reade\,( But tnerely because we canngt achieve all this just by helping
children be readers does not mean it 1s not worth doing
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The Stranglehold
of Norms on the .
Individual Chid = .

Lois Ba'rclay’Mlérphy ~

B

.

-

Our children~are choking in a stranglehold of norms.What do | mean by
“stranglehold’? | ,’fm talking about the stifling, asphyxiating, smothering effect that
comes from q:geonholmg children in,terms of test scores, of normative categories
of pathology and nonconformity to social demands. The breath ‘of learning
requires oxygen for mental growth and respect for the integnty of the child’s
individual psychic metabolfsm as well as his physical idiosyncrasies. Confinement
to a narrow, tight, constrained mental and emotional environment hmited by
statistically based norms and unrealistically, restricted expectations can starve as
well as frustrate the child, just as the Berkeley 1at cages int“erfgred with optimal
development of brain tissue and problem-solving in little rats (Rosenzwerg, 1972).

., The stranghng dnd starvation go on In schools, hospitals, chriics, families —
‘wherever we freeze our expectations of a child in terms of the belief that tests are
“the truth, the whole truth and the final permanent truth about a chuld’s potentiali-

ties Judgments are tbo often weighted on the 'negative side. Instead of asking’

about how sick, or bad, or problem-ridden a child 1s, we could ask. “How 1s he
dealing with the complex iife situation he 1s in, with its r-emotenesf from his style,
his longings, his realities, his needs, his particular balance or imbalance of
strengths and vuln’e\ﬁ)illtles?”’ We*could ask “How can we support his integrity,
build on his reseurces,- help him in ways Ke wants and is.ready to be helped,

v \

wherever we find him?” o

How and When To Look at Tests . - ‘ ..

Some wise teachers say I don’t look at the 'tests until L've had time to get

acquainted with tire child and discover®what he responds-to, what skills he has,
what he 1s interested in, what his tempo 1s, what he is hiding and what he lets us see
(I usually need a month or six weeks for that). Then | look at the test results in
relation to the way he is functioning Sometimes he does better than the tests
would lead one to expect, sometimes not so ‘well. If the latter, | .can explore
different avenues of reaching him, to bring out his better level, and | try to find out
what is hurting, or why he cannot bring to the group what he was able to bring in
the test situation |f he does better in the classroom than he did on the tests, | try to
find out what bugged him in the tests, or what they did not give him a chance’to
show " ’ )

Tests can enrich the teacher’s insight or the therapist’s understandir{g only when

the details are looked at 1n relation to the child’s experience In the test situation—

what he was coping with and how. -

Speed norms can be especially misleading, as we know from studies &f Amerigan
Indiam children (Klineberg, 1928) and from many children to whom strangené§§ in
a situation slows them down as they try to grasp what‘ls going on. ,

" Age norms have been useful in gross distinctions between severely retarded and

) .
Adauted ffum g presentalion tu (he Amernican Orthopsychiatnc Association at its 1972 Annual Conference in Detioit,
\l. agan birst published in Chlldhvood tducation, Apnl 1973, pp 34349, '

ERIC

.
.
r ’ LY ’ 2
i o R . N .
- .

¢ ’ - . ) -




LRIC

adequately endowed children and, moresbroadly still, n capacities of
children and adults But they hade led to nad asscrm ions regarding ‘age-
appropriate behavior and unreal/_*c pressures on children to behave like a twere-
year:old or a fourteen-yearqld as | shall document later, or even at younger age
levels to “be a b|g boy ” Pressures to meet arbitrary sex- roIe standards especially
ignore_the wide variety of growing-up patterns exhibited by children jn longitudinal
studies Mental health norms and concepts of problem behavior are often incon-
sistent with what we know, of the vicssitudes accompanyimg the progess of
growing'up, the long struggle with remarkably unique patterns of vulnerabrity and
strength, arid the very important “Toynbee effect,” the response to challenges
evoked by the confrontation of one’s specific checkerboard of weaknesses and
resources with the environmental ‘checkerboard of stresses and supports. To a large
extent, each child's development 1s'a*mystery story whose outcome we cannot
really predict The complexity of the developmental process with the emerging
capacities, drives, invéstments, conflicts is still far beyond our complete
comprehension, at our present primitive stage of understanding

«

&

, Some Key Sources on Human,Development - ,

' The most important volume on human development to appear to date became
available tn time for me tg usé some of the findings to document this thesis | réfer

io The Course of Human Development (1971) by Jones, Bayley; Macfarlane, and -

Honzik, of the Instltu'te of Human Development at the University of California.

This book .contains” edited versions of over sixty papers on physical, mental,

emotional and social development of the childiren, now adults, in three major
longitudinal studies at Berkeley begun in the 1920s and continued into the present.
It 1s not only a gold mine but the major gold mine of solid findings on
development, with implications everyone working responsibly with children must
take into account )

n share with-you only a few highlights, which | believe should be taken:
most sefiously andwhich, if we do, should challenge and turn around some of our

hysical Development and Behavior . ’

Let us start with the reports about relations between physical development and
behavior, some of which should be famihar but generally are not, from the volume
by Stolz ana Stolz (1951), the paper by M. C. Jones and N Bayley (1950) and by
H E. Jones (1971). These related articles document Ways the 20 percent of girls who
mature most early get into dlfflcultles as a result their social and sexual drives. are’
precocious In relation to their intellectual development, they may attract older
boys, be full of adolescent fantasies too early and be out of harness'with their
slower miore-average peers Since boys generally Mature more slowly than girls, the
slowest 20 percent of boys are also out on a limb, left te feel'madequa‘ e with both
boys and girls, 1solated, rejected, and of course. they develop,some form of coping.
and defense- techmques to deal with their situation. S:m:lar dilemmas are
experienced by children’who may not be in the extreme 20 percent, but whose
growth pattern is variable. ‘ S

In other words, it behooves us to watch closely’to see exactly‘what the develop:

" mental situdtion and problem are for the child before we'complaijn that he or she is
“not “acting appropriately. for his age.” How can ghey fit into a norm that is in-

appropriate to their individual patterns of developr®nt? Physical measures such as
height were much more predictive over a long age-span than mental test measures,

\ - T 40 .

t ngid assurgptiohs about behavior and dev&pment. -
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Muth OF the supipurt turthe thesis Dr Murphy presents herem hes trom lungitudingl series ot studies ot normal children,

prostiated gt the Menniger Foundation in Tupekd Kansas by S Escalong and M Ledtchan 1948, aluicamed turther under
Dr Myrbdhy s directiog untic 199 daywell as trom herprur resedryh at Sarah Lawrence College Suppon wds contributed for ®

- thBTupekd studie « trom the Prestter and Neameyer luumldfﬂﬁ)) and trum the National Institute ul\hnml Health, and tor
the latter studies by granty trom the foswh Macy Ir Ipm')d(mon ¢

while these were better than personality measures Correlations fag'height between
ages three and eighteen years were in the 70s, whereas mental-test measures were
around 40 But few personality measures reached .40 It 1s worthwhile to look
closely at 1Qs Macfarlane (1971) observes that for the eight t&%ts given between
ages stx and eighteen, only 15 percent of the children showed a range of less than
10 1Q-points, 58 percent showed a change of 15 IQ points or mbre. One-third of the
children showed a range of 20 1Q points or more Ten percent showed a range of 30
points or more These results are in line with our Topeka findings (Moriarty, 1966)
and, in addition, data, from the Fels Researdh Institute (Sontag, Baker and Nelson, .
1958),"as well as other studies’ such as Nancy BayleyS analyses of sequences in 1Q
(1949). .

IS
Mnsconceptnons About Mental Development

- .

Macfarlane concludes that "little reliance can be placed on one test’ Beyond N
thig, she'ndtes the striking finding that a nurpber of men with poor records both on
mental tests and school grades, right throug‘ﬁ’hugh schogl, came as adults into "
positions requiring creativity and high intelligence. For example, one man had an
average 1Q through his developmental years around 100, he was held over three
times 1n elementary school, and finally sgraduated from high school at age |,
twenty-cne without collegé recoﬂmendatlons He left the community, made up -+
his high school deficiencies and now s a hlghly talented architect. Currently he is
living out a ‘normal life through his chnldrem being active in his community, and
finding life exciting’and satisfying after thinking of hlmself as “a listless oddball” 3
during childkood and adolescence -~ -

Social Development Y o - .

Macfarlane also tells us that of the children studled by a large research staff . ° '

with different theoretical biases, close to 50 percent turned out to be more stable
and effective adults than any sta(f ember had predicted, 20 percent were less®™ o
substantial than’ predicted, %nd scarcely one-third turned,qut as predicted
Among the 10 percent who turned out far better than predictéd were two who
presistently spent their energies in defiance of regulations, getting marginal or
failing grades .throughout_their schooling, and finally getting expelled at ages
fifteen and sixteen. Macf.arlane finds both of them to be wise, understanding
parents now, who apprecnate the complexutles of life, _morgover, they arem.
humorous and compassnonate
In reflecting on the factors contnbufmg to erroneous predictions, Macfarlane
remarks that no one be¢omes mature without the pains and confusions of maturing
experiences. Even experiences that looked traumatic at the time are now regarded ¢
by subjects as forcing them to come tq. terms with what they wanted and did not
, want out of therr lives, and to shift their behavior in the direction of goals they
tlanhed Also, many tnmes behavnor,consudered unpromising by clinical
examiners, such as overdependence, was convérted into nurturance by adulthood
and not,overprotection — since these people wanted their children to avoid the
. overdependence they themselves had experienced. There wete also "late
bloomers” who blossomed only after they got away from their families'and were
“released to be themselves. Macfarlane emphasizes the capacity of theSe young
people to drop early habits and behavior that got in therr way as adults, and*to
develop new patterns on a trial-and-error basis. She also emphasizes the tendenc
of a climical staff to overweight pathogenic aspects.of behavict seen in childhood
Q to give too httle weight to the matynity-inducing aspects. . S
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Some Basic Findings on Individuality , ’ >

| have begun with the most familiar areas foraclinical and glucationdl workers.
Let me go on to some very fundamental findings from the mfdical, physiological
andbiochemical areas Another-important volume for clinical kers must be The

, Biology of Human Variation. Here Dr Sontag (1966) of the Fels Kesearch Institute
q reports evidence that the heart rate of the fetus, influenced as it may be by the
fetal environment, tends to persist to adulthood And we are beginning to have
data on the relatlon of behavior to heart functioning and other autonomic
reactivity patterns Granted that the autonomic nervous system' interacts with the
. central nervoys system and 1s mfluer&ed by cognitive functioning — as *biofeed-
( back stuQnes are showing (Hefferling and Bruno, 1971) — the influence from ~
autonomic functioning to behavior urgently demands attention. In fact, 1t may
wéll be that we will understand more about variability in 1Q when we study the
relation of these variations to auR)nomlc reactivity.

Still another basic contrlbutlon to sur thinking is that of Roger Williams i in hts |
baok on Biochemical Indlwduallty (1956). Here he documents the extraordinary |
variations in individual structure and needs — from sizes and shapes of storfiach
and intestines to the most extreme differences in needs for each of the different
vitamins Such flndmgs simply.add another dimension to the extensive and solid
dafa on mdmduahty of growth patterns from mfancy to adulthood (Shirley, 1931,

Olson, 1943; and* thers) ‘

- 40 ¢ Misuse of Statistics . - S ‘ ’
e

‘We really don't need any more support for the necessity of recognizing
mdnvnduahty atevery ‘level but, just to cap the climax, | will mention the comments
of one of the world’s eremost statisticians, C. Radhakrlshma Rao (1965), to the
effect that much of oy statistical thinking is unsound when we draw conclusions

# from average scores in large groups, while i ignoring the scores of counterbalancing
- subgroups that contribute to the averages.”| emphasize this point. because the
averages are used as a basis for norms — norms which we have already seen are

- - misleading, as in the data on variations in ages of maturation at puberty

Rethinking Frozen Concggts i - ’ ,! :} .
We have been talking about individality, plasticity and the capatnty for self-
&€ directed change. Macfarlane also emphasnzed the trap of pathologygriented

thinking: Surely the data amassed over the last fifty years demand that we.sethink
our frozen concepts, Toosen up, confront the realit; ties of child developme t and
come up with some better, more reakistic if less quic C and easy concepts. Rehance
on the 1Q has stultlfled our thinking about petentialities of children. Rehance on .
pathology-dognated concepts of drives has dlstorted our thinking, even polwted
1t - . A : HIEN
What are the alternatives, possible ways of thinking about children that m\ghc be )
more fair to the,child and his potential development?

Using Data Qualitatively PR . PR N Lo

First, we need to recognize that IQ tests, personality tests and the rest e: \
limited We can vséxvhat they tell us about wﬁat the child, does at this momeri, -i \. \

under these confgnmg, distracting, uncomfortable, frlghtenmg, boring, unmsplrmé

conditions They.don't tell us what the child does under other conditions, or what® o 1
he might do if comfortable /stlmulated or msplred healthier, or less bogged down’ \) A
Q in family anxieties As gpelittle boy in the Topeka studies implied, they do not
. - ' . h
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" even necessarlly teII what ttte chlld can do right ,.ow He asked "Why d0n t t you
ask me to do what | can do?’ * N
Along with this, we.need to fecogmze that the specifics of the test may be much
more |IIummat|ng than the 1Q, whichy'i is the ave?agenf all the func1;|0ns One little
girl who barely passed’ seventhryear-level tests on rautme items passed twelfth-
year-level tests mvoIvnnans;ghf and conpprehensnon Although she was retarded in
reading at that time, she has’ become an expressive and original writer and a
Aremarkably intuitive and Creative  ypothier She was considered a “slow learner” in
e\eseCOnd grade, while ‘all the time she was storing away observations and
Tk ctions in her independent sensitive way. | could give other examples, from our
" Topeka studies (Murphy and Moriarty): a girl with an early IJ of 100, who was
considered in college the most outstanding candidate for a music scholarshlp, and
is now having her graduate year of practice teaching in preparation for a career as
a music teacher In hér case, the incidental observations of her social awareness
could have prOvided a better basis for prediction of later development.

€ o
.

Understanding Motivation — Some Examples ‘ 8

Along with the qualitative use of data fromtests of all sorts and the observations
that can be made during, before and after. tests, we need a drastically new
approach to motivations and drivés. Perhaps we will be -on more solid grodtd if we
ask. “What s this child’s situatiorf, the positives and negatives (roadblocks, frustra-
tions, etc.) for him; what can wé learn fabout the positives and negatives of the
equipment he brings to dealing with the situation — the areas of strength and of
vulnerability, and in terms of his plus and minus resources what is he trying to do
with his situation?” In Juvenile Court one Monday. morning | saw a ghetto boy
brought in for picking up some discarded metal tuﬁ‘hg\(i;a construction area; |
don’t know just what he was going to do with it, but .no“ane asked him. Here is a
boy for whom the city provided no play space, nothing to explore or to creafe with.
He finds something he might usé* Bravo! A boy with some initiative, some active
drive to pick up a crumb of possible value.in the arid ghetto where hre lives. Let us
get him into a shop for metal- and wood-working where he can try out his ideas
instead of sending him to Detention where he'll learn. fascinating criminal
techniques.-

Here is another six-year-old boy with an extremely disturbed mother. | happened
to be nearby when | heard him vell to a'friend, “Bill, let's get the hell out of.here,
Mom'’s starting to go on a rampage.” His drive to survival was being expressed in
utterly healthy and sensible escape. At school his teacher reported that he didn't
seem to trust any adults and was not “learning.” Of course, he had learned some
very basic things, and was using h|s learning well in terms of what he had
experienced of life so far.

Another snx-year-old boy who re;ected a very rlgld teac s placetl in a
different school and reported, “This new, teacher understands children much better
than that other teacher.” He was correct — just one instance of how important it is
to listen to the observations, judgments and points of view of children. -

The examples | have given illustrate the child's; integrity as an autonomous-
growing_ pérson, appraising his environment, finding ways to survive in it
developing whatever coping methods and defenses he can devide to get along with
the business of growing up and gét along in the situation in_which he finds himself.
.The extensive documentation of transitoriness of fears (Jersild, 1935) Behavior
problems (Macfarlene, Allen and Honzik, 1971) and even changes in body-build
f‘*f)lz dnd Stolz, 1951) attest to the exter&of the child’s plasticity and capacity for
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change, and for progress in mastery and outgrowihg earlier patterns he does not
need any longer Topeka (Murphy and Moriarty) and Berkeley (Macfarlane,
“Perspectives 197 1) studies document the positive outcomes that can emerge

from the child’s mastery of his vulnerabihty and the streSSes he successively faces
3

Dlscovermg Coping Strategies

The obvious conclusnon is that we need to focus on and better understand the
.nature of ongoing current coping struggles, how to support_them, how to help the
child to extract the strength and insight that successive experiences may make
available to him. We need to understand the positive strategic values of
withdrawal in certain situations, and be very cautious about talking about a “with-
drawn child ” Similarly we need to respect and value children’s protests,
resistances, attempts to change or control situations, and all the other active
coping efforts that can givk us cues to what the chilq finds intolerable, unsuitable,
boring, distasteful or threatdning to his integrity | afRnot offering a new scale or a
new test to freeze your thlnking once again. | am p¥ading instead that each
clinician, each teacher, use all of the available resources along with his own fresh
look at the child in his situation in order to discover the meaning of the child’s
'behawor from the child’s own point of view.

5
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In the past, many schools have recorded only achne‘ved outcomes. Thus, .
teachers and parents have typically accepted isolated end by-products of the p—
learning process as representing learners’ knowledge. {f a child could state an
answer to ar-arithmetic problem, the process by which he reached the solution —
whether by guessing, counting on the fingers, or engagmg in Iog:cal denvatvon -
was neither discussed nor recorded. i

To the extent that process was given consideration, as in the:mstance f askmg a
child to correct a wrong answer hy correcting the process he used to réach th
answer, progess itself was construed to be a correct procedure. Therefore, asn th
assessmentand recording of end products, process too has usually been medsured
in terms of correctness rather than‘in terms of productivity, flexibility, medning-
fulness or spontaneity.

For children in classrooms where their act:vuty is minimal except for verbal
responses, such as assessment is virtually all that is available to a teacher. And, in
any event, end products are most readily available for measurement.

When classrooms are structured as environments that invite direct, active
involvement 1n exploring concrete material, however, the processes underlymg the
child’s organization of the world around hlm become more apparent to the ’

e
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insightful teacher With this awareness, the teacher may develop reluctance to
maintain thg,éld forms of achievement-oriented record-keeping and testing. _

A crucial difference in recording and documenting process rather than
achievement is that the former must be observed.over time to determine a,pattern,
<~ a matrix of descriptions of the learner’s invglvement. Using measuyres of
end-achievements, for assessment purposes, on the other hand, assumes that .
“fearning can beTecorded and assessed as isolated efements independently of the
“meaning for thelearner. ) . N

Speaking/:(jf the ongoingness of the learning situation,” the importance of

., K continuityZJ6hA Dewey (1938, p. 38) said ~
. ifexpétience arouses curiosity, strengthens initiative, sets up de@‘d\

- purposes that are sufficiently intense to carry d person over d places in the
. , futlre, continuity works in a very different wiy. Every experience is a moving .
l force Its value can be judged only on the ground of what 1t moves toward and into -
"w o ltisthen the bysiness of the educator to'see in what direction an experience is
heading. . . Failur\&to take the moving force of an experience into account so as to

-

s

judge and direct it on the ground of shat it 1s moving into means disloyalty to the,

. principle of experience itself. . .

’ And Alfred North Whitehead (1819, p. 25), who also grasped thoroughly the
organic nature of the complex we call “schodl,” counseled that toassess the ¥chool
we should not test the achievement of jts. students but sample the-program
according to its stated goals and philosophy: i

; : sl 5
44 Primarily it is the schools and not’the scholars which should be inspectedfach

schopl sholild grant its own leaving certificates, based on its own curriculum.' The .
standards of these schools should be sampled and corrected. But the first reqiMyte
for instituting &ducational reform is the school as a unit, with its approved ¥
& riculum based on‘its own.-needs, and evolved by its own staff. , .
3 " Inany human process we only see, truly encounter, what is available to us from
our own point of view. We must first of all acknowledge the relativity of the event
— be it the learning process, knpwledge itself, or the school — and the subjectivity
- of/cdur own assessment. a ~r :
‘ The “objective” measure, such as a score or computerized datum,. always is
“rooted in someone’s point of view about what is worthy of validation. If all we can
articulate from our point of view about a childs experience with arithmetic is the
correctness bf his information, then we carr respond to and record only that aspect

’

of his experience. - $ R

If we perceive the,most important skill in reading to be word-recaguaition, we will
-~ find an “independent measyre”'of word-recognition and-by dpplying it’ we will
validate not the reading progess but the single dimension that (unacknowledgedly)

- we deem to-have greatest significance But by being willing to fofego certainty and
by accepting our point of view_as part of the datum, we can%ccrue’ descriptive
- * patterns that will permit the stable characteristics, the stable thémes of an event to

emerge. .

B - * *' 5 1*; *
The Prospect S¢hool, @s a demonstration school for the state of Vermont, has
had to confront the necessity for record-keeping, documentation.and evaluation

_ since it was founded in 1965 Beginning with an original group of twenty-five five-
and six-year-olds from widely varied economic backgrounds, the school has
evolved to include approximately ninety-five children, grades K-9. The population
continues to reflect diverse economic backgrounds. Staff presently includes five
teachers, and it is their records that prouide the basic data for an ongoing research
and documentation program. The design for the record-keeping, the research and
the documentation,,and the collation of the longitudinal data haye been largely
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the responsibility of 'a small research staff (origifafly one pdtson and, since 1971,
7 three persons) serving 1n an adjunct relationship to the school.
What those of us working at The Prospect School have done within our program
Is to construe our record-keeping as a consciously temiporal and subjective process .7
In practice, we consciously examine and.record processes — e g, social
development, expressiveness, reading — descnptlvely so that any given process s
available for interpretation over time accordipg to the way 1t contributes to the
child's total development or to the evolution of the leatning environment. That is,
the availability of descriptive records provides the basis for an ongoing
, examination and interpretation from a variety of points of view of such diverse
- processes as the physical and intellectual development of the individual child, the
patterns tn learning to read among a group of children, the relatronshnp of early
anthmetic skill to social development, the eontribution of the individual’s interests
tothe evolution of the total curriculum, etc. While the primary ob;ectrve of these
records 15 to contribute to the continuity of the individual chrld’ Jlearning .. °
' experience, their secondary objective 1s tQ previde a documentary account of the ’
evolving school program Finally, from the data and instght accrued through ‘the
records and documentation we have also desrgned instruments (Carini, Blake,
Carini, 1969) to make independent and longitudinal assessments of underlymg L
processes in chrldren s problem-solving and thinking Through thys instrumentation .
we hope to learn’ more of children’s spontaneous formulations of their experlencg. s

to better enablé us to prov1de a learning. environment that will support -their
continusng growth.

The basic records (Carini and Carter, 1971 Carter and"Carint, 1972) we have kept
o toprovide a continuing description of each chrld and to prowde 3 documentatton 4-5
. of-program,include the following: g SR A - ¥ b
—Children’s work, e g, drawings, photos, etc '
-2 —Children’s journals? 3 .
—Children’s notebooks or written work r O
—Teachers” weekly records - i :
. “Teachers’ reports to parents N T
- —Teachers’ “assess?mnt of children’s work in math, reading, actrvrtles - «
—Curnculum trees cT . ,." ) ) -
—Sociograms . b - . a
How these records contribute to the understandmg,of each child’s mvolvement

in the learning process and to the documentation of the total program can be
gauged from the followmg excerpts from the r\ecorgii\kept of the involvement of &~
group of older children’in an ongoing project (Carter & Carini, 1972):

.

, Teacher's Records of Group Involvement in tl)e Merck Forest Prolect [Excerpfs]

September 24 — Today was beautrful We took the g;oup to the Merck Forest — Chris drove David
. Sobel’s van, beautiful weather and the kids seemed toenjoy it — only Heidi mentioned that she didn't
" like the trips too much but after lunch5he played hertecorde:.wrth some of the other girls and seemed
happier o ~--\\ )
Hugh (Putnam) introduced the forest qnd we broke up :
_—Chrgtook Morns, Alec, Ned and Per up to Mount Antone
—Hugh led a group for the grouse expedmon and wildlife —Elizabeth, Louise, Penny, Dru Anna, Karl,
Jacoband me. S N ke
—Charlie had a group Iearmn@, about treesaﬁlmly and Pnscrlla - |
—~Only Heid' dhedn’t choose an adrvﬂy te
After lunch — which everyone brought forthemselves, (except Morns apd Jacob’ f’orz.,ot) - Davrd
read some of The Living Forest N

- <
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October 28 — | went to the Merck with seven students — Negﬂe/c, Karl, Louise, Morris, Elizabeth,

Per Chris also drove — it was a warm sunny day AT
— Per and Ned hiked with Chris to the hunting lodge ¢ : .
— Louiss\ Morris and | helped blaze a trail

ammal tradks in the snow Hugh ‘came (Chris went with us), Karl, Emnly, Louise, Ned and Alec T
Decembter 2 — Chnis and I took a group of nine to the Merck Forest — three feet of snow with bright,

cold and exhaustion '

©

etc - ’ .-

Teacher’s Records on an Individual Child’s Study of Mushrooms [Excerpts]

September 20 — At the Merck Forest Elizabeth got really interested in mushrooms — wants to study
them next time out "

September 27 — (Elizabeth) — The mushroom project has really captured her interest She has just
been up to her armpits in work since we came back She and Anna and Dru made some really beautiful

posters explaming what they had found. - . gty

Elizabeth’s Identification of Mushroom [Excerpts from Her Notebook] T

1 Growing in rich soil 2'4 inches high, sort of shady spot Thick stem about 1 mch 1n diameter it 1s,
while gills are white getting down toward the edge Also curves inward making cup shade, 1s about 2" .
to 3 inches across the cap The color gets darker as 1t cups in, feels hard, the stem is white. When
btoken open, it is (or we think it 1s) a tricholoma They grow next to pine trees mostly This'one.was
growing with birches and maples Animals may like eating this kind of mushroom

2 2% inches tall, the cap 1s 3 inches across It 1s a brown color, is very roundy The top flat part Is
darker than the rest The gllls are white, the stem Is pinkish white UNIDENTIFIED Ky

.
-
~

Children’s Observations on the Merck Forest [Excerpts from Journals]

a pool deep and clear There are woods all around
Dru — October 7

Hike & Hike & Hike
finally at
the lean-to

Karl — no date — There Is a stream on a mountain It’s far @There 1s a place where | went that has

Went to Merck Foresy, went to identify mushrooms

Death caps &
Gas teromycetes
are in store for
us today

3
»

—

Penny — December 2 — Most of us went to the Merck toé’y we had to go a different way today
because the other was not plowed When we got there it was a very different place That's what | had
thought, 1t was a big hill of white, ‘and it had pine and spruce trees all over, and they had snow
weighting down their branches The whole view was so beautiful There were some things in Mary s car
that were Dave's that | wore They were like boats in one way and slippers in th er and they were
very warm It took us a long time to get up to the hunting lodge. When we go&kve only stayed
. long enough to eat lunch and then we had to go back to the parking lot But we had a 1ot of fun On the
way back | wore snowshoes

Karl — March 21— Last Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday we went to the Merck Forest on a three-
night overnight | don’t know what to say about it | went out with Per and Jacob They were throwing
snow-balls at me Today | wrote a letter to the National Outdoor Leadership School about going on
one of their expeditions 1f I got to g6 | would be able to hike and fish and all kinds of good things for
. five weeks And this afternoon | don’t know what | will do but | hope | can ke y reading or writing
or something | also hope | can writé in my journal tomorrow. /f5\ *

& K \
Implications » ‘ ‘

The final record reported can serve to m}entlfy a comprehensuve curriculum
available to the total group at the Prospect'School in math (surveying, maps,
shopping}, natural science (mushroom research, grouse project, animal
identification, etc ), and physical edlication (trail construction, snow-shoeirig, -

skiing, etc.). Even from these bnagcerpts the’ pattern of mterests and . .’
4.
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involvements for individual children is provocative. Does Elizabeth’s precision in
cIassuflcat!on of “the mushroom reveal an absorption in close observation, an
interest in mushroorﬂzthemselves or perhaps both? Can this interest be contlnued
givenln inner connectedness, through ¢lose work with mlcroscopes or more work
with identification? In fact, the mteresté?iextend to microscopic study, and if oge
were to look back upon many years of records of Elizabeth’s involvements one
would find.a balance struck between the precise and mathematical on the one
hand and the fantastic on the other — the latter expressed through reading’
patterns, writing and productlons in clay and papier-mache

Thus, each project reported in the comprehensive record reflects the specific
Interests and involvements of individuals like Elizabeth. That Karl, a child new to *
the group, both writes “There 15 a stream on a mountaln It's far ‘There is a place
where | went that has a pool dgep and clear . . , blaZes tralls writes to the
National Leadership School, and acknowledges his uncertamty as a member of the
group In his tangential relationship to Jacob and Per gives depth and meaning to
Dewey’s (1938, p 38) statement that »

Every experience s a mowng force. It can be judged only on the ground of what
it moves toward and intd . . . It is then the business of the educator to see in what
direction an experience is heading . . . Failure to direct it on the ground of what it is

moving into means disloyalty to the principle of experience itself. v

In what ways should Karl be supported? What will extend and deepen his
interests without distorting them? One function of records is to provide insight to
teachers that enables them to promote continuity of the learner's experience
Documentation_in comprehensive form of that contipuing interest and
involvement, 'in turn, constitutes a gdescfiption of the program so that, in
Whitehead's words, “the standards of the school canbe sampled and corrected

Records like those above, together with brief daily recording of skills {e.g.,

- -reading and numbers), have permitted us to document our curriculum over the
past seven years, to repott precisely to parents and others ongrowth of individual
"'lldren to study patterns of relationship among children, and to dlscover patterns

e
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of occurrences that reveal styles of learning; e.g., the bright, late-conserving boy
who is slow to learn the technical skills in reading. . ..
From these close descriptive observations and recordings within the classroom,
we have also developed hypotheses and instrumentation for making longitudinal
assessments of processes in language, thinking and problem-solving (1967, 1968).
Our process of data-analysis ower a four-year period, in combination with
observations of children carrying out spontaneous activities, has resulted in
analysis of the problem-solving tasks and resolutions of the tasks to form a scale
(Carini, 1972). This scale, at present only partially complete, is the single most
significant result of The Prospect School evaluation to date, as it has potential to
assess the following dimensions in the child’s relationship to the world: a) what any
given task demands of the child; b) what the complexity and the availability of the
perceptual or conceptual material are to the child; and c) what level of
differentiation is reflected in the child’s resolution of the tasks. This kind of
assessment to provide a definition of the limits and plasticity of a developmental
stage is needed if, as Wohlwill (1968) points out, we are to specify a developmental
timetable. . ’
Equally, this kind of assessment has potentiality for replacing tests of correctness
Wwith tasks that provide deicriptive and diagnostic information about a given child’s
approach to a problem. Thus, a child might be asked to give as many ways as he
can think of to make ten. By his formulation of the problem as limited, for
example, to one operation (addition) and that operation carried out randomly (8 +
2, 5+5, 3+7), we are informed of his capacity to resolve a task requiring the
formulation of a conceptual framework independently of perceptual materials.
Were we to reformulate the same task to provide the child with the operations and
the logical relationships (9 + , 8+ 7+ , 10— =9, 10—___=2),
we might anticipate a higher level of resolution. .
. Thus both ourrecords and testing can be addressed to process and description. |
tAnd if at times we also find reason to, record or test specific knowledge
end-products, therrthis isolated information can be embedded into and givep its
- appropriate weight within the total mosaic, of the person’s learning experience.
We are encouraged by our progress so far, but look forward to learning more
with and from the children of The Prospect School.
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Marcy |
,ppen School:
Feeding Back to

Decision-Makers

Ruth Anne Aldrich

. -

The basic issue behind any form of evaluation is accountability. Participants in
Marcy,Open School of Minneapolis, Minnesota, have actively considered the.
questlons ”"For what must a school be held accountable?” and “How can
evaluation provide us with the information we need to develop an mcreasmgly
responsible program?” —

Such questions, which have obvious importance for assessing the effectiveness

. of any educational venture, have particular significance for those of us working to
develop informal, open education approaches. The Open School at Marcy is a part”
of Southeast Alternatives, a federally funded five-year project (cutrently adminis-
tered under the National Institute of Education). This Experimental School Project
of the aneapohs Public School District seeks to provide comprehensive change
in educatlon _by offering a number of alternative school programs to children,
parents "and teachers. Marcy’s open education program is one of the four elemen-
tary alternatives from which parents and children can choose. It features flexiblg
curgiculum, 's’chedulmg and age grouping for up to 330 children, ages five to
eleu\ with émphasis on helping the children learn.to think and to make

mdependent Judgments

Evaluatlon

Evaluation of the Southeast AlternatlvlaPro;ect is both external and internal. A
program of summative evaluation is being developed by @ group known as the
aneapolls Evaluation Team (MET) which reports directly to the National Insti-
tute, of Education. In this article we wi h to focus on the program of formatlve
evaluatlon provided by an internal evalyation group. S

 For the past three years | have been working as the internal evaluator of Margy -
Open School. My rqle is to provide information to decusnon-mékers that ‘wilt help
them improve program. Decision-makers may be individual classroom te chers
who seek to identify and solve problems within their own classrooms, or they may
be the staff as a whole or the Marcy A Yclivns ry C0uncul~composed of parents -
w* "Tteachers and admmlstrators-—who are responiible for decisions concerning pro- (
gram and structuré. | work with the individual onthe group involved, to identify the ~
program. As | gather relevant information, it is jven to the people mvolved to be
@eodasa tool toward making informed decisions.




”

Accountability ) ’ ¢

A maijor task the staff and Marcy Advisory Council have requested is the
evaluation of general _program achlevement of its goals and its accountabylity for
those goals.

To be accountable means to be held responsible for somethmg over which one
has control Schools have control over the goals they identify and over the environ-

. ment they construct to achieve those goals. Whether or not they do achieve their’
goals with particular children is influenced by many factors that are not within the

control of the school By the end of sixth grade, children have spent only approxi-
mately 7 perﬁm lives in school During that time families, peer groups and
other societal agents have had a large influence upon a chlld s motivation for and
ablllw to learn. Ultxmately, only the children themselves ¢an be responsible for
what they learn.

Historically, the tespornisibility of schools has been misplaced so~that they have
been held accountable for what children learn. Several unfortunate effects result,
most important of which is that schools become defensive about those things they
can’t contrpl and are actually relieved of the burden for those things they can
control—namely, the environments they create for children.* The Marcy
Adwvisory Council and the Marcy staff as a whole have accepted a position of
responsibility for the quality of the enYironment they create for children in the
school. . ;

Given this definition of responsibility for environment, and my role as internal
evaluator, the general design for that evaluation is as follows: 1) selection by
school participants of priority goals, 2) assessment of the environment of the
school as it relates to those goais 3) assessment of children’s responses to that
environment, and 4) feedback of information to relevant decision- makers.

|Wl|| describe furtherlthg_lmplementatlon of this design at Marcy:

Selectlon of Prlorlty ‘Goals . ’ g

Throughou't the first vear of Marcy Gpen School’s existence (1971-72), the staff
and parents identified and then later revised d list of seventeen goals for children.

"The Marcy Advisory Council, staff and Evaluat;&ori Committee (a standing

committee of the Advisory Counc:l) have chosen three of those goals as being of
highest priority for evaluation- v

Goal 1: We want girls and boys to speak, listen, write, read and to deal with mathemaucal concepts
effectively and confidently
Goal 2: We expect that children will take more respoqsnblllty for their own learning in all areas—
|, aca ic, physical 1
Goal 3: We hope that children will increase their understanding of their individual rights and the
rights of othets

These three goals are accepted as bem{generally of greatest importance for the
school The other fourteen goals have not been abandoned, but for the school year
1973-74 were not considered as a foeds for general eval\uatnon

Assessment of the School Environment . ;

A sci®ol’s creation of an environment mcludes the arrangements provided for
wse of time and space, the materials and activitié3 made available for children, and
the nature of the interactions that take place between adults and children. These
are all dimensions over which the school has direct control and that should be
consciously designed to%acilitate children’s growth in goal-areas. At Marcy ©pen
School my work as internal evaluator has been b)collect information about each

* Ruth Anne Aldrich, “Innovative Evaluation of Education,” Theory mto Practice 9 (Feb 1974) 14
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o‘ these dimensions through use of classroom observat|0ns mapping, photog-

raphy, teacher questionnaires and children’s interviews. | have sought information

about the environment as it relates to each of the three goal-areas stated earlier.

4

Time: How much time 1s given to formal instruction in goal-+elated activities instruction in reading
skills, wnting techniques, math skills, group discussion skills and techniques of responsibility? How
much time 15 available for the children to thformally use the skills they are learning reading for enjoy-
ment, belng read to by adults or other children, writing about expeniences, applying concepts of
individual nights in informal interactions with others, and discovering effects of being responsible for
projects?

Space: How much space is available for goal+elated activities? How readily available is that space7
How undisturbed 1s that, space?

Materials: What materials are av‘a,llable to the child expressive materials, books, magazmes wntln
equipment, listening equipment and recordkeeping materials? What range of ability and subject dob
those materials reflect?

Activities: What activities are provided to encourage growth in goalvelated areas. language
development, mathematical concepts of balance, design, calculations, understanding of the effects of
not following-through on commitments, and increasing sensitivity toward self and others? How are A
those activities chosen?

Interactions: What is the nature of interactions between adults and children7 Is there an expectation
that children express themselves verbally, in writing and through artistic expression? Is an expectation
communicated to children that they take responsibility for their cwn actions? Are they allowed to fail ,
andto ! rn from that failure? Do adults express a respect for the rights of ch|ldren and communicate
an expectation that children will respect the rights of others?

This list 1s not exhaustive, but all of its dimensions are cleatly within the control
of the schodl—and school people should make conscious decisions about them. 5]
y °

-]

Assessment of Children’s Responses

Thaugh the schqpbn.ust not be held directly accountable for what a child learns,
bed¢ause of other influences described earlter, a part of its accountablllty is in
kn wmg how children are responding to the envirohment it has created and in
the en,y|r0n ment if the children’s responses are unsatisfactory. There is a
distinct differenge between knowledge of what a child learns and knowledge of
how a child is responding . The question is not one of what a child can do, but
instead of what thé child does. This difference is reflected in Marcy’s goals which
state the desire that children will read effectively and confidently, rather than that \
they will know how to read, and the expectation that children will take responsi-
bility for learning, rather than that they willknow how to take responsibility. The
evaluation, therefore, must look at the qffestion of what children actually do
withih the school environment. .

To facilitate gathering this information, | have selected a sample of 20 percent of
the September 1973 enrollment at Marcy School from afong children of,each age
group, children of racial minorities and of the.racial majority, and children
categorized as special education. Through classroom observation, children’s
interviews, photography ‘and collection of classroom and school records, the

following mformatIOn has been made av&ilable for each of those,children:_ - ;

N .
' Goal-relatedness of activities during one day in October and one day in Apnil x -
Participation in and products from various school interest-centers - \ .

. Samples of weekly or monthly classroom-activity records C‘
Participation in special education and counseling programs ’
Growth in language and math skills over a two-year period
Growth in affective characteristics throughout each one-year period
Standardized test scores in reading and math
Excerpts from end-of-year-reports to parents
"~'Iected samples of art work andwriting . 53 ‘ ~ Y
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\ This informatie@ has provided a profile of the involvements and growth in goal-

areas of the sample of children

Feedhack of Information to Decision-Makers T : _ . )

For evaluation to serve an ongoing formative function, we need to consi@®r the
information as it is collected, rather than at some pre-specified endpoint in tl'm,e.
Thus, feedback must be a constant process All information that | collect at Marcy
Is given to the teachers involved, as soon as feasible to do so The form of .
communication may be either weitten or verbal Specific details are included,
identifying children, activities and times so that the information can be used In
approprate and meaningflil ways for planning )

tn addition | make larger summary reports available to }he total Marcy staff and
Marcy Advisory Council A preliminary report is presented in midyear, arlq a feport

« summarizingall the information.collected for the year is presented in May In eac
~, case | generalize information so that individual classrooms and children are nqQt
X " identifiable tothe reader, bug | include sufficient detail so that decisibns can be
’ made on the basis of the data A

. Having recéived the information, thé decision-makers themselves (be they
indwvidual teachers, schoolwide committees, Advisory Council members or
parents) have responsibility to judge the success of the school in providing®
) adequately for children’s growth TJ;!eV are also responsible for making decisions
. about possible modifications of p}g“ggg_m and how to best achieve them Such
52 decistons might involve rearrangements of space, changed grouping of children, or _
® sharpening of ieachers” skills through staff.development. - v -

"«‘(

Conclusion . B

This model of school evaluation has been implemented in an open school. The
tmplications of such a process are not limited, however, to open or infermal
education Schools should be accountable for what they provide for chlldrep, no
matter what the structure of the program might be. Regardless of the setting, |
evaluation can serve the function of reflecting information about ' that
environment : .

Schools should be growing, evolving institutions aware of their successes and
designing change for their failures Through a realistic definttion of accountabifity
‘and an active program of evaluation, that process can become a reality fqr all

A
) schools ) :
-y .

- Childrens - - |
- Interviews : -

Na;1cy Ann Miller ;T ) - .

) . : [+]
n

o
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Over the past several yeats the staff at the University of North Dakota’s Center ,
for Teaching and Learning (formerly the New School for Behavioral Studies_in _
Education) has been working to develop new forms of evaluation As sponsors of a
Follow Through approach, we have directed much of our evaluatlon‘,efftirt toward ;

, developing interview Instruments, with particular emphasis on community |
Q part:apat_ibn . ) . . . 7
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This article will attempt to prowde a general description of a children’s Inter-
view, “And What Do.You Think?,” and to describe way$ it can be used as a

. !eedbad\ toul tor persons attempting to understand the classroom mteractlons of

teachers and ‘children

Development of .the Interview

Work on the interview'tirst began in Chicago, 1970-71,% by a research staff
having input into the process of “opening” four inner-city classrooms In two large
Chicago elementary schools The staff soon realized that much of our discussion of
where children were or what would be good for, them was based on our

A S .
. ginterpretation of their classroom actions with little testing of our speculations

.
Ead
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dgdlns{ what the children themselves perceived about who they were and what
the¥ needed

We began evolving the questions by lmormally talki wnh children right in the
classroom about what they were doing, wanted to do but couldn’t, and so on. A
usetul reterence in the process was the approach used by Piaget® when talking with
¢hildren abOut their conceptions of natural phenomena— particularly his emphasis
on o rormuldtm;, a question that it allows:children to respond from thelr own
experiential “and conceptual frameworks

Our tirst interviews were conduc¥ed by three staff members who had spent many
hours in the classrooms as participant observers over a period of six to seven
months prior to the interviewing Thrdugh their varied exchanges with the children,
the questions and sequence were revised many times and, as a matter of fact,
continue to be revised up to this trme. ,

The present interview consists ©f approximatejyTwenty open-ended questions
ubuut the child s activities, and 18volvement in s¢hool, teacher-child relationships,
peer interaction, and the child’s view of thefclassroom as an overall learning
environment - . )

Children are usually interviewed outsnde the classroom, one at a tlme to avord
disruption Interviews are taped initially and then later transcribed SO that they can

_be analy zed more easily Length vanies from thirty to sixty minutes We have found

twelve children (from a class of twenty-five to thirty children) to be a manageable
classroom-sample size —small enough to allow completion of the interviews and
large enough to provide a gnod picture of the interaction patterns and activities in
the classroom as seen trom the children’s perspective Confudentuahty of the
interviews needs to be stongly emphasized Throughout the mterwewmg process,
care Is taken to avoid 1dentification of undividual chuldren and parents.

The effects ot such variables as the setting of the interview and age, sex, race and
tamiliarity ot the interviewer must be consndered However, our fmdmgs tend to
show that most nmportant to the quality of the interview s the ablhty of the inter-
viewer to structure relevant questions and to listen intently and nonjudgmentally
to the‘child These skills, which require training and practice, are also those
necessary for teachers in their interactions with chlldren—and are tod often over-
looked in téacher-preparation programs y

Uses of-the Interview : R
. The present children’s interview has been used extensively at the Center for
Teaching and Learming in both Follow Through classrooms and” a wide range of
other classrooms {grades 2-7) across North Dakota. It, has served primaril
provide useful information to teaching staff —most productively when its results
are given in a summarized feedback, along with results of teacher- and parent-
interviews, In a team setting where discussion and clarification’ are possible 4

An added benefit beyond the feedback to teachers 1s the opportunity for those in

"teacher preparation to take part in the interviewing. An often reported result of this

@G érience 1s an increased sensitizing to children’s. experiences in the classroom

. .
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" that all the children in these two rooms perceive their teachers in the same way
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you to come up and talk to him about what page you re going to work and all that

¢’

Interviewers and teachers are often surprised at the depth.and range.of the
children’s perceptions To increase this kind of two-way 'understandmg and
exchange between teacher and child 1s the major objective of the interviewing
process T :

[tis interesting that some children \ the interviews have expressed a desire to
'know more about what the teacher thinks and feels For example, one third-grade
child, whose teacher was under pressure to reverse the label of having the norsiest
classroom in the $chool, responded to the question, “Tell me something you would
like to know more about,” with “How he {teacher] feels ” ,

One area ot the interview deals with how the child prerceives the teacher in
terms of what he she does, likes to do or the kind of exchanges the child has with
the teacher The following responses are trom two children in two difterent class-
rooms to the question, “Tell me what your teacher does in your classroom

4 1

She goes around and b%l% people, like if they have a problem and can't h§ure out their math, she

comes over and she {l.get The soma cube box and show them how to divide a fragction And when |
she plans with us writes on Yhe board when we plan And, like when we have discussions she usually
leads then and tells'us some good stuff ~ When we have projects, she comes up to us.and brings us a
book and shows us the right pages to look at and stuff like that . !

. g
He works [unintelligibie) and he checks papers and people who are messing around, he tells
them to quit and that and if they re throwing stuff, he hollers at them so they quit throwing 1t
Sumetimes when they do stuff they re not supposed to they have to sit down in therr desh and that He
checks quite a bit of papers and he checks the math books and we have like—every week we have
like--1'mn a B book and somebody s 1n an A book—they have sheets that you have to work with, and
ke upe day he s got a B thing that goes up to the chalkboard, next day he s gota C, and so on hke that

\When these same children'were bisked what their teachers like to do best and

also 1f and when they talked to their teachers, their responses were e

First child: Well, not to go over and Iike tell people to get to work all of the time She likes to he(p/
the different people that need help and that way she can goaround and help everybody and give them v **.
1deas tor planning and show them how to do a fraction a lot easter and—but a lot of times a lot of kids
get noisy and she has to go over and tell them and she doesn't lihe that very well because then she
can't help other people and show them what to do and easier ways and stuff

Second child: / dont know « ' You don't talk to him much, /usy you have to get some work or
something Sometimes you gp up and talk to lum about how you're Working in your bochs and he tells

Asked if the teacher talked to them about what they were doing, the first child
responded )

Yes, she talks toyou If you're working on your SCS, or like building she comes over to you, and says,
“Well, do you need a book on 1t, or do you need materials on 112" Some guys are making an ear harp—
and she ashed them, “Do you need some screws?” and the person says, Yes, and she asked some
person to go uptown and get some screws for him, some other kids )

o

To the samé question, the second child responded: L ¢

He just calls us up anytime and he asks us What you re going to do today and that stuff an‘dl dont.
know~-once a week or so he does 1t

These radically different pictures of a teacher’s role do not necessanly indicate

Patterns often emerge, however, and teachers may discover that, their own
perception of thetr role in the classroom differs from that the children have.
Some of the exchanges are very warming The following dialogue leaves out the
thoughtful pauses of the third-grade girl when responding to the question, “When
is your teacher the happiest?” . ' ) '
[She] hkes us to do our work—when we're good.
“How can you tell when your teacher's happy?”
I look at her eyes and I can tell t!mt she’s maéor happy.

.

’
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“Hoy’can you tell.by the eyes!”
Wihen théy re happ) their eyes look happy like they have a smile oh their eyes When mad they looA
like a bhall ot Irro«someumos they get red

-7 They really vm red?

, " Uhhbukh ) ~
et " Could ] learn this—how to tell how people teel by fookm;, in thetr eyes?”
B VWell my mother taught me (laughs) shc could tell someumes it L was lying by looking in my eyes
Btif vou could learn 1t too . - -
. :H()\\? - A . . . . 4 ’
L’ Ry looking straight n their eves hike vou re g0Ing to hvpnotize them

One canalso wainintormation about how the children perceive sex roles When

ashed, Are there sume things only boys can d() in your classroom?,” children gave
the tollowing responses

Hw» [bovs] ¢ Anow more than vou do but | know more math than they do
Orn hovs wre e Why '/’B(‘cau\o girls get hurt easjer than boys can t
Savwood Whyy A we [girh] mught cut ourselves or something

Fower respdnses are ¢inven to the guestion ot what things only girls can do, but
one suc h resplonse was

I he wl\ win Attt they only sew by hand They [boys] usually ha\e to be told to do their work and
the gurls don't ‘

Althouch m any tactors intluence children’s perceptions of sex roles, teachers
Shoald be aware of the role the T own actions play in perpetuating stereotypes that
hiut a child’s growth
Another important aspect of classroom hiving 15 the nature of the anteraction 5
v 7 oo the children and whether thev view each other as resources and helpmates °
Muost children preter to work with others and, when asked how d?mj, 50 helps

them <ty pical responses are T
.

[ !
Like it Youre haviow ticulties maybe they wauld Ano.& helpme undersland%etter -
Well ke o the other sad doesn t hnow sofething you can tell them and explain it and of vau d8n t
know wnu'ihrn;., thev can sort oteplam it toyou You can learn more things that way, You can help-—

vou can heip him earn stutrt ‘1{ didn t know and he can he/p you learn stuff you didn t know. ' !

Some Ghuldren will say that wheth( o they Like to work with others depends on the
specitic activitw mvolved One Child, however, preferred working alone because,
Then | can talk to myselt out loud

Given the obvious relationship between the ipformation one gets and the form ‘
and manner ot asking a question, the interview can be useful too in suggesting
questions Yeac he?s shogld be asking about their classrooms The problem of ,
stracturning theyquestiofi so 1t does not suggest a response or hmlt children in "
responding from their own experience 15 indeed hard to appreciate unless one has
“consaiously worked at 1t Here the process of the interview could be useful to both
teaghers and ehildren—simiply reflecting about information needed and finding
questions to help elicit'® Children can and should be more involved in this process
of asking questions about their environment In collecting intormation, it is easy to
get into the pattern of knowing the answer before one asks the question

We have also found in the interviewing that some children take much
comvincing that we really want to know what they think Generally the children

v, though sometimes shy or nervous will respond quite smcereﬂy to the questions if
the interviewer is genuinely interested Otherwnse some children will play the
game of giving us what we want to hear ? )

Core purposes of the children’s interview are to encourage children to say what
they think and to stimulate those who listen to he affected by what is said.
Unfortunately, many classrooms do not have time for such dialogue, as there 1s too.
much “work” to be done. Much of what happens in schools 1s based on "“what,
o -ould be done” as determined by someone other thap the person doing it. Asking
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children what they think and responding to, their answers will not only help them
clanfy therr thoughts, feelings and needs but extend and strengthen the-ﬁl/h«
addition to pracgticing expression of their thoughts, the children are also
themselves learning to ask questions and hopefully to influence change )

In many classrooms children are not encouraged to question or to express their
confusions Elicifing responses can be difficult; interest, acceptance and guidance
are crucial ingredients of a supportive environment The following responses are
from children asked what they would like to know more about or projects they are

]

B

involved jn . .

[
2

. .

“Tell me something you yﬂ:ld like fo know more about?”

I would like to know evergthing in the whole world Do movie stars have to know everything there 1s
to hnow? ' -

‘Do you think you could know everything?”

Well you would have to have a big encyclopedia with everything there is to know—but it would be
<0 b1y that you would need a ladder to climb to turnils pages and it would take over 100 people to it
" ' LA

"1 saw a lot of pr0|e'cts gomg on in your classrobm Can you tell me what a project 152"

! [Another‘éhnld ] We7l, like if you're working on the stock market you write reports on 1t and you read
about 1t and want toknowmore about 1t and then like you have like a thousand and you give that to
e;t/erybo,d.y and you have them buy stocks and you sho ‘1hem§vhen—hke you can be a stockbroker
and show the other guy how to do it and plan and make a graph if the stocks go up or down and write
reports on,it—how it’s working out And, you can show the other kids how to do it and then make
. ‘ :

stocks andl 1t really goes nic® for a while \ -
. . 3 \

- _We‘-ﬁgéd to learn more about space and how it affects us A typical response to
- ;/fh,e question,

“Do you have a favorite place in the classroom?,” 1s.

[

Yeah®2one o'ftthe’carpeted corners 1n the robm Then it's really fun if you go back and there’s not
much ncyse there and it’s a real nice cozy place that you can work 1n and there s mussc back there and
. you can work pretty fast It's real{y fun
4 E \ g 2
While many children are bothered by ngise and interruption, the answer Is not
simply to restrict talking and movement but to consider spatial arrangements that
provide some isolation and facilitate quiet movement
Another goint our interview experience has reinforced 1s that some children
need a surprBingly long time to respond to a question and do not respond well to
pushing One must work at “listening” and responding nonjudgmentally. Children
often have a good understanding of their needs but have difficulty knowing how to
find help in the classroom, For example, one third-grade girl said early in the inter-
view that she wanted toearn inore about math. Later, she replie'd to the question,
"What would you like for the teacher to stop doing?,” with Civing us so much
math When asked to clarify this discrepancy, she responded that the teacher gave
them a lot of math but never really showed them how todo it This perception may
or may not have been shared by the other children in the class, but it is important
to know about especially since we can cantinue along a direction for a long time
before knowing ‘how. ineffective we are.
Teachers can use the questions from the interview informally in the classroom as
a way of providing for continual feedback in conferencing and small-group
discussions For some children the one-to-one exchange is the most comfortable
setting, but they also need to develop the ability to express themselves in a group
setting Questions can also be built into inquiry sequences. For example, the
teacher asks for ideas for changing the room and then, in a nonjudgmental fashion,
receives suggestions, guides toward a consensus upon one suggestion (or the
number feasible), and has a group actually plan and ?i'arry out the change. This
sequence involves getting feedback about the classroom plus helping the children
become more articulate and able to plan and act. It is only one simple example of
) 7 a8 .
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stimL/Iating exchange between teacher and children and of involving children in
classroom planning and change. .

< The interviewing process itself might be a profitable learning experience for
teachers who go to another classroom and do sorife interviewing. Again, the
_problem of confidentiality has to be very carefully. cpnsidered Certainly, visiting”

“—* otherclassrooms and informally talking with children about what they are doing,

* their likes, dislikes, etc , can be a fascinating learning experience. If interviewing of
a representative sample of children in a tlassroom were to be done, persons not
directly involved in the classroom might more productively do the interviewing
This kind of interchange too 15 a sensitive matter and should be approached so that
it 1s a positive feedback process for the teacher. The interviewing should be done in
the framework of a suppurtive staff development process

Presently members of our New School staff are” attempting to relate the
children’s interviews to teacher’s interviews, scaled ‘on classroom dimensions
described by Patton © Hopefully this would help us better understand the relation-
ship between the classroom structure and happenings as perceived by the teacher

_as well as by the child A study 1s also in progress of the variance of children’s
responses in different classroom settings and the relationship between the
responses and the setting. :

Evaluation and accountabulity, though integral to learning and teaching, have
become multjple-headed monsters in education. Often more, money and energn
are spent on-judging success and failure and on producing packaged success than
on supporting teachers and children in the difficult task of learning In thrs
atmosphere, neither children nor teachers can admit their weaknesses for someone
1s always very willing and ready to hand them judgmental criticism '

If the process of evaluation s to be a positive stimulus in learning, i1t cannot be a
continually one-directional process with one side always setting the goals and the
process for attaining them and having the power to determine success or failure

The kind of exchange the children’s interview hopes to stimulate calls for
increasing the active involvement of the children in thgir own learning and helping
the teacher to better undérstand therr experiences The children’s interview would
be sadly misused if it were ever to evolve into a “standardized" instrument used for
accountability purposes As an evaluation tool, however, it can be used positively
to help teachers and children “take a reading” of where they are.in the process of
learning and teaching.

Footnotes - .
TMost recent copy of interview 1s available from author
2work began on the interview in Chicago under a Ford Foundation grant directed by Daniel Scheinfeld
3) Piaget, A Chid's Conception of the World (Totowa, N} Littlefield Adams), 1967

43d'Quarter Repait, Teacher, Child, Parent interviews, submitted to National Institute of Education, Center for Teaching
and tearming, University of North Dakota, July 1574 . 2 .

SThe role of questions in the classroom is further emphasized by Francis Hunkins in his book, Questioning Strategres and
Techniques {Boston Allyn & Bacon, 1972), in which he discusses both the importance and strategies of questioning in the
classroom Too often classroom questions are based on a hidden agenda of right and wrong.answers and are one-directional
or-te.acher-to-chlld L [N .

lﬁ“ Patton, “Structure and Diffusion of Open Education A Tr}gozeucal Perspective and an Empinical Assessment,”
l: \I‘C«)Inshed doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1973. .
L . . B Y
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Refleétion S
inTeaching

< . \
Anne.M. Bussis and Edward A. Chittenden

In what ways do teachers think about teaching? How do they conceive of the
complex pattern of events that mark the sckoo] day? What assumptions do they
hold about learmng\argd development? What are the grounds for their planning,
provisioning and evaliation? These and similar questions about teachers” beliefs
and understandings become increasingly important witl change in the direction of
more complex classrooms and greater teacher responsibility for curricular
decisions X , ) N

During the past few years we have been interviewing teachers in order to study
some of these questions Although‘ in-depth interview methodology 1s not common
in educational research, it fits well with a phenomenological view of man The
phenomenological tradition in psychology historically has emphasized attitudes,
beliefs, understandings, values and perceptions as major determinants of human
behavior Applied to education, this view placgs greater emphasis on the impor-
tance of a teacher’s internal perspective (thinkihg. valuitg) than on the impurtance
ot a particular method or startegy in determining what happens in the classroom |
Depending on the particular theorist one reads, this internal perspective has been
referred to as “lfe space,” “assumptive world,” “belief system,” “reference
system,  and the like George Kelly’s (1955) notion of “personal construct system’” -
seems particularly appropriate, however, because it so clearly suggests an image of
man a$ activist — an image that is central to all phenomenological theory (see the
methodology article, pp 7-12) « ®

Teaching-Learning Constructs

A personal construct means what the phrase implies — a personal construction
or representation of some aspect of reality-that 15 the result of an individual’s
interpretation of his world. A construct may be likened in some r
concept, it refers to objects Or events that a person catégorizes in hi
somehow similar in meaaing It 15 unlike a concept in that its boundaries
range o& experience to which it applies — are personally defined on the basis>of
each individual’s past.history, But constructs are not merely ways of interpreting
and labeljng what has happened They are also ways of predicting and anticipating
events, as forerunners of action For example, the teacher who construes
block-building primarily as large muscle exercise will make different predictions

The authors of this artycle have been involved in several projects related to questions of the role of teachers in educational
change These projects have involved interviewing, visiting classrooms and participating 1in workshops The comments
included herein are based, to a considerable extent, on the expertence and findings of thewr principal interview study The
full report of this study, funded by the ford Foundation, 15 now being wnitten

Reprnted with minor modifications from Notes from Workshop Center for Open fduca\non, Spring 1974, pp 27 Copyright
<, 1974 by the Workshop Center for Open_Education, Shepard Hall, City College, Convent Ave & 140th St , New York, NY
1?03! Reprninted by permission e
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about this.activity and undoubtedly act in.different ways from one who construes
it as-the ‘child’s concrete representatlon of thought

T’o the extent that a person 1s opert €o feedback abaut the ¢onsequences of his
action, predictions via constructs will sometimes prove correct and sometimes be
tound.wanting Thys, the revision of constructs is seen as a function of a person’s
vwlhngness toact on his own best judgment and his openness to feedback from the
environment Simply “having a new 1dea or feeling,” while important in its own
right, 15 relatively inconsequential for, affecting behavioral change Translating an
idea into action and experiencing its consequences count for much more and
constitute the basis of personal (as opposed to’ ‘academic”) knowledge and
learning This last assumption points up the obvious importance of experience In
shaping personal constructs and suggests that, if significant progress in ieaching 1s
tooccur, tedchers need a quality of experience supportive of personal exploration,
experimentation and reflection * | - ‘

What we have been nntereszeiln smdymg thEn are the personal constructs of
teachers regarding the téaching. tearning process, as well as their perceptions of
major supportive and inhibiting influences on their professional development Our
interviews were semi- -structured and as informal as possible, encouraging the
teacher to stress and repeat whatever priorities and concerns were uppermost on
his or her mind The questions were open-ended and designed to elicit judgments,
opinions and reflection During the first part of the interview, questions relating to
the teaching pro@®ss were discussed in some depth — such topics as room
arrangement and the value of different materials, the orgamzatton ot the day, the
nature of instructional planning, the role of children’s interests and emotions in
learning, how to evaluate children’s learning, and >0 on The second portion of the
interview centered on the teacher’s perception ot supportive and nonsuppartive
influences on his or her professional development, including the role of advisers,
Jother teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, parents, workshops, course work
and school policies- . . :

Constructmg Surface Content ' )
+Qpeg of the most interesting problems of the study has been to interpret the
ton of “curriculm” in a psychological rather than logical way, in order to reflect
the broad range of teacher understandings and meanings The important guestions’
trom a, phenomenological view are How does the teacher conceive the
curriculum? What 1s the teacher’s personal “curriculum construct”? In attempting

" to deal with these questions, we have distinguished two levels of curriculum At

&

E

one level, curriculum refers to the variety of activities the teacher plans for and
encourages as well as those’he/she may merely permit or tolerate Because this is
what an observer would see gomng on in the classroom, we have thought of this as

the surface content of curriculum. b ‘

Organizing Content

At a deeper level, curriculum has an organizing content which consists of the
learning prionities and. concerns a teacher holds for children. To oversimplify
matters, what does the teacher want children in his or her classroom to know, do,
feel, think or care about? What qualities of learning are valued and are trying to be
promoted? As it turned out, these priorities and concerns were not too difficult to
ldentlfy from the recurrent themes that permeated the interview - and they
ranged from quite comprehensive ones to relatively narrow and conventional ones.
For example, a concern with children knowing “what they are about — and why”
(1e., a concern with the quahties of intention and reflection) was considered a

- . by

@ rehensive priority, whereas emphasuéi children demonstrating basic skills |
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. also in the degree to which they seemed consciously aware of havrng priorities at.
all One particularly interesting finding is the way. in which 'the curriculum

‘ thinking and feelings of confidence or uncertainty in the short space of thrs article

<

and tacts expected at a particular grade level was considered relatively narrow We
should point out that “comprehendiveness’; tn this respect refers not only to the
extent to which a priority engages the totahty of children’s cognitive. 'emotional
resources, but also to the subsuming power of the prionty Thus, a concern for
intention and reflection generally subsumes a concern for children’s acquiring

essential facts and skills although these are not viewed as tied to a specific
grade level
Making Connections . r .

Having distinguished between activities in the classroom (surfacé’ content) on
the one hand, and learning priorities (organizing content) on_the other, another set
ot questions deals with the connections and interconnections between them First,
does the teacher perceive many, few or any’ connections between his or her
priorities and what is going on? For what purffoses—in the teacher’'s mind—are '
children building a block castle, or looking at leavés through a magnifying glass, or
making books filled with their own stories? Second, does the teacher conceive of a
particular set of activities as serving only one priority, with a separate set serving
another, and so on? Or, are activities viewed from many perspectives and seen as -
potenttally valuable for a number of learning priorities? The nature of these »
comnections and interconnections theoretically becomes a critical factor'in the
degree ot psychological orgamzatron or structure that pervades a classroom

Inferring Priorities , ) Q
it should be pointed out that teachers were never asked directly a?out curricular
priorities Rather, these were inferred from the substance of comments made in
response to the many questions thoughout the interview. In all, seventeen
priorities were “identif:ed, eleven of these having a cognitive embhasrs and six

having more of a personal/social emphasis. Not only did ' teachers vary
considerably in the number and nature of priorities for which they were coded, but

construct appears to relate to a teacher's feeling of confidence Greatest
uncertainty was expressed by those who planned for a wide variety of activities but
whose priorities tended to be dominated by basic, skills and good behavior
concerns These teachers were experimenting with surface curricular changes, but
had difficulty seeing connections between many of these activities and their major
concerns While they believed in‘an abstract way that worthwhile Iearnmg should
be going on during these activities, they were struggling to understand it.and were
frequently worried about it In contrast, teachers who planned a wide variety of
activities and who held comprehensive ‘curricular priorities could more often see
connections between what was going on and what they were trying to promoﬂte —_
as could tea&frs holding relatively narrow priorities and not engaging in much

surface curri¢ulum experimentation . /.

Exammmg Intuition ,
Obviously, we cannot do justrce to the observatlon abou‘« teachers’ curricular

This 1s not the intent. Rather, our purpose is to point up some questions one ‘can
ask about teachers” thmkrhg, and to raise a basic 1ssue How important 1s it for
teachers to be able to analyze, reflect upon and articulate their basic assumptions
about teaching? Although there are differences of opinion on this matter, it seems
to us that analysis and articulation of the teaching/learfiing envrronment are 1m-
portant in at least two respe&ts First, analysis and artrculatron are crltrcal compo-

¢ * «
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nents of the teacher’s ability to communicate to others to administrators, to .
parents, to other teachers (and, in a much more subtle “and complex way, to
children) This certainly 1s the most commonly mentioned and widely debated
sense in which analytic articulation can be seen as important But second, and less
commonly discussed, analysis would seem important for the teacher’s evaluation .
"ot his’her own efforts—ps‘pecnally when things start to go poorly or to stagnate
What conscious frame of reference can the teacher bring to bear in an attempt to
analyze what 1s haﬁpening?'Can he/she look at the rel%uonshlp of curricular
concerns to surtace content and begin to sort out priorities§ When'called for, can
teachers examine the' words and not'yhe uses? We are not advocating that a teacher
should be able to formulate a ratichale or purpose for everything he. she does in ‘ 9
the classroom, and we certainly are not denying that the immediacy
complexity of teaching demand heavy reliance on, common sense and mtunrcfnd\/
The point 15, can the intuition later be examined in a.reflective way?

s £

Toward Ongoing Professional Development
This 1ssue has a direct bearing on one’s view of professional development
Perhaps the nfost prevalent notion of teacher development is one that implies that
the engagément of a teacher’s critical and conceptual faculties. will be most
tense during preservice training.and the jmitial two or three years of experience,
ahd after a certain level of mastery and efficiency has been acquired, inservice
education 1s more a matter of maintenance and retreading In a recent study
{Zahorik, 1973) in which teachers were asked to throw otf the constraints of their
actual teaching situation and to imagine an ided! teaching situation, ‘tindings 6]
suggesteﬂ?that the options many teachers actually perceive in teaching are uptions hd
between two or three agcepted methods to achieve a given goal As advocated by
open education, howegyer, when the options broaden to include not onlggnon-
traditional activities and methods, but the very goals themselves, then curricular
decision-making becomes considerably more complex Commensurate with thise
view of teaching is a conception of professional development as ongoing — with
the goal being to sustain the critical reflection and conceptual growth of teachers
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M g 3 .
Why are traditional evaluation procedures inadequate for educational programs

“concerped with process, content and context”? This timely and signify
publication outline ew frame of reference for meaningful evaluation
.

Conter

PART | O;/erv’lew . ' .
4 Introduction: A Time for Rethinking

\’;to Perrone H

7 Altermative Ways in Educational Evamatlon
" Anne M Bussis, kdward A Chittenden, and Marianne Amarel

PART Il Testing Preblems and Possibtlities ] -

_ Susan Sirman $todolsky - . .
18 Understanding the Gobble-dy-gook A Pedple’s Guide to Standardized Test
Results and Statistics .
Michael Quinn Patton - o 4

27 Standardized Testing: Reform Is Not Enough'
Ceorge £ Hein . \

32 Another Look at What's Wrong with Reading Tests ¢
Deborah Meier

37 The Stranglehold of Norms on the lndmdual Child
Lois Barclay Murphy v
PART 11l Some Examples of Meaningful Evaluation

43 The Prospeet School: Takmg Account of Process
Patricia F Carini

49 Marcy Open School: Feeding Back to Decision-Makers
Ruth Anne Aldrich

52 Children’s Interviews
Nancy Ann Muller
58 Reflection in Teaching .
Anne.M Bussis and Edward A Ch/ttenden

62 Selected Bibliography
Brenda S Engel

A
LY

R

NAS




