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The Educadonal. Resources Information Center (ERIC) is-a nationl
information system operated by the. National Institute of Educatfon
ERIC scrves the cducational community by disseminating educational

« . research results and other resource information that can be uud jn devel-
> oping morc efféctive educational programs.

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational M,nnagcmcnt qm: of scveral

_ “clearinghouses in the system, was cstablished at the Umvcuﬁty of Oregon
iz : in 1966. The Clearinghouse and its companion units process research

. reports and journal -articles for announcement in, ERIC’s index and
I abstract bulletins.

Rclcnrch rcports are announced in Resources in Education (RIE),
available in many Iibrarics and by subscription for $42.70 a ycar from
the United States Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.
Most of the documents listed in RIE can be purchased through the
ERIC Document Reproduction Service, operated by Computer Micro-
film International Corporation,

‘Journal articles are announced in Current Index to Journals in Edu-
cation. CIJE is allo available in mafy librarics and can be ordered for
$50 a year from Macmillan Information, 2 16R Brown Strcet, Riverside,
New Jersey 08075. Semiannual cumulations can be ordered scparately.

Besides processing documents and journal articles, the Clearinghouse

.has atiether major function—information analysis and synthesis. The

i C o Qlcaringhoulc prepares bibliographics, literaturc reviews, statc-of-the-

¢ ki}owlcdge papers, and other inlcrprcnvc rcscnrch studics on topics in
\ducational area.
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Both the National Association of Elementary School Prin-
cipals and' the ERIC Clecaringhouse on Educational Manage-
‘ment are pleased to continue the School Leadership Digest,
with a second serics of reports designed to offer school leaders
essential information on a wide range of critical concerns in
cducation.

The School Leadership Digest is a scrics of monthly reports
on top priority issucs in cducation. At a time when decisions.
in education must be made on the basis of increasingly com-
plex information, the Digest provides school adminjstrators
with concise, rcadable analyses of the most important trends
in schools ‘today, as well as points up the practical imphica-
tions of major rescarch findings. ) ‘

By special cooperative arrangement, the scries draws on
the cxtensive rescarch facilitics and expertise of the ERIC
Clearirighouse on Educational Management. The titles in the
scrics were planned and developed cooperatively by both
organizations. Utilizing the resources of the ERIC: nctwork,
the Clearinghouse is responsible for rescarching the topics
and preparing the copy for publication by NAESP.

The author of this report, Jo Ann Mazzarella, is employed
by the Clearinghousc as a rescarch analyst and writer.

Paul L.. Houts $tuart C. Smith
Director of Publications Assistant Director and Lditor
NAESP k ERIC/CEM ‘




INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM OF DEFINITIONS

-

_The task of implementing accountability programs can fill
administraters with high enthusiasm-or deep despair—cnthu-
siasm when accountability seems to promisc a truly effective
way to improve the education in their schools; despair when .
accountability sounds like mere empty idcalism, impossible
to.implement,

*Onc step toward changing accountability from an idcal to
a rcality is choosing some method of determining whether

. -cducational goals have been rcached. This usually mcans
choosing methods to measure student performance. Which
mcthods ol assessment arce best? The answer to this question
depends to some extent on the mcaning of accountability.

The term was [irst used in regard to cducation in 1969
when Leon Lessinger, as Associate Commissioner of Educa-
tion, camc up with an idca that scemed as reasonable as it
was novel  that grant scekers should specify precisely the in-
tended educational outcomes and costs of their projects. In

addition, thosc recciving grants ‘'were to be audited to sce
whether they had indced achicved these outcornes within the
specilied costs.

‘This rather limited concept expanded to become much
broader in mecaning, as is evidenced in this definition by Les-
singer, Parncll, and Kaufman:

Accountability in education means just v{hal its dictionary
dcfinition says it means: responsibility. If 'you arc held ac-
countable for somcthing, you arc responsible for it, answcrable

_to somconc about it. In education, accountability mcnnf that
cducators of all kinds should be answerable to parentdor how
effectively their children are being taught ahd answerable to
taxpaycrs for how uscfully their money is being spent.

Accountability caught on immediately in America and hs
Had cnormous influence on American cducational theory, De-
signs for programs can now be found in all subject arcas- {rom
forcign language to vocational education, in kindergarten

»
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through high school—and there are those who predict that
accountability will someday be a part/ of all learning and
teaching that goes on in America’s schools.

' Lessinger has estimated that since the appearance of his

first article on accountability in 1969 at lcast. 4,000 refer-

ences dcahng with accountability have been pubhshcd Since
everybody is talking about accountability, it would appear
that cverybody is talking about the same thing, but this as-

sumption couldn’t bie further from the truth. The term has a |

. mynad of meanings, depending on who is using it.

The dcfinition formulated by Lessinger, Parncll, and Kauf-
man is broad enough to include what most pcople mean by
accountability, but many other more specific definitions have
been formulated. The core of most of these definitions: is
how they answer the following questions: Who is"accounta-
ble? Accountable to - whom? Accountable for what? The table
indicates some of the answers that have been offered.

Who is accountable? . \,Z'o whom? For what?
Teachers : Children and parents  Specifying costs (both
- past and future)
Principals ) The teaching
profession Wisc spending
Schools ‘
N The school board *  Specifying educational

Superintendents goals
Statc departments

School boards of education Achicv'cmcr;t of goals

Local school systems  g(a1¢ or federal Students’ acquisition

State departments legislators of basic skills .~

of education ) -
Reporting to the public

Paid contractors
" Creating a suitable edu-
i ” cational environment

+ Bchaving profcssionally

Educational input or
process

Helping to create
- intelligent citizens

-
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To have d complete view of the morais of mycanings that
su;rounds’aZcountability (and to be able l#a.bc n to extricate
oursclves fifom that morass), we must examine yct another
way of lodking at the concept. Many sc¢my/to scc accounta-
bility as s "nony_mous with the methods d ployed to achicve
it. For_example, in the past when many/cduéators spoke of
accotintaBility they mecant performan ¢ contracting. Other
“writers and cducators may actually b referring to things like
‘merit salary programs, Jencks’ voucher plan, or systems man-
agcmcn}f techniques like PPBES. Qur first step out, of the

morass js to remember- that thes¢ systems arc marely meth-
ods; théy do not define accou ability b[)ut are, a§ Lessinger
and_hisfassociates pointed out i a 1973 vplume, mdtely tools
for tl]cjachicvcmq:nt of accoupftability. \ .
The next step is to realize that the definitions rdflect the
'diffcrc,‘\ccs in pcople’s idgas about what effective education
is; as Jong as educators gontinue to argut‘p this issuc (and let
us hope they salways will), they will continue to disagree
about! the definition Of cducational accountability. As Les- .
singer| himself con fuded in a publishcdﬁintcrvicw in April
1975} *Accountapility is not defined yet.” It will be up
to tedchers, adnyzdistrators, and other cducators to formulate
the definition /4s we learn more and more about our educa-
tiona rcspm}é{bilitics to children and how to achicve them.
/
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STANDARDIZED TESTS:
WHAT DO THEY MEASURE?

From accountability’s carliest days, Lessinger and other
proponents have been calling for the improvcmé'nt of testing
methods. In a 1970 volume he stated, “in pla ¢ of refatively
primitive tests now widely used, we must dev lop measures
that” arc increasingly relevant and reliable.” That was five

. L ¥ .
‘years ago. The question is, Do we now have effective means

of testing for accountability? -
In the carly days of accountablllty, during the heyday of

*performance contraeting, contractors were paid almost ex-

clusively according to students' gain scores on widely ‘used

standardized tests like the Metropolitan Achievement Test or-

the Towa Test of Basic Skills. Standardized tests are used
when the definition of accountability includes specifying and

’ »achlcvm;, cducational goals concerning student performance

in cogrritive subject arcas. When these tests are used, the goals
have been stated in terms of comparisons; that is, students’
performance.is considered adequate if it compares fayorably
to the performance of ‘'most students in the United States.
. Like the term accountability, the term standardized testing
has miny meanings. A report from.the Association of Califor-
nia School- Administrators cxplains, *“Fér some, it merely
means tests.with nornflf For others, it' means the test is (1)
published, (2) normed, (3) has explicit instructions for ad-
ministration, and (4) was constructed to meet technical stand:
dards. Still others leave out requircment | or requirement 2
or both.” In the pages that follow, a standardized 'test isa
test that. "ylfills all four of these requirements.

Standrardlzcd tests arc 4lso called norm-referenced or

psychometric tests. LeSage cxplams that a test becomes norm- .

referenced by giving it to a representative national sample of
several thousand .students. After these sc®res have bccn

- spread over a bell curve, the _score of any student taking *the

G
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thosc of the normative group. As Ebel puts it, *“The aim of a
norm-referenced test .. /is 1o indicate how, the attainments
of 4 particular pupil coipare with those of his peers.”” This is
donc by percentile runljs or grade gquivalents.® .

" The content of sta da?X;izcd 1¢sts, according o LéSage, is
dectermined by looking-at g

ing programs. As Sc/fi?lcr and Murdoch poijnt out, standagd:
ized tests arc desig cd; to be agood measure of ¥
crally taught.” ; T . }

. / A\ .
/

o . .
spularly used texibooks and cxist-

[

.

/ .
+ Adyantages of Standardized Tests

Probably on¢ of the most jimportant reasohs standardized
-tests are used fin accountability assessment is that of availy-
bility. Standaydized tests have been widcly used for ycars in
sghools, and /it is an gasy thing to apply their scores for ac-
countabifityy purposes. Another reason- s their fow cost;
standardihed tests require less time and moncey than it would
cost to foymulate and score a new test or new method of
assessmeny. :Schiller and Murdoch note too that standardized
test scords such as grade cquivalents ure “‘casily understood
by the publidand by school personnel.”™

Anotler pixported benefit of standardized’ tests is their

the purposes of accountability have come under a gredt deal
of attack, proponents maintain that the tests are of higher
validi/;l and reliability than. a “homemade™ test that has not
bccn"" perfected over the years by use on large numbers of
stud/knls. This is probably the strongest reason that led Khit*
gaard, like many defenders ()[ standardized tests, to conclude
that in spite of the imperfeclions of standardized tests, it
is not clear what can take their place.™ . '

‘Averch and his collcagucs,nota lhul“'slundurdiz.(‘cl“rsli are
st useful when the function thry arc to perform s that of
. ’ éumpuring groups rather than individuals. §ince ‘they assess
“avhat is gcncrull"ybmughl,: Ebel suggests they can help show
Nif local programs arc lcu(:mnga what most people consider

by .

h
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_important, Weber points out too that comparing scores in dif-
o ferent curriculum areas ovér a state can tell a state if it has
p‘roblems in one pamcular curriculum area. He further notes
that standardlzed test scores can point out to a teacher or
school system the existence of problems in one particular
': subject area. Also, the existence of \atlonal norms facilitates

. comparisons of SChOO]S and programs orr a natlonal level.
x\‘ : _ e

Disadvantages 6f Standardized szsts |

N Fi .
The use of most nationally-normed standardized tests to assess
" . a given teacher’s performance would be analogous to using a
: bathroom scalc to determine how many stamps to put on a
lc tcr - .
e w"‘:s:_ ' : Alkin and Klein

] ’ - .

In the'last several yérs, the use of standardized tests for
accountability programs has been severely attacked. Why is -
this fo? How can people reject tests that have been so care-
fully developed and normed? :

~ Onehanswer is that these tests have been developed pl‘l-

" marily to. compare students, not to assess their achievements.
'Those whose- deflmtwn of accountablllty includes students’
achlevcment of certain skills cannot measure their success
with standardized tests. The tests tell nothing about what
specific skills students have mastered; they merely tell how
students compare to each other..

Stlll,} it would seem that those who are mterested in meas-
uring success by how students compare to others across the
nation might find standardized tests useful. However, there
are other problems with the tests, _ _

o One problem is that standardized achievement tests may

- "actually assess native abllmes like reasoning ability rather
than achievement. Some cntlcs maintain that a test designed
to separate good students from poor students must necessarily

o emphas1ze aptitude more _than achiévement. Others have

‘,pomted out .that scores in almost all subject areas depend :

_hedvily on reading ability. It seems possible that we may be
' dssessing a school’s or a teacher’s effectiveness by using tests

O
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N .
that assess things-that schools and teachers are not able to
teach. 7

Both Klein artd Stake point put thzgt standardized tests, by
attempting to tést “what is gencrally taught,”] may not be
able to test what is being taught in'a particular school or
classroom. Porter and McDaniels have statéd that “‘standard-
ized tests are designed in such a way that they will not be
sensitive to many unique instructional interventions.” Teach-
ers and administrators who are considering the adoption of
certain standardized tests must look carefully at the-amount
of overlap betwcen the test’s and the school’s learning
objectives\

Other critics maintain that standardized tests aren’t even

} good measures of “what is génerally taught.” The consensus .

of the articles in the July/August 1975 National Elementary

"Principal (NEP) is that current standardized achievement

tests are very poor measurcs of student performance in all
subject areas. Taylor, in that issue, indicts elementary science
tests for being “‘incorrect, misleading, skewed in emphasis
and irrelevant.”” To cite just one example from an issue filled
‘with similar examples, one test asks if a damp towcl placed in
a warm dry room for one hour will then weigh more, less, or
about the same as' before. Taylor. asks, “Does ‘the towel’
include the water it holds?” The implication is that the more
deeply a student is able to analyze such questlons the more
complex and difficuit to answer they become.

Perhaps more importantly, Taylor, Schwartz, and other -
writers take issue with the values underlying standardized
tests, for.instance the assumption that memorization of the
names of concepts 1% the best indication of mastery of a
subject.

"The critics in this issue of NEP maintain that reform must

. go beyond the development of better test items. Houts

quotes Hoffmann who calls multiple choice, machine-gradable
tests “‘insidious” becausc they “‘penalize thc decp student,
dampen creativity, foster intellectual dishonesty, and under-
mine the very foundations of education.” While Hoffmann

‘believes that these tests may successfully be used for limited

4
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types- of testing (snch as a driver’s exam), he maintains that
they cannot successfully measure the most important prod-.

'ucts of education like creativity or profundity..

‘Thomas and McKinney have noted that ‘because most
standardized tests have been developed to correlate with fu-
ture performance, they are not always correlated with pres-
ent- performance. This may seem confusing to those who
thought standardized tests were meant to. test current
achievement. The contention is based on the fact that the va-
lidity of standardized tests is often determined by how well
they “track” students; ‘that is, how well they indicate which

«students will perform well in the future. .

]
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Another problem involved with usmg standardized teSts in
accountability is the inexactitude- of their scoring. Krystal
and Henrie note that for any one test score there is a 25 per-
cént probability that the score is too high or too low. Lazarus
points out that given the reliability range claimed by mo?/
tests, even -the most reliable tests give enly a very rough id¢a
of student performance. As an exXample, he demonstrates gﬁat s
a score of 550 on a widely used test with a .90 reliability
efficient tells ds, at best, only that the student probably falls
somewhere between the fiftieth and eighty-fourth percentile.

Each scoré on a staridardized test can be reported in thige
ways—as a raw score, as auperé‘entile rank, or as a grade cqh-
version. A raw score on a standardized test is merely a mean- ]'
ingless number to most people-Grade level scorgs are easy to.
understand, yet it would se€ém that they are to¢ inexact to“Be
useful. Cronbach, a longtime authority on all types of testing,
states unequivocally: ‘“grade conversions //éhould never be

used ir;orjp/e(tjng ‘on a pupil, or a class or/in research.” One
recason_f£or thi$ is that on some tests a student need answer
corréctly only two, three, or. four more questions on the
posttest than on the pretest to gain a full grade level. The

"same criticism can be applied to percentile ranks, -

Many- accourrtamllty programs-make educatdrs accounta-
ble for gains studentslmake rather thanfor absolute levels of
performance. Many aﬂthor§ have criticized the inexactitude

of gain' scores, which are usually obtained by subtracting the

| S
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prétest score from the posttest sc«zée.»Stake has estimated
‘that on one widely used test ‘‘on the~average, .a student’s
grade equivalent gain score \i&'ill be in error 1.01 years.” Weber
has - concluded that most 'standardized tests are sensitive
enough only to measure .gaif} scores over a period of at least
three years. Implementation problems are obvious. o

It is true, as Weber obsefves, that ‘on standardized tests,
group gain scores are more valid than individual scores. How-
ever, Olson points out that if the class mean o pretests and
posttests is used to measure’ performance, high performance
by a fev can outweigh the poor performance of many. Thus,
by directing efforts at a small number of high achievers, a
teacher or program can product impressive-looking gain
scores. ‘ :

" Another criticism of standardized testing’is the allegation
that standardized tests are not valid for s\&:dents who have
severe learning deficiencies. Rosenshine and McGaw empha-
size that achievement tests are designed for particular grade -
levels, and thus scores—e's;;ecfmllygain scores—are not valid-
for students who begin above or below grade level.

The case 4gajpst using standardized testing in accounta-
bility pro'gran{'s is massive—no mattef which definition of
accountability one chookes. Yet today these tests are still
widely used methods of assessment for agcountability.

By spring 1974, 30 states. had.ena ted some form of .
accountability legislation. Of the 30 statys that are now re:
quirediby lawsto implement accountability programs, 18 have -
enacted stdte testing programs. Still others have enacted pro-
grams. utilizing testing. Standardized testing\is specified by
law in at least nine of these programs. :

There is very little information available about the details
of state il‘,ccountability programs utilizing standardized test-
ing. Indecd, it is difficult to ascertain whether these prograrits
are being implemented at all. It seems likely that although
everybody is talking about accountability, very few people
are doing anything about it, or at any rate, many who are do-
ing something about it aren’t talking. '

-
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CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS:
® AN EXPENSIVE ALTERNATIVE '

. _—

More and more educators, including Popham, Lessinger,
and administrators of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, are turning to criterion-referenced tests for usscss-
‘ment purposcs. ’

Ebel explains criterion-referenced tests this way: “The aim
of [criterion-referenced tests] is to determine how maqy and
which ones of a specified set of instructional objectives have
been attained.” A criterion-referenced test in mathematics,
for instance, is divided into sections testing particular compo-
nents of math such as adding two-dlglt numbers or multiply-
ing fractlops Scores,. given for each section, show whether

.the student has mastered cach particular component, These

. ‘\

tests are also called domain-referenced tests, mastery tests, or
objectives-based tests.
Popham and Husek offer this definition: “Criterion-

, feferenced measures are those which are used to asccr!:am an

individual’s status with respect to some criterion, le,, per-

& fformancc standard. It is because the individual is co pax’cd

wﬂh some established criterion, rather than other mdlv;duals
that these mecasures are described as.criterion- refererced.”
The criterion used is often that of compleung 80 pcrcbnt of
the items on a given section correctly.

Thus far the meaning seems fairly straightforward, How-
cver, there is a great dcal ‘of dlsagreement over the cssential
difference between standardxzcd or norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced tests. Shami and his colleagues point out
that criterion-referenced tests can also be standardized (ad.
ministered according to standard explicit instructions) and
normed (their scores can be compared to a normative group).

Rather than delve into the intricacies of a definitional
problem that may be mostly semantic, we will make ¢he
same distinction Averch and his colleagues have made; a

+
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norm-referenced test compares a student’s accomplishment .

~ with that of othiers; a criterion-referenced test indicates

ERIC
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whether a student has accomplished certain skills.

. Advantagés of Criterion-Referenced Tests

4 It seems cleax that using criterion-referenced tests for ac-

yu untablhty avoids many of the problems encountered when

sing narm-referenced tests. They are endersed most strongly
those whose definition of accountability includes the pre-
e stipulation and measurement of educational goals.

In a 1969 article Popham states, “High quality instruc-
nat planning requires the explication of instructional
ents in terms of measurable learner behaviors.” Criterion-

ng such behavior.
dvocates of increased community involvement in educa-
n often prefer criterion-referenced tests because, unlike
dardized tests, they can be locally developed to reflect
lodal educational godls or objectives. If teachers, schools, or
state boards of cducition develop their own tests, they will
also be-assured that the tests measure their unique textbooks
or programs. ‘‘The criterion-referenced test,” Knipe and Krah-
mdr note, “is the only type of test that a school district can
us¢ to determine if it is working toward its curriculum goals.”
Because criterion-refefenccd tests measure specific skills
or knowledge, they are designed to do more than just meas-

ur¢ correlates of learning or compare students. Criterion-

referenced  tests also have much more exac\ methods of
scdring than the percentile or grade con(tcrsxon 1echmques
used on norm-referenced tests, Since students’ scores merely
indicate what learning ob]cctlvcs have been mastered, it is
easy to calculate progress over time.

Another advantage of criterion-referenced tests is that they
can be used for individualized instruction of students at

"many différent levels. A tcacher can decide which sections or
. ttems of a test he or she wants a student to complete accord-

ing to the student’s own level. '

\

|



%

L N
SRR
\s

»

¥

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

. ‘ . .> N
Disadvantages of Criterion-Referenced Tests

Although there are scveral ways that criterion-referenced
tests fulfill the needs of accountubility programs better than:
standardized tests, they prcstnt\px‘c)blcms of their own. Ont
is cost—both in time and money. Since criterion-referenced.

tests are uscless if they do not reflect the particular educa-

tional goals being set, mziny cducators are finding it necessary
to develop their own tests. Some seem to be havm;, success,
but for most the task seems gargantuan. :

Morrissett puts it: “The production of valid well-structured
hierarchies of objectives and test items is not a task that can
be undertaken by a teacher meeting five elasses a day, nor by
a Thursday afternoon curriculum committee.” He points out
that the Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress spends
$5 million per year developing items for use -in just two or
three subject arcas. Ebel maintains that there are few people
who have backgrounds that qualify .thein to develop vak
reliable criterion-referenced tests. -

A possible solution to this problem is for schools to choose!
instructional objectives and tests that have been developed by
“private firms or state departments of education. In this casc,
a school may choose what it feels is' a good test or selection

" of test items and then design curricula to fit the items. Pop-

ham in 1973 rccommended the Los Angclcs.-bascd,‘nonpmfit
Instructional Objectives Exchange for such items. Although
several other firms and state departments of cducation are
movinpj in this direction, it is not clear if good *‘item banks”
exist ytt. In a’paper published in 1974 on reading tests, to-
gan stated unequivocally: “well- dcvelopcd criterion-referenced
tests are simply. not available today.”

Anothcr pmblcm arises from developing tests Iocally or
cven on a statewide basis. Those dcvclopmg tests may shy
away from sctting high goals that seem “‘unrcalistic” com-
pared to past achievement. A related problem is raisced by
Krystal and Henrie: What happens if local special interest
groups gain too much, Jc)ntr()l over formulating learning
objectives? Gubser™ gives ‘an’ account of a new tcacher

~
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© - students’ -answers .on tests that many fee] are,based on par+

‘} by a criterion-referenced test.

récertifitation program in Arizona that depénds heavily on

ticular political beliefs and ideologies. Atquestion that must

" be dealt with when developing criferion-referenctd tests is,

Are local goals always better than more widely held goals?
An Additional problem sometimes found with criterion-
referenced tests is that they usually cannot be used to com-

pare students. Unless the tests are normed, the scores of these )

tests, like the %aw, score on a standardized test, do not tell
anything "about where a student stands nationally. For this

‘reason, some suggest the development of criterion-referenced
tests. or, at feagt, criterion-referenced items that have also

been nationally normed. Grady recommends mercly ‘using
bath typés of tests, -

Both Ebel and Haggart have noted another problem with
criterion-referenced tests. As Ebel states, “Emphasis on dis-
crete sf)ccifics“may lead to neglect of the integration of ideas

‘that gives unity and s‘olidarity toa subcht." Perhaps criterion-

referenced: tests will encourage students to collect differenti-
ated skills or small bits of knowledge at the sacrifice of
understanding underlying concepts or ideas. ' )

I fact, many theorists, including Averch and his colleagies,
have voiced the fear that the most important goals of educa-
tion may be too broad and complex to test with criterion-
referenced tests. Combs maintains that one of our most
important educational goals js to ercate_intelligent citizens
whé are “creative, flexible, open to experience, responsible
to themsélves and others and guided by posijive goals and

urposes.” He notes, -however, that these types of goals are
_purp . yp g

“at odds with the specificity and precision demanded by most
persons operating in the behavioral-objective performance-
based criteria persuasion.” S
Combs further criticizes the behavioral objectives approach
on which criterion-referenced tests are based fog being a
“closed system of thinking” becduse it allows only for plannéd
outcomes. It would be tragic indeedif schools restricted
themselves to teaching only those things that can be mcasured

e
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State Testing Programs
N .
At least 13 states now usc criterion-peferenced tests in
- their statewide assessment programs, and there arc indications

Cos that morc may soon follow suit. Agcountability programs

using this typc of tésting arc somew}jfat better reported than
'T o) programs using standardized tests. Three of the most widely
- \ publicized programs arc in Florid4, California, and Michigan.
| \ The Florida program, utilizig both criterion-referenced
|

| and norm-referenced tests, is Based on Florida’s 1971 Educa-
\ tional Accountability Actg The criterion-referenced compo-
nent of the testing has l%us far been - devised by Florida

\ reading spccizilists and - teachers who chose performance
- objectives from a catalog provided by the Center for the

\ Study of Evaluation at the University of California at Los

' Angeles. The program, ,rojcétcd through 1978, includes
-+ | plans to mcasure student perfg mange in such diverse arcas as
| mental health and aesthetic appreciation as well as communi-
’ cation and lcarning skills
 The California progrgm is/based on the 1972 Stull Act,
“which requires cach tether/ to develop pupil performance
objectives and criterion cfcrtrfccd tests as a basis for evalua-
~ i tion of his or her workl. In 1972-73 the San Diego Unified
| School District respond¢d to the act with a plan prepared by
tcachers and principals/for itcacher cvaluation based on stu-
dent performance on certain learning objectives. Although a
few otherssimilar kindfs of programs have beeninstituted in
California, it is unclegr what kjnds.of programs most schools
in the state arc instjjuting, or indeed if they are instituting
scrious progrims. A paper from the Institute for the Develop-
ment of Educfi’tiory’ I Activitics notes, regarding California,
[ that ‘‘tcachers arid administrators consider that state’s
i accountability program ‘a paper tiger’.” ) !
The Michigan program, begun in 1970, is one of the pioncer
‘state accountability programs. It originally utilized norm-
' referenced tests; but after two years replaced them with
*  criterionreferenced tests developed by the state board of
cducation, tcachers, and administrators. At present the

[
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program measures performance only in reading and math, but
plans arc being made for testing in other areas. In the future,
the state plans to avoid spending the millions of dollars ,
neccessary to test all st_udc'nts’p'y testing only a representative
sample of students on most objectives. A.1974 National Edu-
cation Association-sponsored cvaluation of this program
severely. criticized it for using performance objectives that
purportedly were not ficld-tested or validated and that
penalized minority students. The NEA committee recom-

mended’ the use of local rather than statewide objectives.

[

15




Y

WHY TEST ATALL? Sk

J

Although seme forny of testing student performance is {
~a component of almost all accountability programs, many \
writers suggest that all forms af Lcsting—whcther standard-
ized or criterion-referenced— prescnt more problems than
thcy solve.

Poor Measures of Gdod Education -

Onc argument against using test scores as major criteria in
" accountability ,programs is raised by Soar.He maintains that
it makes little sense to make teachers respohsible for students’
test scores when there i$ no research td,mthcatc that there is
any correlation between teaching and- ést qcorcs » r

Another often-cited argument is that t¢sts now currcntly
available are culfurally biased against mingrity students who
* frequently have a different language, different experiences,
~and different ways of looking at the world than do the ma-
jority of students. Similarly, others contend that students’
scores indicate less about the cffectiveness of tca ing and
programs than about the socxpcconomlc backgrounds of the
students. *

At bottom, this is not only an argument against the va-
lidity of testing techniques but also an argument against mak-
ing tcuchers yaccountable for the academic performance of
“deprijved students. The trith is that we know very little about
how to raise the achievement ‘rates of these students. How
can wc\hold teachers accountable for domg what no one yet
knows how to'do?

Another problcm4 involved with using'any type of gain
scores as the.main method of measuring whether educational
goals have been met is the regression cffect. The regression
effect meansg that no matter what kind of test one uscs, stu-
dents who score high on a pretest will tend to score lower
on the posttest, and students who score low on a pretest will
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tend to score higher on the posttest. The existence of this
effect is not an argument against tcstmg per sc. It does mean
_that gain scores may be invalid unless’ they can be compared
to those of a control group, and such comparison is often
difficult and costly. \

- o * Adverse Effects of Testing

Critics warn that we must be very careful that achieve-
ment testlng programs don’t put so much pressurc on students
that there is a sacrifice of ‘academic honesty. If educational

~ excellence is measured only by students’ scores on tests, both
- students and ‘teachers may be tempted to cheat. Such an out-
tome may, be especially likely if teachers and students are
"+ asked to produce more than they really can. Teachers may
coach, encodrage, or hurry students during a test or even go
so far as to improperly score tests if under pressure.

" Another way that teachers may react to extreme pressurc
is by “teaching to the test.” This mecans having students
memorize the corréct responses to the specific items on the
test. Many have been critical of criterion-referenced tests for
being easy to +‘teach to,” partly because their items test mas-
tery of specific performance objectives rather than broad
general concepts and partly because teachers themselves
_often have a hand in making up test items. Of course, it is

also possible to teach to a norm-referenced test if the teacher

is able to obtain copies of the test before it is given.

Glass and Wildavsky suggest that an answer ta some of
these problems is for an outside independent auditing agency
to administer tests and sce that they are fairly conducted.
This policing aof tests, however, does not lessen'the extreme
pressurcs that make teachers and students desperate cnough
to attempt cheafing in the first place.

K

-

3
)

Noncognitive Subject Areas

The outcomes-oricnted educator cleaves exclusively to ochc- .
tives amenable to measurement. -
Popham 1969

' | o ST
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Measuring what we know how 10 measurc is no substnutc for

measuring what we need to measure.
. . ¢ Combs

Many advocates of current testing procedures’are never-
. theleds quick toradmit that there are important educational .
goals that, as ygt, ¢annot be measured by any tests. Ebel
mentibns that we are not currently able to test *interests,
values, aspirations, attitudes or sclf-concepis.” Lessinger,
in “April 1975, notell that our tests cannot assess things like
mmghlful appreciation, understandings and flashes of in-
sight.” Soar notes that student characteristics like complex
pr()blcm solving ability or responsible citizenship behayvior
| have growlh rates that are so slow as not to be measurablec.
| _ Somc accountability programs demand the specification of
| cdicational outcomes that can be mcasured very preciscly;
yct, some critics maintain that by concentrating on mdasura-
ble outcomes we may be slighting the outcomes that are most
important. Combs holds that our educational ¢fforts ought to
be toward creating people who cxhibit “mlclhgcnl bchqvmr!_\
intelligent problem-solving, and good judgment.” He also
~ holds that it is important for student$ to discover the “per- -
sonal mecaning” ol the knowledge they arc learning. These
things arc not mcasured by cither criterion-referenced or
standardized tests. What this point of view suggests is that
basing accountability programs solely on outcomes that arc &
“testable” may cause cducators to lose sight of the most
important cducational goald.
But if we climinate tests, how can we dclcrmmc if educa-
tional goals arc achjeved? Must we then discard the whole
concept of accountability as impossible to implement?

Atlternatives to Testing

< Somec cducators have pointed out that traditional forms of -
testing arc not the only way to evaluate school or teacher
/ cffectiveness. In spite of his affinity for criterion-referenced
/ tests, Lessinger, ina 1970 issuc of Educational Technology,
rccommends that accogntability can make usc of *‘a varicty
of modes of attaining cvidence. Once thinks immediately of

18 .
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e hcanngs .()f jurics or cxpcrt w1tncssc’s of ecrtlflcd auditors, of
~ petitions or the like. Education can make use of all.these
. ‘modes- and can’use such mcans.of dcquiring: evidenee as video: -
. tape and. Rupll pcrforr‘l}nncc in snmulatcd rcal life sx@atlons, ~
| to mention a few.” '
i Perronc reports that since 1972 the North Dakota Study
_ Group on Evaluatién has been examining current methods of ———
asscssment; Members of this group.are moving toward the use
~of observation and daily record-kecping by teachers and stu-
N dcnts as gc)pd ways of mcnsurmg the important goals that
tests cannot measure. A group at Edycational chtmg Service
" in Princeton is studying similar measures.
In 1@‘7~4,Hawcs quotcd a%ﬁpcrmtcndcnt usmg such forms
of evalujtion, “We don’t feel there’s a testifig program out
today thife incasurgs-what we believe is important to evaluate.
As examples, we want to appraisc students’ attitudes toward
_lcammg‘ anEi '?ismg what theyvc learned. And wc’want to
assess the more. creative aspects of the student’s ability.”
Hofffhann, is,an interview with Houts, calls for a return to
the mote indivigualized subjective forms of cvaluation’ used
before machmc-gx‘}xdcd tests. He suggesgs the development of* e
tcstmg in which concern is not just with the corrcct~answg:r '
but with “tie rcasoriing procgss used to arrive at the answer.”
Some authors have suggcsted making cducators accountable -
for the process that occurs in the classroom rather than the
product. In a 1974 article Aldrich reccommends that schools
be held *responsible for the environments which they create

schools, might cvaluate things like materials and activities
available, arrangement of time and space, and teaching’skills.
Others have suggested making teachers accountable only
for *“behdving professionally.” Stocker notes the Natiomal
Education Association recommendation that teachers be
evaluatcd on responsibilities like **adequate academic prepa-
_ration” and *‘knowledge of and concern for students.” It is
unclear what mcthods would be used for such evaluation, but
they would not be concerned with student pcrformancc
The problem of developing alternatives to standardlz.cd
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and foster for children.” Instead of testing students, the <.~
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testi ‘g is bemg tackled by representatlves to a conference on
standardized testing convened by the National- Assocxatxon of
Elemgntary School Principals and the North Dakota Study
Group on Evaluation in November 1975. Twenty-five leading
national education associations, government agencies, and
education’ groups calléd for investigation into the uses and
impact of standardxzed tests in the schools and for the devel-
- opment of ‘more fair and effective means of assessment. The
gropp plans to meet in the spring of 1976 to discuss findings
-and further recommendations.
- Most alternative forms of evaluatxon have had so little
appli¢dtion that it is hard to weigh their strengths and weak-
nesses. At the moment they seem to hold a great deal of
promjse, but it remains to be seep how much time and
mon they will cost

Thgre are, however, a few schools that are using alternatxve
forms of evaluation. These programs seem to stress the defini-

tion df accountability that includesreporting to the pub.lic"on _

broad educational goals. The programs are not restricted to
narrowly prescribed educational outcgmes but instead concen-
trate on accurately reporting all kinds of $tudent achievement.
In a 1974 article Hawes tells the story of Devil's Lake,
North Dakota, a 2,000-student sysfénjn that evaluates student
performance through daily teacher observation and note-
takgmg, samples of students’ work, and teacher inventories of
children’s skills and attitudes. This evaluation is reported to
parents by means of personal interviews with the teacher.
According to Aldrich’s 1975 report, the Marcy School in
Minneapolis utilizes an “internal evaluator” who ‘evaluates
the total learning environment by observation of children in
the classroom This technique is useful for those whose defi-

" nition of accountability. includes making educators accounta-

ble for “‘process,” that is, what goes on in the classroom.
The Prospect School in Vermont includes student journals

- of their daily activities as part of their assessment program.

920

Carini, a sta{f member of the school, writes that this technique -

makes it possible “to report precisely to parents and others
on growth of. individual students.”
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CONCLUSI._ON L

An administrator faced with the decision of what method
of evaluation to use for accountability will find that there are
no ‘easy answers. Most authorities on testing seem to agree
that traditional standardized testing is not adequate. Yet
there is still a great deal of disagreement about which other
methods can do the job the best. It seems clear that, for the
time being at least, all the best methods of assessment and
evaluation are going. to involve a great deal of time and
money. _

Administrators whase definition of accountability includes
the stipulation and achievement of precise learning objectivcs
will no doubt choose to assess student pérformance with
criterion-referenced tests. Those concerned chiefly with
assessing achievement of the broadest educational goals or
with reporting the educational processes that occur in the
classroom will experiment with the alternative forms of
evaluation now being developed.

- The method of evaluation chosen depends on one’s defini-
tion of accountability, and 'this, as we have said, dependé on
how one answers the question, What is good education? Each
educator must ultimately find his or her‘own‘ answer to this
question.
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