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. in public education,

T with increased competition for £

N

., programs

$

Public School Perspectives on the Uses

I

. + . . -~
has developed as a corollary of demands for accountability

.7

of Large~Scale Testing Programs

Barry J. Reinsteinr

L

)

Portland Public Schools

P

e

to determine student achievement on' a school, district, state,
. .

-

awer avallable dollars, the demands

X
h

Large~scale testing programs are ‘commonly defined as efforts
¢

or

. national basis. Further, the‘'récent initiation of state assessgent

)

As educational expenditures~have risen, coupled

’
—_———

for educational accountability have likewise increased; so.much so,

thaf accountability has become a preeminent concern'of edpcational v

dec191on-makers.
<
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making and

prpgrams,

for use in judging the effectiveness of state

!

schooling efforts.

Allocatingstal
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Typically, state departments of educatlon and’ local

My comments

[

v

+ - purposes of providing the necessary data for more dn?ormeP decision-
r - L4 o

i

»

. . 4 s
themore commonly cited uses of state and local district

¥ P &
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>4

e -grants-in-~aid to alleviate weaknesses

day will address and bel

-,

school districts have inltlated large—scale testing programs for’the

«

pnd local

limited to ¢

I
lassessment

.

N

I would lika td begin with a point—by p01nt revlew of the

1mplicatlons of somé proposed uses of state assessment data.

v g
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¥
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‘Use of state

'

~

s,

in 1nstruct10nLl programs.

-

.

-made from sta evide test data.

Pl

’
)

ssessment data for this purpose assumes that

accurate interpretations about instructional weaknesses can be

.
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.Actually, although test data are ‘a- useful -indicator of program
* ‘ : - C
. - T L4
strength and weakness, only a limited number of programs can e
be reliably and validly meagured‘with breseqc insgruménts and

resources. Allocation of state' funds only to programs in which

measurement is possible carries the risk of diverting.resources

Al .

-~ ~

from pgogfams less amenable to measurement. This could work

t )

particular hardshif on upper grade gnd*ﬁigh school programs where

diversity and specialization of offerings

[

may be thé key to quality.
- R ! I3 o« . e
LR ’ - ) . § ' I3 < ' . ' ‘
Another problem is the need to take into account the social, -
\ . ~ ,,ﬁ/
. \ .o

economic and educaﬁional factors in the adult community that/in _ .

A}

- «

large measSure appear to determine levéls of, studeéat achievement.
1 ) P . .

* To illustrate, in che.Porcland.discrict(whgre regression equations

"

-

* v [l

are used to predict mean achievement scores for schgols from SES

data, such as median family' income, percent student attendance, s

Xt \

median-grade completed for adults 25 years an older, percent free

“ .

lunches, etc., multiple correlations of .8

N

to .9? are comﬁonly

found. :The st¥ikingly high correlation f group-pean SBES and

s IS

~

achievenment daca'sugggsts there is liptle wvalue in reportiﬁg and

i -

. . * 1 LY
comparing achievement scores of gchbéols, school systems, or regioms
. - s . i l-u

’

L X - . . X
in the absence of such data. Thds, communities with especially

low or high social "and.economit charaécarisgics_cannoc be rega;déd /,} f“
.' . < < ' ’ .

) . ' . w
as hayving especially poor of outstanding” educational programs

14

1

: ) S
simply because the childxen score low and higﬁ?xqespeccively,~dnc X
. ~ . P ¢ .
achievenent” tests.. , : !

. -

. o= ’ - . . .

A third problem is fhe effect both direct and indirect, th
) - " . ’ . .

distributing fundf on the basis of.test, score$ might have, If

*

. .
. o ; , : e
" . . ¢ ’
+ . * *
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low abhievemenq were use? as a measure of socio—ecenomic depriva:
cion, 1c w0uld ove;lap criteria for funding programs 'such as are .
found 1n Ticle I and sca;e f na\~3d equallzation programs. Used f !

as a measure of financial née , it wougd also make it financ1all§, )

S e & 1

profitable for school systems {to mainCain weak programs.
. . .’_ v , . \‘ \ - LT ¢
+ ‘, -

2. DesigningfinSCruCC1onal Supporq orograms for teachers. .

p
e \ Lo .

State curriculum development andain—service programs could be

based upon statewife Cesc 1nrormation show1ng cgmparative SCrehgthsu
and weaknesses among areas of learning, on che basis of performance

. .

relaced to standards, or on¢ the.0251s of achievement trends. . An

-y
4 #

'mportanc caution’ thao should be observéd, however, is ;hat state-
M. N . oo . L d O 4 “
tde data may not berapplicable-to any ome distfict, sb sugh

'planning shopld be in the»formﬂof“support for those discriccs,in“‘

L -1

which other Jaca confirm that a general weakness discoQ%réd through

scace assessmenc does in fact apply co them. , . - ) ) ce

* “ -

With reference to the, secting of performenceé standards in state | .

. . N N

ssessmenc programs, the follow1ng shohldsbe considered. The
. ey ; T
crachmenc of scandatﬁs to cricerion or goal referenced Cescs

R - *

¢ b
.

«the mainstay of scace assessment is based upodn the mastery .
co'cepc which is most effectively applied "ton o ) T

4

wichin finite cime 1imics. The\Mastery concept does not apply
v \‘ LI * %
nearly “ag appropniatély,'if at. all, to long term developmencal

)

types of learning Such as are repgggented.in reading, writing,5> Lo~

R

v

r

and math problem solVing. If we acrempt to set scandards on this

tvpe of learning, they will. élmosc invardably create preSsures\ .t

*
v

for some students and be too easily -achieved by others.
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3. Qg&eloping state plahning statements and priorities. Ly
o —— :

, ‘“ 7\ ~ \,
¢ . ‘ \\\ N
Sincé the designation of arbitrary standards for total tast dr\g
‘ ™,
\ -
spec1f1c goal performance has many illogical and potentially

damaging aspects, it is recommended that state _support- service

’ [
vallocatlon not be based on performance in relation to standards.

.

A much sounder qriterion-is longitudinal evidence of declining

performance. N ‘ N

‘r . s

One further‘tomﬁentAshould be made about inferring need for

support services from sFatewide test data. To deduce that a

downward trend in achievement in itself implies less adequate

s

.instruction, or that increases reflect better instruction over

time, is unwarranted without additional data. Changes in

character of student populations can affect achievement levels,

v

- A )
in a state as well as in & locality. Achievement is also

associated with general attitudes of youth.,. The social protests

\

. @f the'mid-60"s and manifestations of this movement such as the °
., . ) N * ) ‘
SO dr?g culture, appeared to have a depressing effect on student
. L -
R .
achievement. It is doubtful that allocation of additiqpal ,
< i
1 ~
resources to in-service education could have preVented a decllne
: !
t

. “
. . ¥
¥

du[ing this period. N

v

‘. ! . ‘ .‘ .
"% Planning statements of a state educational agency should reflect

a stpport and monitoring posture rather than an instructional.

N
"~ -
~ - -’

managemenE\intent. If uniform goals or standardsg’ for local

.-

d1snricts are set\in state educatlonal agency plannlng'statements,

R .

local gdeeds and\prloritles may be set aside even . tﬁbugh they are .
N .

<
e,
<
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N ﬁf that local system. ) '
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. Re;;§ing state minimum standards for schools,
S :

&

{

-more valid indicators of local needs. It may be appropriate to -
A i}

set -statewide priorities, but monitoring of local performance

)

¥
in such priority areas should not be of such character as to ’ \\

force local respurces and activity to be directed toward that .

&

b ] .
eneral need unkess there is clear evidence it is also a need- y

MeaSure;éqg\prochu%es required for this proposed use are

somewhat undl@ar. State minimum standards for schools should
. N
be: concerned with whether or not local districts are achieving

©

their own goals, given the assumption of local curriculum

determination. No spggific standards of achievement should

be included in state'miﬁimum standards for schodls, "since a
4 . \ ‘ .

[N

V“ . \ ' » ’ . o
given level of performance\may be excellent in one district
\ .

“and very commonplace in another, depending upon the social,

iconomic, and educational condi{ion of the community population.

N
o« - N «
ven if these factors could be controlled, setting this type
. : N .
standard could have adverse effectg on educational programming,
; .
N
stich as the inevitable diversion of resources toward the
» ) 1 .

L] » A

'a}hievemenc of the gtandard, however'difficﬁlq,or even impossible-

oiﬁlmay be for some dghildren.

. -

\
- 2. G . . .
5. Reporting and making recommendations to the Legislatures -
t * N

-

7]

'%%ls'commonly cited{use Qf;;argerscale;t§8t results is not heigiil
N . s ‘J

- 4

wit oyt defining thé types of reports and reconmendations s
/ .

envigioned. One ‘possible type.b{x:ecommendation, alloeating

N

-in4aid resour¢es on the basis of test results, has already
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been evaluated. Othei\types of reports could be purely infor-

- Y . AN

PRV

s s 3

-mational,. ‘ ' B
t Y
. ~ - A . .
v ~ ’ C . E 4 N . 4
Reports on comparative achieveﬁent among districts should be

} scrupulousiy avoided becéuse of the ease with which $such infor—

-

C mation can be misinterpreted and mlsrepresented for polltical

\
.

purposes. Experience in several sté;es reveals such misuse to,

. . be, a predictable consequence ‘aof th1s type oflanaiys1s.
" ‘ :‘ - N ’

~ 6. Determining if students are acqulrlng surv1val level" skllls ,

s * T «

or "minimum competencies", * ) BN

./’
b
i . :

Qulte frankly, although dttention to "survival skills" or.

\\mlnlmum competenc1es is approachlng epidemic proportions - B

N L.

among state legislatures and educational agericies, I have’

P . . " . ! ‘g
- .

serious misgivings about the movement and the pufely politicalf

response it appears to represent. It is well.to adopt a cautlous

N P .,
L ; -

L 1f not wary attmxude toward slmole deflnltlodB of minimum or

¢ 3

- " $urvival competenomes when the skills, knowledge, attitudes, and

values needed to'survive\ere So éependent on individual differentes. f' . l
While ohe can sympathlze w1th publlc frustratlon over ba51t SklllS,
r \
\ . lack of consymer Educatlon, weaknesses in .wocational tralning, '
!>*; student indiEEEpence to rights of othefs, and dther;concerns, . |

> - * |

\\\\ it seems more appropnlate that suth conoerné should be addressed

.

: \\y prov1d1ng programs that respond to. individual as wel; as group

needs\ln these speciflc areas of&concern rather than’ struggling

'

. to define minimum learnings that all must acquire.

LR c . - « N . *

. d . s .
l,. lC * v . B ” . S : ! ’ CRE ‘
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Determining the extenc,Eb\whi A students in a state have-,

attained the skills, knowlZEééi and attitudes reflected in ‘>

the educatlonal goals of ch{@<s>ate , . >

Achlevement tests of, the 4;e usually found in state assessment

-

testing cover such a limiféd area of state policy concerns that

. Nn . .
their value for this pu %e needs to be placed in perspective.
, . .

t
i

.

. ; "
If one examineg thefgo of a number of states, it will. be

?

found that they vary wil #Iy in characfer. Some deflne broad

areas of learnlng, some speclfy personal—soclal quallties that
!

. educatlon should help citlzens acquire; some refer to procedures

{
and orograms to be establlshed some to equity in allocatmng

resources or providing Jppo tun¥c1es' some to- competencies that

2

v

students shéuld acquire. ven where state goals define broad

areas of leafning,lachievement Cestsfof the type found in state

A}

[} . ! . ’ \\
3 [l P . . . B .

assessment programs provide such.limited coverage that they\

. . -~
‘v . . .-

have only limited ysefulness 1n assessing acralnment of such ™ =—~—.¢

FRRYA
- . >
Aoe L ! . - . :

goals.

- . . ' i ™
s
. \ -

\ - .
b

- 0f greater importance, however, is‘the inherent conflict ‘between
» A [ e 1 ‘
. [} P f .

R R ; - A . . \ « . LN
“local curriculum‘depermination arid the assumption of a commorr

. N . - » 7 :

. \ . -
curriculum that 1is necessarily enbodied‘in statewide tésts. .
PO | oy » N

Although this lack’ of oongruence ¥§ probably w1th1n acceptable

llmlts in cpnvention-based scudles such as language and mathe-

.

i
macrcsk it is a greac Rrohlem in such important'currrcular areas

N
as science and sécial studies.
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Uses of Local District Testing Programs

v
4

' At this point I would like to\bomment on some uses of large-

g scale testing in school, districts and some conditions thaf should be
. e

"met if such uses are to be realized. It should be observed that 1

\
since local chool distrlcts have the delegated authorlty tp estab- N
N ¥ r.
lish.specific curracula, valid meaSurement of outcomes is at least

N\
theoreticall \possiblef and tQ}s eliminates one of the midjor problems
faced by~state testing\srosrams, i.e.,the inability to collect data

that adequately represerts }he turriculum of any particolar school = .

‘ 3 . . » . . . .
A district. Also, since local districts are the basic unit of educa-

N <
AR

tional management, and evaluation is an esSential function of manage-

ment, the obligation clearly rests upon the loca% district to determine
if the learning outcome$ of the $ystém are being realized. This_ .

h should be the. purpose of city-wide testing. Where this capability

' .. exists, it will be possible to conduct evaluation of ongoing programs,

-

"evaluation of specially funded programs, and researeh and experimen~

- . .

tation. Based upon the information produced by .testing for ‘these .-
~ * N N
- basic purposes, management decisions can be made about program opera-

tion and resource allocation,’and the public can be informed about the .

. i . T S\
eﬁfegtlveness of regular, special,.and experimental programs.
. - ) . T o
’ . ' 1 : ' i -- - : . ~ -’ N .' . .
- A It is necessary at this juncture to discuss some realities or »
[ .. R » -
= oot . . ) « A . .. x .

“conditions that must be}addressed 1f school district testing programs
. g are‘effectiv ly to serﬁe'the,uses just described. Whilesghe heed . ¢

‘
‘ ~

' o : ' school districts gEneraliy prov1de fot it only in those ‘areas where )

\ [ a ~
> ] .

testing has traditionally bkeen usedE ‘elementary reading,-language,... :
‘. 'r:’.\ . , N ) : P

REEY o .. . SN ‘. . .
. IA. . - v K . . . . . - ‘ . . - . N
‘EI{[C ) ) " - 4 . t ‘) :‘,- R X' L S \"“ L
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. for local dlStrlCt 1nforFatlon about goal attainment 1s self—ev1dent, .

-




and mathematics,-and a smattering of. coVerage of other subjects at °

the elemenc;%y and secondary level. This hag pndmarily been due to "

several maJor obstacles inhgrent in developing measurement in other ' 4

* ' . TN 3, .\.\ T -
) a;eas o: learning, I 'should 1ike to comment briefly on these

obstacles, for in a way it Is unprofitable to speak‘of uses qf tests’

. ‘ s
v PR
‘ N ¢ v <

N . . § . '
when so many of those yides cannot be fealized becausk ‘of the\inability

. . . . L . \ .
of school systems and test publishers to produce the &ests,necessary

. ‘g vl - ~ ., T, s

CL e : : se \
: ) to provide: total curriculum ﬁcogv\erage. : . . , ‘
\,. @ ) . > . \ . N ) i s .

e« " v . * B ' - PR ’ . ‘\ . . ¢ i “a

- ﬁ . A i ‘.‘

A firsc obstacle is the dir:iculty of oroduc&ng well detined L

. .
4  outcome.statements in local districts. "Effores I. have observed to ;' R
. J . . - Q ¥ . . . ’ . .

2 "

! quality and utiIity for instructional planning and evaluati n, Io

N ] .-‘ . » \ \. ~\
) ththortland area we have spen; four years developing‘clearly stated

£l 4 T
N N . v

’

- “r\\ I learning ou&comes (called .course gaals) in twelve maJor areas of o

» . . - e .
L . . . . \

.m%' ‘ instruction (Art, Biolpgical.& Physical Sciences, Business Education,,
. ) St

v - R ¢ .& . -

Health Educatidn "Home Economics Industrial Education; Language-

N
~ . "n

- - . Arts, Mathematics,:Music Physical Education, Secorid Language, and b' R

“
6. - . .

\Social Science). Thisgis a comprehens;ve and careﬁully,dzzzzzfied set .

~ R .
. ~
LY et s‘ N N

. . or learnlng outcomes and its purpose is to enable teachebe to select " .

4 ¥ - L

N rather than create "stch statements. This certainly does not solve e

’

-

< the problem making the use of goals operatlonal in\lnstructional TR

S - . L - . \
: plannlng\and measurement,-but it is an important first’ step,

. i é r C 1 it Lir .

’ R a ¢ . - s

- v A . .

.
o N . \ - . ¢ ~
.

- . " 4 second obstacle is ‘the diversity 8f philosophies and'instruc— .

N
- ’

v ) tional approaches encouncered among teachers and Lnstructlonal g .

% K ' » \
) . specialists. This is a speCial problem in the scienqes and soc1al

!
>

B f ' Studles, but is something of- a pxoblem in almast eQEry field Qf learning . -

. > > . . N ' - ' .
. ~ w N - Ll
—'/\ , - . - N . N . . ek
N & ~ - .
., l' * N s - * ’ . (S ) ’
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'.One aspect of this complex problem in the science area is failure to ¥
r - ] - °

distinguish between processes of acquiring, organizing, and interpret-

iﬁg existing,scigntiffb‘inggrmation and processes of inquiry e?ployed

.

& . . .
by.scientists to discover and validate information+ Another is the
senseless argument between advocates of process and product learning.

Another, in social studies, is the failuré to acknowledgé that concept

- .

learning mMust be defined by the informational loading given the con-

cepts, Still another is the -failure to acknowledge that outcomes are
N M N - N "\ .

. \ ) )
. ) L C e s . .
just as clearly needed and useful in injterdisciplinary planning as for:
. . )
.planning within a structured field of learning.
t 4\‘

-

|
4 .

. . w““ M , .
A thitd major obstacle to extending measurement to all fields

, -~ v

A 1

in which it is needed is the rigorous an@ resource~consuming require-
megés\of local test development; yet.local test development is

N 1

essential if validity is to be achieved within the framework of local
T -
curriculum autonomy. ¢ : ‘
¢ ) , © 3 N .
. \ . .
A fourth obstacle is the failure of many teachers to distinguish®

- .

between means and ends of instrudtion; a problem that has been ingrained

by traditional dependence on texts and other Support materials., This
) « " . < _. (I
déters te cher ability and willingnes$ to define measurable outcomes
‘\ ' " ) t . ) ’ - ‘ ". -
of learning. ‘ , RN ‘ .. )

This catalog'of obstacles is’intended,to convey the seriousness

4
* .

of problems to be faced if valid and réliable<local measurement is to

’

- ' v B . " “
be achieved in enough areas 'of learning to enable testing programs to
‘ ‘ . - i

be seriously regarded as a tool for local management decisions. The

, \ -
» 4 . - t, hd
‘problem obviously compounds for'state measurement programs based on

| ‘ *

-
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. . assumptlons of common goalg when in reallty common goals do not, and
. . ’ i ’
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