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The papér revie¥s previoas research stadies a=zd
confererces ¥kiach kL ealt with itbe goestion of whetker large-scale
testiag prograzs e eff i€, It is ccnclunded that soch prograss,
defined as effopfs to deterzine The status of studeat pchievexeat oa
a school, distyict, state, Or aational basis, are not serw¥izg tie
inforzaticabl/needs of the decisiom-xaking bedies for waom tdey are
designed. Thfee schccls of thought are discussed concerning reasoas
w¥hy large~sfale testi=g pregrsls are zoi adegnately responsive. These
inciuded tkose who believe thai policymakers 4o not wish to rake
agta—based’aecisions; those who beliewve the faglt lies yith
ineffective dissexination 2nd atilization subsystems; and those who
challenge /the suaitability of large-scale testing prograxs, 2s
currently, operated, for serving the realities of educatiozmal

polic ‘ing., Lfter discuossihg the nature of =ducatiopal
_pedi i the paper _suggests three reasons wdyktesting and
asses4a®nt prcgraks have failed to make the desiTed Zmpact. These

include: (1) such programs have not adeguately defized.the legel at
shich tbeizwgazget aodiences atre rost likely to zmake policy; (2) suoca
ldcx have the capacity to prodace information which is

and (3) ,fev prcgrams take into account that the policymaking process
is characterized by "uncertaiaty™ and by “"coxpeting value systess.™
(Author/2C) - . . .
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2t past naet.zgs of the Amzrices zéaca;ional 2esearct Lssoriztion, 2 varietye o

.

of papers =i symposia have dealt with tecinical issues related to the improve-
p=at of large—scale testizg progrars—those progrzts ¥walch we are defining 25
eiimswdmzbesutmofszcimtaﬁzzﬁmmaml,diﬂm:, i -

state or netiomal besis. We know that such programs are incressing in membex

Y zo3 cost (E==ke, 1975). Thelr existence is commoaly found as a prereguisite
. . . - N
in the rhetqric for apcouatabiliry in pubiic edvcarion. .
RN
N

- I:.‘a;:pea.rw' to fmzay ¢f us, however, that preseatatioms during the last few

3 . years have increasingly ended by asking two basic guestioms:
. L .
- A s  Are snfh progrems sctually producing data which sexrves the |
: , informational needs of the decisica-making bodies for whom .
theyaredesignd’ Or to put it znother way, is there-2ny ]
! ‘ - + . evidence that decisioms, ?ardcnlarly of the policy nature, o
) . . are being stimiated or exhzuced by tne daza being produced ;
by such programs?
’ . . _
. J 4nd if such programs are not having tbe desired impect, vway 1
) . - oot? What cza be done to improve this sitvation?’ - ]
¢ . . / 1
, ; ' ]
Tiis symposicn was arganiz@isbeciiicalljtofocuscnthesetwoquesticns. ";
- s
ia ansvering the first questionm, it is my beliet that there is now sufficient ’ ]
. . . . ! .
R em;:izic.al evidence arng 2 sufficieat merber of public declarations of subjective 3
' bl - a — -
eva&catimsbgbothpmducezsandwnsmsaf%arge—scaleiesmgdatam .~‘
adﬂithafsacbpmgrmazewgm&ingtﬁedecism-mk;ngneedsoftheﬁ 3
- . . .‘4
- targst aodiences. Let me gquickly review somé of this-evidence.
( -
; 4 i
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’ . Last year I'preseated the resalts of a natiomwide girvey of 1
stdre 4ssessmenr progrems (2211, 1975). Oze of maipr find-

izngs of this stody was thet, wirbthnezceptﬁgﬂo‘sett.:g
pﬁmiﬁw&eﬁbﬁmafwmizﬁﬂemétbe
Ziementery 228 Secodery Tducestion Act, less then a thirzd of the
. states coxld Yshow evidemce of wsing thelr assescment resazits o
. mkethetwozde:.s.mswhicha:eﬁegnml,dfedasa
- jmwﬁm‘m&em&mdmm?@-
grems? (p. 14).

° h&emdnﬂa‘meassem?mmofasmma:has
rcﬁdeénatmllzaﬁersai;in.heso—ca.lfﬁ"ammbi_iq -
movemeat,” the zuthors declared that ose of their most sarpris-

‘ izg fi:;iings wes that the statevide assessnpect progren had .
"lirtle zpparent valse to zay majer growp” (Bouse, Bivers & -
Stuffiebesr, 1974, p. 554).

e . Similar complaizts zbout the lack of otility of statewide 2ssess-
meat progrems, at least in the policy arena, were voiced at the
1975 Rational Forun for the Advancement of Starte Zéucational
Assessment Programs a2nd the 1974 conferepce of - the Kational ]
issoclation of.State Boards of Zducation. 'L‘&eharsb%tcomnhts ) i
were made by state legislators (or their staffs), by chief state 3
school officers or by menbers of state edvcational boards. S
Repenber, these are the groups fregueatly eited 25 target Zodi-
euces for state asseScment data.

e  1In 1973, the Oregon Depertment of Education conducted za imven-

' tory ead znalysis of stendardized norm-reference tests adminds-

~  tered in the state oa a district- or school-wide basis {dedimg,
1973). Tne portion of the stvdy dealt with the use made by the

schools of their test data., FKearly 211 reported that the target 3

‘ goudiences for suoch test results were teachers and that scch * E
- - tests were vsed either for classroon plamning or for assizuing |
student grades, TFewer than five percent reported that the data ]

was uséd for any policy purposes at the building or district . 3
level. Yet, at the Department of Education, we are daily .
receiving commmications from teachers about—a new Minimm 4
School Standard shich reguires that districts initiate progrem - ]
assessment activitiesi These teachers report that the curreat -

. tests being used by thelr districts or buildings are “useless,” i
7 so vhy mandate further sctivity im this area. - o

Bleecher (1975) recently reported the results of a study in ) 1

. ¥ichigan focusing oan teacher attitpdes towards accountadbility - g
,/ and assessment efforts at either the state or local level. His 1
teacher respondents reported, among other findings, that assess-

ment inforration produced from whatever source, {state or- 1ocal) ]

and transmitted to teachers restlted in (a) tions with —

vhich they felt they could not physically or pentally coxmply, ]




8

za3 (3) ixformetion which was irrelevent to their persomal '\

. ) - interests. Given these two findings, one mighr assome that
:beclassroomle:e;.—atzmstzo:beez:e:tsnchpolicieam -
chosen or exected by teachers, . ”
- . 5—%» &

>

»
-

Zbeseaxescmoftheiniicamrs:hhbh%vel&}mp:néa:ﬂl;wthecaﬁlns%m‘
« mmmmm;m,amym@mmmz‘ﬁm
irpact on the edurational policymaking eodiences gor whom they are swpposedly
desigmed, Tneyazes:xstaizedc:lybyalﬁe—s:;p?oz: system::hi.chiscc::zected’

to the tenonons cord of federal znd state reguirements or a host of good inten-

-

tions. Ialsobelizvethagwemsze[izhe{tx:;r;vetmssimmortha.tm
oitp@edashiga—ms%mlkyml?szeggmgmmmedmmma
decision that I zm certain moxe of us are aftexs They'are going to decide that
the body of large-scale testing is po longer breathing and puil tbeplug‘. o

<

There 2re at least three major schools of thought 2s to why large-scale testing
progmaremtaiequatelyiesponsivewaiugaumalp‘ongmkefsatthe

pational, state or local level. ‘ -

4

’,

The first school of thonght says the problem rests with the policymakers them~ -

selves, They either, do not want ta make any decisions or they do not want to

make any data-based decisions. Those of you who advocate this position will

get a certain avount of argument from policy scholars in other fields.

Lindbloom (1968) for exzmple quotes a former director of the federal bndgecing‘

-

-

system who admonished:

LY

VTP

x
L a8

al

ﬁ;ecynialvievof the:attezisthatratidnalqlmlaﬁoningovern-.
meat progra=ming is a harnless but irneffettval pursoit, since 211 ©
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S importent guestions zre altimately decided o:v.."politfcél" .g‘o::nis. .

‘ -« .Tae thesis is wrong Af it is tzken to mezs the findings of gkilled
23 phiective exnziysis of pxblic programs dre nst infinenriad 4in
decigion-making at the highest level, In facz,*such findisgs ave

' policymaking is a process characterized by deliberations oa problexs which., . .

11x ixfloential #nd, oot infregmently, decisive (p. 1I).

. -

' . "~

mmmm‘mar&msmﬂjﬁmwmmmﬂeswch

at the Daiversits of Michigen (1975) that sop-level feleral goli,c"ma}:.e:rs are-

loakingicrhelpfmgsocialsc.entiﬁsadazenamgmresﬁmusodal
science resezrch to shape poliey decisioms. Asr;aobeﬂi:.?.&scadm Daily:

- - - 2
- .
.

" . . .Ouxxr data soggest that govermment execatives do hot meed to be

sold the ;ote:z:ial’nsefulzesaofscimﬁic informarion, nor do
they a2 reascaed appreciaticn of its wailve i.n mlding inparmt
decisidit (p. 5).

AS&mmlofm@waﬁem&ﬁ&emmﬁ

utilization subsystems or practices of large-scale testing efforts as the major

reason why such programs do pot, adeguately serve or inflaencethe_iz target

.
-

zudtences. ) . .
— \ . ' |

&nd a third viewpoint challenges the sauitadbility of large-scale testing pro-

grams, at-least as currently operatér, for serving the realities o&iuutinnal

policymaking.

&y rewarks.

-

Definitions about what we mean by the gdmazionalv"poucymking process” are

legion. Y happen to like the defiaition used by ¥anmn (1975) that educational |,
v \, 4

— ‘)6

it is to this viespoint thatIvillccncen;ratetﬁeren:ainderof.

.\

Ny
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_Given this defiaition, let me oifer three reasons why I feel our curreat

scale testing programs (aqﬁ:mightadd,gﬁum:mm'm%&m —_—

that any one of .th&se target zudiences are.likelytomkepolicyatévariety " 4
of levels and that seldom will the same data serve tbeée variety.oi needs. The 7.1
literature on pokicy analysia or poli_cyna.king is full of definiti.ons about - «
) differznt levels of policymaking. Siznon (1960) makes the diati.nction between . :
"organizational poljcy, adninisbra.tive policy ana opm.tional pol.’wy" {p. 5). » ’ 5
Others speak to distinctions between "acro-societal” policy {ssues where :
mmitiple institutions within a_',localé bear responsib?.lity for solutions and ]
norganizational® policy {ssaes vhere a single fostitutfon is faced with the
- o

. -5¢ . - N

.7 . L * }

. / . v, ]

Yare ;::.:Lc in peture. . .a&xe very cc::s&qnm,al. . .&Zre comlex, . .zZre écm’.—
zatqd b3 wacertainiy. . .reflect 2nd are affected by disagreement 2bont the s .

goals to be purszed® (p. 11), N

- >

S .- ‘ <

zzproach to large-scale testiog programs are oot suited to the realities of%\

-

educational policymeti=g process. In so doing, I hope to Stimmlate some thoughts

mm;mabw:sp&ﬁust@smmtakewimeibei@ctailarge—

findm;*a as well).

(1) Such progrems have oot adegwately defimed the level at which thefr target
zudiences are most likelwy to make poliby.

- . . - i ] F
~~

Yost directors of testing ca:ncjtell yo}.\ who they think their target zvdiences
are; i.e., state legistators, local school board members, state ox district
school administrators, classroom teachers znd so forth. But that is as far as _ )

their zmalysis has generally proceeded. They hawe not accom:a:ed for the fact




rajor dgcisimahi:zg respoosibilizy Qfsan, 1975). Zor example, on the oze hzmd

a state board of education may be ¢oocerned with policies whick"relate To how

< the readizg ?rog:—aE in 'scg_'a»ooling systems can coarribate to egual opportmaity.

On tke szme a2genda, &rwb&cmﬁvi&r&amﬂi:gmﬂmsmte-

approved reading textbooks s’:ou.a focus oo com;reazzsg.gnskilis" or “woczb-

ulary skills." The level of policy they ave déalinmg with is vexy different znd’

yet zbe statevide assessment progrem in reading is probadly txyimg to zssist
‘them vi:.'n both decisons using the szme test scores znd vzr.asles analyzed znd

reported in the szme way. Ezmmadgthis;ointwellwhahemid: .

k]

1f we are _to have a way to improve. . .wemsza.’é;ohzvear:ayto
exclude data, ignore varizbles, suppress interactioas znod focus
atteaticnonpa:ticularphenamenaaadrglaticmsni?sthatarem
interest. Imcreasing thers!.gcrofthedefini‘,iono -policy, and
establi:shingi,tsd&scripd"elimits czn contribats to our zbilry to
improve the policy éecisi.on—making process {p. 7-8).

£

>

(2) Such programs seldom have the capacity “to produce informzion +which is
T4cspe” oriented at & time whea it 45 most needed by ;olic,-makers

The.majority of individuals responsible for large-scale u;s:ing programs with
zhm!hae:alkedfeelitistbg.ﬁprimrytasktoproﬁucetechnimﬂymd
data. Theypsuallyissuethisinareport of some type soon after their znaly-
sis is completed. They feel it is somebody else's respoasiblity to detérmine

what policy issues are suggeet.@i by the data. - T

& few directors assume they also have this iatter responsibﬂity but only after

the data hﬁs been collected and analyza. I knm: of at least two st:atewide

-

assessoent program that, ose interpretation panels after the data is available




Es

=23 2ccompeny :’aeir tecnm.cal Ieports with specific recommda:ic;ns @gbout the

type of ;olit:y issves which mwight be addressed. Bo:.h oi these viewpoints se\m
to we to igoore the 'ealities of the educaticzdl polic;ml:ing pmw 4
mjar £acr.o:astowhysuchdatahaslz.ttle irpzcr. “Again, t:urningtoth&‘.

L.r,eratureonpoli::"maling onefinds gmalagreematthatitisonlyat the

pom that a problem, de.mand. or need becomes a publicly recognized "issue” that
it is likely to mvemmufmmmﬁﬁw
Trumen, 1362). &nd it is at :his point that decison-makers aré most receptive
to objective analysis of data vhich bears on that topic. How much pore effi-
cient aaf- gf&ective our .lazge-,-scale testing programs would be if they could )
ié.e:xr.ify the most coasequential is‘s‘_?;v_hich their target andiences are
l.kely to be facing and design their programs to produce information specific
to those topics; (2) move away from the cne-shot, once-a-year reporting syn~

drome and instead build a capicity to deliver the mfomttan x:hqi‘i: s

"rimely” to the poliqymaking needs of the targe: tdienkes; and (3) develop the

capacity to pravide quic\k/:m—around gnalyses and tudiw respon.sive to tman-
ticipated demands which have sud&enly risen to the "issue stag'é This latter
capacity is not ail that um:ealis:ic to expect when you consider a‘ll_of__the

other data collec.tion md~gnalysis capacities withia an organization which

seldoh, if e«rer, are coordinated with the student testing ppogran. If sazrpling ‘

strategies, geographic reporting bozmdaii'es and other such technical considera-

tions were carried ou: in a coordinated way within most of our institutions, we
could be using our student petfprmce data fav more effectively for dealing

with "issue-related” decisions on a nore tipely 'and responsive schedule.

a -
1

(3) Few programs take into account the fact that the pold ng process
is characterized by unoertainj" and also by co:zpeting value systazs

-

. * ’ . -7-'

-7




¢ . - - - . .
To put iy another way, very few large-scale testing programs now have the capa- ..

city to assist their policymakers idenﬁify and znalyze the cgnsequences of

alternative décisions or to do follow-up research to answer questions prozpted

by the original assessaent results. In oost of our programs, we can answer the’

-

. —question of "vhat" the student performance is in a particular area, but we o

certainly cannot answer the question of "why" a particular result occurred We

are, in fact, contributing te the uncertainty" about an issue., Given scarce

rescurces, might it be more effectiﬁs)to concentrate on a few e;iticél subject

areas and release existing dollars for follow-up research to providezgettetﬁ

answers' about "shy'' some of the data turmed out the way it did? interpre- = ]
tation panels are going to be used to determine the potential policy impact of

assessmgnt data, night it not be more effective to have such"groups prepare a

/
£

series of alternative recommendations which includes their best estiuate_os the |

i» i,

educational, fiscal and political consequences of each alternative7

-~

’ . - ' ' T

In sumsary, with the best of intentions and at great personal and fis¢al cost,
we have initiated large-scale testing programs for tﬁe purpose of producing
useful information for target policymaking audiences. We have evidence that

our efforts have missed the mark, ahd it is my belief that a contributing

factor is Ouz‘lack of understanding of and responsiveness to the practicalities:
and realfities of the policy process itself. I Qgggﬂgggéested at least three

" areas in which ioprovements should be made. Let me leave you with the fol-

lowing poém. It is supposedly anomymous, but I think it actually was writtem T

. by the director of a large-scale testing program. .
L i . .

If you run very hard : ' l

- ' yith great effort and s;rain‘

f . “ - . N .
‘a ° : You may clambet aboard .
} * “ .
} . 14 . . .
. ) . The last car, the wrong train -
Q - ' . : P 5% )

-
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