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1. THE MARYLAND ACCOUNTABILITY PRCGRAM
e /-

R

'
Al

Accountabilié& méans many things to many peépxe.‘A?o some it means
.&eiging>rid o incompetent teacher;; to others it means testing; still
'i;othéts view it as a system for improving the quality of education. As of
1974, thirty states hgd enacted legislation which contaiuned approaches to
accounfability.'(l) Many of these.laws dezl with the asssessment of programs
aad personnel with aﬂ ultimate goal of improving the perfotmance 9f iearn;r:.

Maryiand is one of the states that enacted a rather comprehensive

accountability law in 1972. This was done in response to ‘a growing public

concern about tie quality of education and‘a need for better information

about what studants iéarn in séhools.

The.purposea of this Act are:
. ++...to assure tﬁat educatiqnal programs operated in the
public échoolsjqffnaryland lead to.the attaiﬂment of
estibliszhed objeétives for education, fo provide 1nformation
for_accufate'analysis'of tﬁe costs asggcfated with public
edu:ation programs and to ffovide inf;rmétion for an
ana.ysis of tﬁe differential effectivenéés of instructicrnal
pro:rams. (2) .
The State epartment of Education, charged.wlth implementiéh this

law, developed .1 four stage plan for this purpose. This included:

1. The deelopment of statéwidé*gnals for reading , writing, and
mathem.tics.

2. Th2 preparation of local goals and objectives in conformity'
with tle state goals by each of the 24 county school systems.

3. The ddentification and administration of instruments (Iowa
Tests «f Basic Skills and Maryland Functional Reading Test)
to assi ss achievement of these goals in four grades.

4. The preparation of an annual report on the implementation of
the prc¢gram, the results of assessment and further recommendations.
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II,  INCEPTION AND PURPOSES OF THE
'ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM

Almost from its inception this program was criticized, particulsrly
by teachers. The basis for their objections was fourfold.
1. The goals and objectives were from the top down (state to local) K
which were not always suitable for local needs. . g

2. The burder of accountability (blame for poor achievement) was
implici;ly placed on teachers rather than being shared by others
that influenced education.

3. The aaeessment inst rument did not accurately measure what was
being tsught in all schools.

4. In. apize of a regression analysis to adjust scores for certain )
inhereret variables, test resultm are not necessarily comparable 4
among schools

Discussions between representatives of the Maryland State Department

of Education (MBDB), the Maryland State Teachers Associatior (MSTA) and the

National Education,Association (NEA) resulted in the planning and joint

funding of the Msxylana Alternative Accountability Pilot Project (MAAPP).

The philosophy underlying this project was that the individual school

(staff, studengs, parents and community) should determine what they want to

accomplish how they will assess these accomplishments and how they will >
" report the results to interested parties.

The major purposes of the MAAPP were:

1. To increase commmnit& involvcaent, particu” +ly in goalvsetting,'-
and develop more meaningful communication with various aspecte
of the community.

To develop and/or select alternative approaches to assessment

3. To utilize agsessment results to improve instruction.




I1T. SCHOOLS, FUNDING AND MANAGEMENT

y

All local school systems were informed of the project and invited
to participate. Seven schools from four different systens ehose to
parricipate (five elementary, one high school and one special education
center). One elementary school later withdrew. Each school, received
$1500 to use in purchasing materials, hiting suhstitutes to release .

teachers, pay-ng teachers-for extra services or to otherwise use in

. conducting the prqject. In addition, each ore received eight days of

services from an assessment consultaatf//ihese monies, plus others for
the overall operation of the project, were provided jointly by the three
sponsoring organizations (MSDE, MS1A and NEA).

Initially, reptesentatives of'these three agencies eooperatively

.managed the project. They provided general guidelines for schools to-

foliow and jointly met witii the principal and staffs of the participating.
schools to assist them in their task. A graduate student from the state
university was employed &s a part time fleld coordinator to keep records,
foster communications and assist in exPediting work. However, changes in
personnel and schedule conflicts made this form of management unworkable.
Therefore, it was decided to make the MSDE repxesentative the project
manager to coordinate activities and adiminister the project. The manager,
working with the assessment consultants and the field coordinator proved

to be a successful way of operating the prcject.
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IV, CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The MAAPP? was conceptualized as an'eightlstage model. This model is
depicted in Tlgure 1. (3) Stage one is the development and refinementaof _
objectives in the three basis areas of accountability (reading, writing and -
mathematics). In esaenceS this was a curriculum development task.. These
objectives formed the scope and sequence for these three areas and provided a
basis for gelecting the content to be taught as well as the criteria for ,
‘evaluation. | . |

- The aecond stagé’was broken dcwn into two activities: (A) the identi-
‘fication of possible ways to assess each activity and (B) the. organization
or classification of each objective according to these various ways of
assessment.

Stage three called for the utilization of the previous etage in
actually selecting or developing the aseesament instruments.

-7 Stage four required schools to plan who to assess and when.

A decision had to be made whether to aesess every student : . every
objective, to sample either students or objectives, or both. The step also
necessitated c'decisicn cn whether to evaluate all students in a relatively
short period of time or to apread the assessment process over.the entire year.

The final stage (eight) ig the primary reason for the existence of an
.accbuntability program,' the use of these results to improve 1nstruction.

The balance of thie paper will be devoted to describing each of these
stages ag they weré developed and 1mp1emented in the six pilot pchools.

The successful procedures deyeioped by various schools will be highlighted
ag well es.the problems that. arohe. ‘Recommendations wili oe made :based
on this experience for others who may wish to ugse a similiar plan.




Figure 1

MARYLAND ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PILOT PROJECT ASSESSMENT MODEL
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V.  DEVELOPMENT OF OBJECTIVES (stage One) ’

All schools iq‘éhé state were required to write objectives for
reaging, writiag and mathematics that were consistant with the goals of
their county Qnd the state. In the MAAPP schools ‘careful considerétion
had to be given to "the-measurability" of these objectives since the
schools themaelves ﬁoulé be responsible for their assessment. Schﬁols in
this project were also strongly encouraged to involve parents and members
of the community in the process. (3) All schools involved parents and/or memipts
of the community in the early part of this task..QSom; schools oryanized smal
on-going groups of parents and teachers to set goals. Others mailed’ invitatjons
to selected participaats. One.held a masé meetin® of parents to get ihVolvéf
ment: Two schools used a mail questionnaire to get pafenta"responséé.» While
community involvement was genefally good at the omset, it tended’to a;rophy
as the work got downiéo the "nitt; gricty" of specific objectiye writing.

At this point, teachers and consultants took over the job.

Sowe schools organized by grouping teachers according to grades,

levels or departments (depending on individual school's organization),

_:while rthers organized according to subject areas across grades. Whichever

pattern was used for the primary writing task, meetings were held using
the opposite organization to provide for communication and articulation.

For example, if teachers at a grade LEVEI met to write objectives in one
Or more areas, representatives of each grade met to articulate sequence

) . - y,l . » o
batween grades.

Small task groups proved to be most productiﬁe. Meeting times varied
among the schools. Some met during the day using substitutes to cover classes,

some wet at the end of the school day and some meetings were held on Saturday.

~7
7

The latter seemed to be wost productive ag teachers were fresh and freelw

8 ' ‘ .l/'/’
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from concern abcut their classes.

This task was not an easf one for the échools. Al:houéh it was suppose
to be completed duting the first half of 1575, When the ac.essment
consultants were emﬁibyed in August they found considersble work needed

to be done to make the dbjectives "aggessable'". This included not only

N

cleaning up the stecement of the objectives, but also in helping teacheré o
clarify uhat'they wanted to teach and ironing out duplication and gaps
betﬁeen'gfades. The.input'of the conéultanté wa; most valusble in ;his
pr;cess. The task was not coﬁpleted'untii the end of 1975 for mostlschocls ‘
ahd,eve@ ran into.the spring of 1§76 for soﬁa. |

Althéugh the task was difficult, some valuable;out;omes'aécrﬁed.. Firs
teachers leérngd several things: to wrfte ébjectives in measurable te&ms;
more éboﬁt their subject matter, particﬁlarly its organizatioﬁ; and they
improved their communidétion'with one another, parents and the'adminiétra—
ticn. Secohd, a more complete and better organized curriculur evolved
from this process.

A Eompa;ison of the objectives produced at the elementary schools
indicates a high degrée of similarity. The question mugé be raised 1if
tﬁia process of “rediscovering the wheel” is worth the effort. One
recommendation that could resolve this issue is_that a bank of objecti#es-‘
be collected at the state level ;nd made available to local schools. They.
would have the privilege of selecting objectives from this bank, creating

their own or doing some of each.



VI. IDENTIFICAIION ORGANTZATION AND DEVELOPMENT
OF ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES. (stage two and three)

Stage two A (identification of possible ways to assess the'objectiQeS)
and two B (organizing objectivas according to assessment procednres) vere
neither diffﬁcult tasks to accomplish nor were they extremely useful.
While a list of possible ways of assessing each objective‘was quickly
developed and objectives classified according to this 1list, not until
the teachers got into the tasks of selecting or developing specific
instruments (stage three) did the whole thing begin to fit tdgether.
Only'in the special e%ucation center, where the decision 50 rely heavily
on check lists was e in advance, did staée two prove to be very useful.:

'As teachers explored ;isting instruments and worked on development of
their own, preliminary deq}sions were either changed or'reinggrced.

The task of selecting and dsvelopiné instruments for assgssment
was as time consuming, although probably not as. frustrating, as develcpingxn
the objectives. In many schools teachers revieved standardized tests,'
criterion—referenced tests associated with textbook series and‘criterion-g

" referenced items obtained from the Instructional Objectives Exchange.
Some items were selected from these sources.l In addition, teachers

NE

developed criterion-referenced items and observational checklists for

( ,

certain objectives. (&)
Other than the heavy time commitment, no other rroblems seemed to
be evident in this process. Many teachers reported that their work on

this task improved their writing skills and increased their understanding

of the relationship between objectives and the evaluation of student achiefem

10 \
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VII.  WHO, WHAT AND WHEN (stage Four)

A,major concern in this area was whether or not to assess every
student on every objective or to sample some students and/or ob1ectives.
Despite the work 1nvolved, teachers favored assessing every child. Their
goal was to obtain diaggostic data on students which could be used for
planning future instruction as veil as for reportihg to parents'and
\others. .

‘ While teachers also favored assessing students on all objectives,
the time pressure restﬁd by the nuﬁher of.start up tasks in the initial
year made chis impossible in most'schools Therefore, most of them
sampled the,numoer of objectives upon which they would assess students
with anticipation of expanding the number they would assess the next year;‘

The time of essessn&nt was another issue that had to be resolved.

Hbst teachers agreed that on-going assessment throughout the year vas
desirable. This vould enable them to use thejresults as feedback to
themselres, students, parents%snd other parties so that changes qould be
made that would raoilitate learning. However; this was not possible during

" the initisl year when the preparation for assessment consumed the ftrst'
six months. Some schools chose to assgess childrenéover a tew days period;
others made it an on-going process lasting up to two months. Some set
aside a portion of the school day for;aasessment; others observed the child's
behavior and work prodscts throughout theoday.

While aost ot the effort oent‘into student assessment, the larger
concept of accountability as responsibility forced some consideratlon to
be given to who was responsible for the success or failure of students. "f?

'  Teachers were obviously reluctantt@o acgept total responaihility for

§

student achievement when 80 many other factors such a& family, commgnity

o ‘.7' | - _ . 1 1‘
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support.‘school resources and adudnistratiop impinged on thislputcame.
Unfortunately, time constraints and priorities establiahed by the model
left little opportunity to consider thia idea. Only one school did_any-
\ : .
i thing about it.- In this school, two instruments were developéd - one for
ijfévaluation of the principal and one for teacher evaluation. Teacher&'
\gnonymouai& completed tht principal e#aluatioﬁ form and te&chers utilized

L d

; the other form-to‘perform a self-evaluation. Although these steps were
)
small, they at least initiated action on a "total accountability program"

12
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© VIII. ASSESSMENT (stage Five) =

At'this stage the instruments and procedures developed iﬁ»the preﬁioua
- two eﬁagea‘weré implemented. In mosg schools objectives were evalﬁ;ted on’
L‘sm‘nefform of a "mastered - not mastered" basis. Some schools used a
modification of this by including a “partially ;garned" category. On§“> B
school used'bhly.a ﬁercentage correct system._
Criteria were established, 1f fﬁey Qefe not inherent in the objectives, - -
to determin; vhat was meant by masFe;y:f_Record forms were dEViiﬁd and
utilized to collect the data on ea;ﬁ-cﬁild. in most casges, théée took
}he”form of class suﬁﬁary sheets on which each child's performance on

each objective was recorded.

IX. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS (stage six)
. 1. )
Regsults were analyzed both individually and by groups. Some schools

kep; records ‘only on each studeﬁt indicating the number of objectives mastered
or thg score each obtained on givgﬁ tests. Others grouped these data and
determined the percentages of each grade that mastered each objective
or thé averag: score and variability‘for each group on each test.

Sone schools hand-scored the asséssments at the claésroom level
while other used IBM énswer‘gbeets with computer scoring.;

Al
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X.  REPQRTING THE RESULTS (stage seven)

By June 176 ‘the majority of MAAPP schools had reached Stage seven,

‘ reporting the school level and individual student assessment results,

The sponsoring agencies presented MAAPP results to the appropriate ) /
leéislative bodies and* to the community at large while the schools ‘ ’
concentrated on ways to explain their progrsms and results to parents.

Some Schools held volunf ary parent conferences with teschers to discuss

the students' achievemeat. As an alternative to the time-consuming task

of -individual confereuces, aeveral scbools plsnned evening meetings with

- parents. During these sessions, the Principal snd teschers reported on
assessment results and explained how the information would improve educational .
planning and instructidn. Another approach to reporting results was a ;
take-home report csrd also called an "objective mastery card", which
indicates each child's 1evel of achievement of objectives assessed. One
‘school intends eventually to dispense witn its regular report card and replace

it with the "objective mastery card " These assessment. results remain in each

students' folder as the student progresses through the skills required at each

<
grade level.

Presenting the results in an understsndable fashion 1s a key to the
succegs of this proéram. Parents; students and the public at large have for
80 long been conditioned to broad subject letter grades and comparison test
Bcores (norm-referenced) that the new mastery of objective type of evaluation

(criterion-referenced) requires considerable explanation.”

14
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XI. USE OF DATA 10 TMPROVE INSTRUCTION (Stage Eight)

This final stage of the MAAPP was ohly touched .upon by some schools
because time ran out for the achool year. TAAfeofco;chers_inuscﬁoola'“
where testlng was continuous over a perlod of twoimopths indicated chey
used”&ome of . tﬁe earlyvresulte to reteach some“objectiVes. Other
schools 1ndicated that some objectives An which atudents did not do so well -
were marked for special attention the following year. Some schools
remarked that they not only planned to look at inatruction, but also
at the objectives themselves, the aasessmcnt 1nstrumenta and the record

system.

Two schools planoed sumner workshops with the anticipation of com-

pleting ;he assessment development tasks and reviewing,the results of the

past year.
It was probably too much to expect a school staff to complete the

entire eight steps in'one year. However, a sufficient amount was accomplished

to show the viability of the model.

15
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XII. OTHER ASPECTS OF PROJECT

There were saveral other aspeczs of the project that contributed
to its success. One'§a3~meeiings'of the assessment coﬁsulfants, field
coordinagor and project managqi. At these meeilugs ideas.vere exéhanged,
time tables set, problems discussed and a ‘plan for ¢the evaluation of the:
ﬁrojéct developed. No attempt’was‘ﬁade to deVelop.uniformity among.the
uﬁchools; in fact diversity ﬁas enéou;ag;d in order ta see what worked.

4

However, the shared expertise of this group was helpful in resolving

many issues.

Another key factor was the role of the field coordinatoyr. This person
spent considerableitime commmicating with the schools, the consultante
and the manager, expediting many.details.

The project magake: provided oﬁefall leaderahip_to the project. The
enthﬁsiaém and perseverance of this individual wés central in keeping
people moving when other priorities attempted to get in thg-wgy. -
A final factor that was helpful in moving the project was a series

of intra-school meetings. Principels «r' .ey teachers of the participating

schools met to share idea@} discuss problems and mutually reinforce faqh'

A -~ t

qther. _ . /,
Tﬁo disappointing aspects of the project were the la;é of input and
concern~of representatives of the sponﬁoring agencies (otger than the one
which the project managér represented), and tbé county leével personnel.
After the assessmeat consultants were brought oﬁ board; the sponsoring

groups seemed to feel they were relieved of all responsibility except

funding and publicizing the fact that it was "their" project. Other than

18



level of adrwinistration. More "drum beating end hom tooting" by the

achool and etaft may have altered this, but they were tco busy with the

t~sk at hand.

XIII  MATOR ‘Pnonms o

There were sevaral najor problems that arose during’ the project.

'These included tinn, financial assistance, technical aesistance, consistent

AR

leadership and follow up.

The process df develéping objeétivué, which was tantamount to a major
curricuiuﬁ revieion, was extreﬁely/time conauming. Part of-thia,wasadug ‘
to tﬁe laci of expértise and leadership at fhe school level during the

initial phase of the project. This vas renndied in part vhen the

asgsessment consultants started working. However, a good denl of it had

to do with the scope of the task as enviaioned'by'the authors of the pro-

ject.v It was assumed that the curriculum in>each‘school was‘in ordéi end
the objgéﬁivea of this curriculum needed only to be ﬁtanglated into
behgvioraljterms. Unfortunately, the curriculum in most American sckools
is not in-gobd‘order. The‘scope and sequence is notkﬁell laid out and
many teachers are "doing their own thing'". Hﬁny curricular problems had .

to be resolved in these schools before the oﬁjectiye task could really be

. done well. Some problems were resolved by commmicaticn among staff, some

by:consensua, some by conbromise and sope by majority vote. Any group
- . .

contemplating a project similar to the MAAPP shoﬁld be &ware that a sound

.curriculum precedes agsessment. The coundttnnt needed to do this requires

more than a few hours of releaaed time or an afternoon once a n\ek

Time was alsofa problem invacconplishiqg the other stages. The fact

~ that most schools only assessed a aample pf their cbjectives indicates

17 - I
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I

the crunch they were in. vHindsight ﬁbuld suggest that’a full calendar
year, 1ﬁclud1ng 8 aummer; should be devoted to curriculum and assessment
development befor; implementing the project even on a pilot basis.
. Financiel assistance was a second problem. The $3§,000.invested in

the project préduced a tremendous amount of output. Additional funds

- were needed‘to buy more tire, partiéulafly for staff and consuitants.\

AN Some of th@ shortcomings of the project ﬁay be tra-ed to this. gne school

withaggw from the project because they felt éhey could ot “complete a

B

‘, creditable project with the time and resources ayailable".
K\\ . It became obvious early in the project that teacﬁers lacked the._
t;chnical exp2: 1se to do a good job in curricﬁlum and assessment aévelop—
ment. This should nbc be construed a8 a criticism of teachers. Their job

is to teach, vot wiite curriculum and constfuct tests. The employment of
consultasts who worked with the.staff in doing the job ;ésolved'this issue.
QQnsultants for such a task must have not only the -technical knowledge, but

be willing to "roll up ﬁheir slegves" and get downfto work with the staff.
Mucli of their t;sk-consiated of providing examples, locating resources,
technical editing and revision and actually doing some of the writing.

Changes in leaderskip proved to be another majof.pr?blem. The:
resignation and replacement of the field coérdinator and‘two shifts in the
administrator of the Maryland Accoﬁntability Program, who represented MSDE,
interrupted the éroject._ Schools became confused and questioned the commitmen:
of the agencies. However, the connumﬁatioq of the position of project manager,
the retention of a new field coordin#tor and the employment of consultants:»
all of whom stayed with the project for the entire pilot year provided the

consiétency nebded to enable the schools to accomplish the great amount of

work: they did.

18
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|
At the completion of the pilot year, it was agreed that the achools
would continuc refining objectives, developing the test of the assessment

\

tasks and\vsing the results to tmprove in.truction. One achool received a
county 3raTt to do this in 8 Bummer wbrishop. Iva factorn interferred \
- with thic ﬁlcn. howevar; Although thc spcusoring cgancics agreed to. fund
the schools for some expenses and consultant help during the follow-up
year, it was not forthcouing. The second factor was the rcﬁ gnation of
the project manager to rake another position. His rcplacenent~did not“
have the same enthusiasm for the project. This 1ack of follcw'up 18

'l

having a distinct affect upon the schools connitment to continue work ou

~the taak.
R | _ XIV EVALUATION
" The purpose of the MAAPP was toldémonstratc how an accountability
program could vork from the graas roots level. Ac eynluation was desigced
and conducted by the manager and consultants to dctetiine how well it wcrked.
* This is the subject of a second ﬁapet to follow. This paper has described
. - r ) ! » -
the process, the rcaqurccs and thé products, illustrating some of the succest
and some of the probleﬁs encounter;d.
' ’ A

v : : . \
. N
'
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