
-DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 137 927 Ei 009 403

AUTHOR Evaul, ThomaS; And Others
TITLE ImplementiA Alternative Approaches to

Accountability: The Maxyland Experience.
PUB DATE Apr 77
NOTE 20p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational ,Research Association (New York,
New York, April 4-8, 1977)

EDRS PRICE MF-S0.83 HC-S1.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Community Involvement; Curriculum Evaluation;

Decision Making; *Educational Accountability;
Educational Assessment; *Educational Objectives;
Elementary Secondary Education; Pa ent Participation;
*Performance Based Education; Pilot ojects; Special
Education

IDENTIFIERS *Maryland

ABSTRACT
The Maryland Alternative Accountability Pilot Project

' is described and analyzed. First, the conceptual framework on which
the project was based is presented. This includes the background and
circumstances that provided the impetus, project goals, resource
ailocation, and project management. Each of the following phases is
then briefly discussed: development of school-level goals and
objectives, development of the sch9ol-baseflass4ssment techniques,
the implementation of the assessment, and the data recording. The
roles of the consultants, principals, and teachers within each of
these phases are described. (Author)\

***********************************************************************
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *

4* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. *

***********************************************************************



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF/ EDUCA,TFON

THIS DOCUMENT. -HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCE0 EXACTLY 'AS R ECEI ...ED. FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT POINTS OF yiEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY 'REPRE.
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDuLA tit" PUSI I ION OR POLICY

IMPLEMENTIAGALTERNATIVE

APPROA6HES TO ACCOUNTABILITY:

THE MARYLAND EXPERIENCE

by

Thomas Evaul, Curriculum & Evaluation Consultanta and Temple University-
/

Pascal D. Porgione Jr., Syracuse Research Corporation

John J. Convey, Catholic University Of Aaerica

Presented at the Annual Convention of

The American Education ResearOh Association

April, 1977, New York City

CONTENTS

The Maryland Accouhtabilfty Program
Ineeption arid Purposes of the Alternative Accountability Program

III Schools, Pundink-and Management
IV Conceptual Model
V Development of Objectives
VI Identification, Organization and Development of Assessment Procedures
VII Who, What and When
VIII Asseasment
IX Analysis of P:sults
X. Reporting th. Results
XI Use of Data to Improve Instruction
XII Other Aspects of Project
XIII Major Problems
XIV Evaluation



1. THE MARYLAND ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM

Accountability means many things to many perTle. To some it means

geLLing rin incompetent teachers; to others it mans testing; still

others view it as a system for improving the quality of education. As of

1974, thirty states had enacted legislation which contained approaches to

accountability. (1) Many of these laws deal with the assessment of programa

and personnel with an ultimate goal Of improving the performance of learnert.

Maryland is one of the states that enacted a rather comprehensive

accountability law in 1972. This was done in response toil growing public

concern about tle quality of education and a need for better information

about what studants learn in schools.

The purposas of this Act are:

to assure that educational programs operated in the

public schools:of-Maryland lead to the attainment of

esttblished objectives for education, to provide information

for accurate analysis of the costs ass9cfated with public

eduntion programs and to provide information for an

ann:ysis of the differential effectiveness of instructional

prolrams. (2)

\The State Aepattment of Education, charged with implementirig this

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

1. The de.,elopment of statewide?zoals for reading , writing, and
mathemetics.

2. T11:-., proparation of local goals and objectives in conformity
with tie state goals by each of the 24 county school systems.

3. The idntification and administration of instruments (Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills and Maryland Functional Reading Test)
to assess achievement of these goals in four grades.

4. The preparation of an annual report on the implementation of
the pregram, the results of assessment and further recommendations.
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INCEPTION AND PURPOSES OP THE

'14,TERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM

Almost from its inception this program was criticized, particularly

by teachers. The basis for their objections was fourfold.

1. The goals and objectives were from the top down (state to local)

which were not always suitable for local needs.

2. The burden of accountability (blame for poor achievement) was

implicitly placed on teachers rather than being shared by others

that influenced _education.

3. The assessment instrument did not accurately measure what was

being taught in all schools.

4. In spite of a regression analysis to adjust scores for certain

inherezt variables, test resultmkare not necessarily comparable

among schools. .

Discussions between representatives of the Maryland State Department

of Education (MSDE), the Maryland Siete Teachers Association (MSTA) and the

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

funding of the Zaryland,Alternative Accountability Pilot Project (HAAN).

The philosophy:underlying this project was that the individual school

(stiff, students, parents and community) should determine what they want to

accomplish, how they will assess these accomplishments end how they will

report the results to interested parties.

The major purposes of the MAAPP were:

1. To:increase community involvement, particu' rly In goal setting,'

and develop more meaningful communication with various aspects

of the community.,

2. To develop and/or select alternative approaches to assessment.

3. To utilize assessment results to improve instruction.
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III. SCHOOLS, FUNDING AND MANAGYMENT

All local school systems were informed of the project and invited

to participate. Semen sChools from four different sYstens chose to

pnrrAcipate (five elementary, one high school and one special education

center). One elementary school later withdrew. Each school,received

$1500 to use in purchasing materials, hiring sUbstitutea io release.

teacheri, paying teachers-for extra services or to.otherwise use in

conducting the project. In addition, each one received eight days of

services from an assessment consultant-r-These monies, plus others for

the overall operation.of the project, Were provided jointly ty the three

sponsoring organizations (MSDE, MIA and NEA).

Initially, representativEs of ihese three agencies Cooperatively

.nanaged the project. They provided general guidelines for schools to

follaw.and jointly met with the principal and staffs of the participating,

schools to assist them in their task. A graduate student from the state

university was employed as.a part time fiefd coordinator to keep records,

foster communications and assist in expediting work. However, changes in

personnel and schedule conflicts nade this form of nanagement unworkable.

Therefore-, it was decided to make the MSDE representative the project

manager to coordinate activities and adnini-ster the project. The manager,

working with the Assessment consultants and.the field Coordinator proved

to be a successful way of operating the project.

0
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IV. CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The MAAPP was conceptualized as an.eightistage model. This model is

depicted, in 7.:gure 1. (3) Stage one is the deVelopment and refinement,of

objectives in the three basis ares (4 accountability (reading, writing and,

mathematics)._In essence, this was a curriculum development task.. These

objectives formed the scope and sequence for these three areas and provided a

basis for eelecting the content tO be taught as well as the criteria for

evaluation.

.The second stage was broken down into two activities: (A) the identi-

-fication of possible ways to assess each activity and (B) theorganization

or classification of each objective According to these various ways of

assessment.

Stage three celled for the utilization of the previous stage in

actually selecting or developing the assessment instruments.

Stage four required sehools to plan who to assess and when.

A decision had to be, made whether to assess every student every

objective, to,sample either students or objectives, or both. The step also

necessitated a 'decision on whether to evaluate all students in a relatively

short period of time,or to spread the assessment.process Over.the entireyear.

The final stage (eight) is the.primary reason for the existence of an

.accountability program;. the use of these results to improve instruction.

The balance of this paper will be devoted to describing eich of these

stages.as they, were' developed and implemented in.the six pilot schools.

The successful procedures del?eloped by various schools will be highlighted

as well as the problems that. arese. Recommendations will be Made:based

on this experience for others who may wish to use a similiar plan.

6



Figure 1
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V. DevmLOPMENT OF OBJECTIVES (stage One)

All schools in the state were required to write objectives for

reading, writing and mathematics that were consistant with the goals of

their county and the state. In the MAAPP schools 'careful consideration

had to be given to "the measurability" of these objectives since the

schools thenaelves would be respoasible for their assessment. Schools in

this project were also strongly enccelraged to involve parents and metbers

of the,cotmunity in the process. (3) All schools involved parents and/or metrs

of the community in the early part of this task.I.Sone schools organized amal

on-going groups of parents and teachers to set goals. Others mailed invitat one

to selected participaats. One.held a mass meting of parents to get involve-

ment; Two schools usful a mail questionnaire to get parents responses. While

commuaity inVolvement was generally good at the onset, it tended to atrophy

as. the work got down io the "nitty gritty" of specific objecti,te writing.

Atthis point, teachers and consultants took over the job.

Sone schools organized by grouping teachers according to grades,

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

,w4.-sile others organized according to subject areas across grades. Whichever

pattera 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 level met to write objectives in one

or more areas, representatives of each grade Met to articulate sequenceV
between grades.

Small task groups proved to be most productive. Meeting times varied

among the schools. Some met during the day using substitutes to cover classes,

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

The latter seemed to be most productive as teachers were fresh and free

8
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from concern about their classes.

This task was not an easy one for the schools. Although it was suppose

to be completed duiing the first half of 1975, when the ac-ossment

consultants were emplbyed in August they found considerable work needed

to be done to makethe objectives "assessable". This included not only

cleaning up the statement of the objectives, but also in helping teachers

clarify What they wanted to teach and ironing out duplication and gaps

betWeen grades. The input of the consultants was mast "valuable in this

process. The task was not coipleteciuntil ,the end of.1975 for most schools-

and even ran into.the spring of 1976 for, some.

Although the task was difficult, some valuable putcomesaccrued- Firs

teachers leSrned several things: to write objectiVes in neasurable terms;

more about their subject matter, particularly its organization; and they

improved their communication with one another, parents and the admini4ra-

tion. Second, a more complete and better organized curriculum evolved

from this process.

A. comparison of the objectives produced at the elementary schools

indicates a high degree of similarity. The question must be raised if

this proceis of "rodiscovering the wheel" is worth the effort. One

recommendation that could resolve this issue is that a bank of objectives .

be collected at the state level and made available to local schools. They

would have the privilege of selecting objectives from this bank, creating

their own or doing some of each.

9
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VI. IDENTIFICATiM, ORGANIZATION AND DEVELOPMFNT
OF ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES. (stage two.and three)

Stage two A (identification of possible ways to assess fhe.objectilles)

and two B (organizing objectives according to assessment procedures) were

neither difficult tasks to accomplish nor were they extremely useful.

While a list of possible ways of asseS;ing.each objective'was quickly

developed and objectives classified according to this list, not until

the teachers got into the tasks of seletting or developing specific

instruments (stage three) did the whole thing begin to fit together.

Only in the special 4ication center, where the decision to rely heavily

1

on check lists Vas maie in advance, did stage two prove to be very useful.

As teathers explored xisting instruments and worked on development of

their oWn, preliminary deqpions were either changed or,reinforced.

The task of selecting and developing instruments for asseaspent

was as time consuming, "Sathongh probably not as.frustrating, as develcping,

the objectives. In many schools teachers reviewed standardized testa,

criterion-referenced test.s associated with textbook series and,criferion-

referenced items obtained frOm the Instructional Objectives Exchange.

Some items were selected from these sources. In addition, teachers
\,

developed criterion-referenced items and observational Checklists for

certain objectives. (4)

Other than the heavyAime commitment, no other problems 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 ihe evaluation of student achie-:.r.;

1 0
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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 objectives.

Despite the work involved, teachers favored assessing every child. Their
,

goal was to obtain diagnostic data on students which could be used for

planning future instruction as well as for reporting to parents. and

\others.

While teachera also favored asseising students on all objectives,

the time pressure reateid by the nuiber of start up tasks in the. initial.

year Made this impoisible in most schools. Therefore, moet.of them

sampled theynuaber Of objectivei upon'which they would asbest students
\

.with anticiOation of expanding the number theyvould assess the next year.

The time of assessment was anoiher.issue

Mbst teaChers agreed that onTgoing assessment

that had to be resolved.

throughout the year vas

desirable. This would enable them to use the results as feedback to

themselves, students, parents4and other parties so that changes could be

made that would facilitate learning. However, this was not possible during

the initial year When the preparation for assessment consumed the first

six months. Some schools chose to assess childreniover a few days period;

others made it an on-going process lasting up to two months. Sone set

aside a portion of the school day for assessment; others observed the'child's

behavior and work products throughout the-day.

While most of the effort went into student assessment, the larger

concept of accountability as responsibility ,forced some consideration to

be given to who was responsible for the success or failure of'students.

Teachers were obviously reluctant 'to accept total responsibility for

student achievement when so many other factors such Aa family, community



support, school resources and administration impinged on this outcOme.

Unfortunately, time constraints and priorities established by the model

left little opportunity to consider this idea. Only one school did.any-
1

) thing about it. In this school, two instruments were developed - one for

evaluation of the principal and one for teacher evaluation. Teachers,

\anonymously completed the principal evaluation form and teachers uti ized
f

ithe other form to' perform a self-evaluation. .Although these steps-vere

small, they at least initiated action on a "total accountability program".

12



VIII. ASSESSNENT (stage Five)

Aethis stage the instrunents and procedures developed ih-the previous

two stages were implemented. In most schools objectives were evaltiated on

some form of i "mastered - not nmstered" basis. Sone schools used a

modification of this by including a "partially learned" category. One-

school used only a percentage correct systenN-

Criteria were', established, if they were not inherent in the objectives,

to dete):mine what was meant by mastery.. Record forns were devisied and

utilized to collect the data on each cfiild. In most cases, theee took

the form of class summary sheets on whieh each child's performance on

each objective was recorded.

IX. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS (stage six)

Results were analyzed both individu.:ally and .by groups. Some schools

kept recordsonly on each student indicating the number of objectives mastered

or the score each obtained on given tests. Others grouped these data and

determined the percentages of each grade that mastered each objective

or the averap score and variability for each group on each test.

Some schools hand-seored the assessments at the classroom level

while other used IBM answer ?heets with computer scoring.

13
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X. REPORTING THE RESULTS (stage seven)
\

By June 3'76 the majority of MAAPP schools had readhed Stage seven,

reporting the school level and individual student assessment results.

The sponsoring agencies presented MAAPP results to the appropriate

legislative bodies and,ta the community at large while the schools

concentrated on ways to explain their programs and resUlts to parents.

Some schools held voluntary parent conferences with teachers to discuss

the students' achievemult. As an,alteraative to the time-consuming task

of individual conferences, several schools planned evening meetings with

parents. During these semsions, the principal and teachers reported on

assessment results and explained how the information would impro-Ve educational

planning and instructibn. Another approach to reporting results was a

take-home report card, also called an "objective mastery card", which

indicates each child'e level of achievement of oblectiVes assessed. One

,school intends eventually to dispense with 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,resulta in an understandable fashion is a key to the

success of this program. Parents, students and the public at large have for

so long been,conditioned to broad subject letter grades and comparison test

adores (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 /0 IMPROVE INSTRUCTION (Stage Eight)

-

This final stage of the MAAPP was only touched upon by some schools

because-time ran out for the school year. .A few teachers-in schools

where testing was continUous over a period of two months indicated they

used' :Moue of the early results to reteach some objectives. Other

schools indicated that some objectives in which students did not do so well

were marked for special attention the following year. Some schools

remarked that they not only planned to look at instruction, but also

at the objectives themselves, the assessment instruments and the record

system. ,

Two schools planned summer workshops with the anticipation of comr

pleting the assessment development tasks and revie4ing 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



-14-

XII. OTHER ASPECTS OF PROJECT

There were several other aspects of the project that contributed

to its success. One was meetings of the assessment consultants, field

coordinator and project manager. At these meetings ideas were exchanged,

time tables set, problems discussed and a'plan for the evaluation of the-

project developed. No attempt was made to develop uniformity among the

,schools; In-fact diversity was encouraged in order to see what worked.

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

many issues.

Another key factor was the role of the field coordinator. This.person

spent considerable time communicating with the schools, the consultants

and the manager, expediting many details.

The project manager provided overall leadership to the project. The

enthusiasm and Oerseverince of this individual was central in keeping

people moving when other priorities attempted to get in the way.

A final factor that was helpful in moving the project was a series

of' intra-school meetings. Principals .ey teachers of the participating

schools met to share ideaw, discuss problems and mutually reinforce pach

other.
/

Two disappointing aspects of the project were the leak of input and

concern of representatives of the sponsoring agencies (other than the one

which the project manager represented), and the county level personnel.

After the assessment consultants were brought on 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

16
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level of administration. More "drum beating and horn tooting" by the

school and etaft may have altered this, but they were too busy with the

tAsk at hand.

XIII MAJOR PROBLEMS

/01..

There,were several major problems that arose during'Xhe project.

These included_tiMe,. financial assistance, technical taiistance, consistent

leadership and follow up.

The process of developing objectives, vbich was tantamount to a major

curriculum revision, Vas extremely time consuming. Part of this was due

to the lack of expertise and leadership at the school level during the

initial phase of the project. This was remedied in part,when the

assessment consultants started working. However, a good deal of it had

to do with the scope of the tusk as envisioned.by the authors of the pro-

ject. It was assumed that the curriculum in eadh school was in order and

the objectives of,this curriculum needed only. to be translated into

beheviormeres. Unfortunately, the curricultan in most AMeriCan schools

ia not in good order. The scope and sequence is not well laid out and

many teachers are "doing their own thing". Many curricular problems had .

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

-done well: Some problems were resolved by communication among staff, some

by consensus, some,by compromise and some by majority vote. Any group
414,

contemplating a project similar to the MAAPP should be aware that a sound

.curriculum precedes aesessment. The commitment needed to., do this requires

more than a few hours of released time or an afternoon once a vlek,

Time was alsora problem in accomplishing the other stages. The fact

that most schools only,assessed a sample oF their objectives indicates

1 7.
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the crunch they were in. Hindsight would suggest that a full calendar

year, including a summer, ehould be devoted to curriculum and assessment

development before implementing the project even on a pilot basis.

Financiel assistance was a second problem. The $39,000 invested in

the project produced a tremendous amount of output. Additional funds

were needed to buy more time, particularly for staff and consultants.

Some of the shortcomings of the project nay be tra-ed.to this. One school

withdrew from the project because they felt they could aot "complete a

creditable project with the time.and resources available".

It became obvious early in the project that teachers lacked the

teChnical expe: ise to do a good job in curriculum and assessment develop-

ment. This should not be construed as a criticism of teachers. Their job

is to teach, riot wtite

consultants who worked

Consultante for such a

be willing to "roll up

curriculum and construct tests. The employment of

with the staff in doing the job resolved this issue.

task must have not only the.technical knowledge, but

their sleeves" and get down to work with ths staff.

Mu& of their task consisted of providing examples, locating resources,

teChnical editing and revision and actually doing some of . the writing.

Changes in leadership proved to be another major.problem. The

resignation and replacement of the field coordinator and two shifts in the

administrator of the Maryland Accountability Program, who represented MSDE,

interrupted the project. Sehools became confused'and questioned the commitment

of the agencies. However, the consumiation of the position of project manager,

the retention of a new field coordinator and the employment of conseltants,

all of whom stayed with the project for the entire pilot year provided the

consistency neded to enable the schools to accomplish the great amount of

work they did.

18
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At the cqmpletion of the pilot year, it was agreed that the sdhools
Pv .

would continue refining objectives, developing the rest of the assessment

tasks and1using the results to improve instruction. One school receiTed a

county grant to do this in a mower workshop. Two factors interferred

with this gen, however, Although the spnsoring agencies agreed to.fund

the schools for.uame expenses and Consultant help during the follow-up

'year, it was not forthcoming. The seceild factor was the reertion of

the project msnagerto take another position. Ris tegacimumadid not

have the same enthusiasm for the project: Thislack of follow up is

having a distinct affect upon the schools commitment to contiaue'work ou

tne task.

XIV EVALUATION

The,purpose of the EAAPP was to-demonstrate how an accountability

program could vork from the grais roots level. Au evaluation was designed

and conducted by the manager and consultants to determine how well it worked.

' This is the subject of a sedond paper to follow. This paper has described

the process, the resources and the products, illustrating some of the success

and some of the problems encountered.

1
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