
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 141 399 TM 006 358

AUTHOR Perrone, Vito
TITLE The Abuses of Standardized Testing. Fastback Series _

No. 92.
INSTITUTION Phi Delta Ka-,a.Educational Foundation, Bloomington,

Ind.
PUB'DATE 77
NOTE 45p.; Some parts may be marginally legible due to

Small print of the original document
AVAIIABLE FECM Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth and Union, Box. 789,

Bloomington., Indiana 47401 (1-9 copies: for Members,
$0.60 ea., for nonmembers, $0.75 ea., discounts- on
larger quantit;i.es)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 Plus Postage. HC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIpTORS *Achievement Tests; Educational Testing; Elementary

Education; Evaluation Methods; History; .*Intelligence
Tests; NormaReferenced Tests; Objective Tests;
Pclitidal issue,s; Scores; Socioeconomic Influences;
*Standardized T-e-t,t Test'Bias; *Testing Problems;
Test Interpretation; Test Results *Test Validity

IDENTIFIERS *Alternatives to.Standardized

ABSTRACT
The author takes the position that standard,ized

tests, as presently developed and marketed, do have potentially
.positiye uses. However, these advantages.are outweighed by the tests,
deleterious effects on,children and programs. Standardized _. tests
refer to published, norm referenced, achievement and intelligence
tests which-contain specitructions for administration. This
discussion ircludes a historicar-background of standardized testing,
an explanationof the tests themselves, a proposed moratorium on
tetting and suggested alternatives to standardized-testing. A

bibliography is appended. (MV)'

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished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

.

* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
* via the ERIC Locument Reproduction Service (EDRS) . EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the original dcicument. Reproductions *
* supplied by EPRS are the best that can be made from the original.
****************4*****************************************************





VITO PERRONE

Vito Perrone is dean ot the Center tor Teaching and Learning and
professor of history and education at the University of North Dakota.

He completed his M.A. in 1958 and Ph.D. in .1963 at Michigan
State University.

Perrpne has published exterr.Hri,n- paokissional and educa-
tional journals. His principal i"ir&rests 1!=eIlie'riiitive5_ineduca7.
tion, community organization.. staft...tlescit'aC'rtent, and ediefeabonal
evaluation.

Actively involved with Phi bOta KapPa,The .4\ ssociatipn for Child-.
hood Education, the National AssocLiatiOn: Of ..Hementai'y School
Principals, and the North Dakota..-Study iGrouVon_ Evaluation, .

Perrone also serves as a program consultant to the'Naffonal Endow-
ment for the Humanities. He is ahe authocc3f Phi Del6 kappa's best-
selling fastback, Open Educdtions Promise and Problems (6stback
#3),

4
Series Editor, Donald \N. Robinson

3



The Abuses of Standardized festing

By Vito Perrone

Library ot Congress Catalog Card Number: 77-72589

'ISBN 0-87367-092-2

Copyright 197 by The Phi Delta Kappa Educational foundation
Bloomington, Indiana



TABLE OF CONTENTS

A Prefatory Comment 5

A Basic Position on Standardized Testing

Some Hard Questions About Standardized Tests 8
Labek That Cripple 9
Multiple Patterns. Piversified Programs .. .......... 9
Evaluation Consonant with Purpose 10

Historical Roots 31

The Tests Themselves 20

A Moratorium? 29

Alternatives to Standardized Tests
Systematizirig Documentation 32
Process, Content, Contest 33
IntervieWs ` 34
Brdadening the. Base ot Operations 34
Teachers' Roles 36
Children's Roles 36
Parents Roles 37
In Sum 37

A Closing Note 38

Bibliography 39



A Prefatos)/. Comment

t needs to be said at,the outset that standardized testing is at the
center of an enormous educational controversy.. It has become an
issue as a result, in part, of accountability pressures: but another'
strong factor is the growing number of teachers who want increased
control over curriculuM, materials, and classroom practices.
Another significant contributor to the conflict is the tension growing
out of the increasing trend toward decentralization in school
districts. Standardized tests, for example, were thought to make
some, sense when most students in a given school district were
involved in a commpn curriculum. But as school districts have begun
tadecentralize, to foster alternative methods of education. common
curricular patterns are being threatened. In addition, we are in an era
when "equal educational opportunity" is being affirmed .1.s never
before. That affirmation has brought with it increased understand-
ing of the ways in which children of the poor, who include a large
percentage of America's minorities, racial -and ethnic, have been

deprived of equal educational opPortunities. The role that
standardized tests have played in this process fills the literature and
helps fuel the debate:

The foregoing background is not meant to be all-inclusive. Many
of us could provide other significant reascins why standardized test-
ing is in the "eye of the storm." If my orientation were different, I
,couldJsuspectisuggestthough I do not believe the argument has
much substancethat educators have made standardized testing an
issue to ''cover up" their failures, to rationalize the "decline ip test
scores," But that is not my orientation! And that is a poipt I wish to
make very ciear to readers of this fastback.

I do not believe that standardized tests, as presently developed
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and marketed, have a great deal to contribute to children, teachers,
parents. or schools. kNihatever nwrit thev ird,/ .hav-2, and I believe
they do have some potentially positie Lises, is outweighed
significantly by their. negative qualitie,,. by their deleterious effects
on children and programs.

Now that I have es.tablished ii.!rs.;ntil orientation .one that
will pervade thk fastbackI need to provide some additional
contextual information. Most or examples will bc ydated to' the
elementary grades, principally bec. ause this is where :he itv-of
standardized tests are used. When I speak of standardized tests, am
referring to tests which are published. norm-referenced,' and
administered according to explicit instructions. Popular examples of
standardized achievement tests are the Metropolitan Achievement
Test, the Startfor&Achievetnent Teq, the Stamford Testaat Academic
SkiTh, and the Iowa Test liasic Skills. to name only a tow. I:samples
of standardized measures ,ot mental ,aisilitv are the Otis-Lennon
Mental Ability Test, the Stanford-Binet, and the,Wechsler inteni-
<qence Scale for Children, tvly purpose in listing the foregoin,,, is to
assure CIS little misunderstanding aS possible about what is meant
when I refer to standardized testi and standardized testing.

6



A Basic Position on Standardized Testing

Standa.rdized testing, essentially a post-World War I phenomenon.'

has become commonplace in Americ, Tests exist (or almost every

social human 'trait itnaginable, including intelligence. alienation.
self-corrcept, Maturity. moral development, and creativity. They are

used to select people for admission into and for exclusion from a

wide range of educational programs, private and public projects,
and jobs. Standardized tests affect Americans of all ages, in all fields;

however, they come down most heavily on the young, those
between the ages of 3 -and 21. David McClelland suggests that
standardized tests have been so thoroughly ingrained into -,merican

> nschoc s that "it is a sign of backwardness ot to have test scores in the

s..---...sLb.,9- i records al children.- While I am conceiiied about the effects
..\

of testing on individuals of all ages, l am especially trobled,about its
effects on-young childrerLat the primary school level. These'are years

when children growth is most uneven. Not only are there great

differences among individuals, but also within the individual over
time. During this period a large number of the skills needed for
success in school are in rather fluid acquisitional stages.
'' -"The most widely used standardized test's attempt to assess
intelligenCe; language skills, reading readiness, achievement- in--

various subjects, ari'd, in recent yers, one's self-concept. As I have

said, the tests are commonly norM-referenced, so that users can rank

order individuals -or groups in relation to a particular. or norm,

.
population. (Most test pUblishers claim that the populations used to
establish norms are representative of the general- population for
whom the tests have been devised. This is, however, 8 Cluestionable

claim in many cases.) We have-become so accustomed to their use

that we often fail to- ask ourselves Whether the tests do in fact assess

what they purport to assess.. or whether the assumptions that
undergird the claims of the test makers are acceptable.
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Some Hard Questions About Standardized Te:sts

oheldon White suggests that in using sta'ndardi4ed tests we are
involved with "an affair ri which magic, science, and myth are
intermixed.- He may well be offering an understatement. How many
of us. for example. actually believe that tbe intelligence and
competence of any individual can be adequately represented 13/ his
score on any group-administered test? Or, that there is one "normal .

curve" that ,can prov ide a distrThution capable of classifying all
children? SUC-h assumptions defy almost everything that we have
come to understand about children's growth.

Even if one fails to take note of the implicit assumptions of the
tests, an examination of the test items ought to cause enormous
concern.'" Are they clear? Are they fair? Do they address the
particular educational concerns of teachers of young children? Do
the tests provide useful information about individual children, about
a class as a whole? Do they help young children in their learning? Do
they support children's intentions as learners? Do they provide'
parents with essential information .about their children?- E have
encountered few teacher's able to provide an affirmative response to
any of the foregoing questions. They do respond in the affirmative,
however, to the following questions. Do teachers feel any pressure

_

'For clarity and economs, we use the masculine form ol pronouns throughout this
publication yvhen no spec rfic gender :); implied . While-we recognize the trend away from
rbas practice, ys'e sce nograceful alternative. 'Ac hope the reader will impute no sexist
motives; bertainh, none are intended. The Eflitopi

A large number of publications have provided thoughtful critklues of ,ample test
items from a Sariety of popularly' used standardized tests. Sec: Deborah MOCr, Reading
Failure anti the Te-sN (New Yet k: Workshop Center tor Open E):: ucation. 1973); Deborah
Meier, Herb Mack, and Ann Cook, Reading esh;: bo They Hurt Yon. Child?(New York:
Community Resources Invitote, 1973); Banesh Hoffman, The Tyranny of Testing (New
York: Collier Books, 1964); Narional Elementary Principal (March/April, 1975, and
August, 19751.



to teach to the tests? If the tests were not g . v&oilit there be fey% er

skill sheets and tAo4,hoot...,,, a ipo.id,r roigi or male,,,,ds, more
attention to integrated learmite tea( nets preter to use the
time det.oted to standardized testing lor other educational a( tivitii-Y
Do teachers toot that thet.. 1,atorng in more
appropriate ..t,avs than hroto..W the t.tse ft -tan: t1j-Pi.,,,.,1;.,0-ao.,.einent
tests?

Labeis That Crippfe
have ny tthrtjriir s about staiittafduted tests. They have

been used increasine,ly.to make tudgments about hildren, Children
judged to be "below average- ,ne ;lot likely to recei\.e. in most
schedls, the kinds of educational opportunities available to children
judged -above average." 111:1(,:nront in remedial and other special
education ptOgr:trn,.., and itr lower-level tracl,. is usua4 related
closely to tc!St results. Children tilaced in st.n.11 sittitt' i1O often
viewed as failures'. espectations tend not to be high for ;hem. .And
children Ti such settings quick,ly learn to view themselves .1', failures,
producing liple Children who are labeled in a manner that suggeas
!United ability rind that their education takes oni narrow torus, One-
dimensional tasks such as skill sheets. workbook,. and drills of one
kind or another being (host prominent

Who are the children who tend most of ten to he_labeled!-'.below--
average"? fhe high proportion -of children from lower socio-
economic populations. w.hich include large numbers of minorities,
represented -tut spt.cial education and lower-levertracl;s ought tr.)
give us seriow: pause. Jane Mercer provides rather stark data:
.namely, thatfrom 50 to .300. more black and Mexican Americans are
identified as mentally retarded than could be reasonably expected
fronl their proportion of the population. Our commitments to
democratic practiue am.I equality of educational opportunity should
force us to speak out strongly again,t a process that consistently
produces such results.

Multiple Patterns, Diversified Programs
Teafter,; ui oung children have long believed that children

come to learning in many different ways. demonstrating in the
process that they, have multible patterns of growth and achieve-
Thent.This belief has given direction to programs which are diver-



sided as to aims and goals. In these programs, children are respected,
regardless of racial background or sOCIOei -onomic class. Their
interests have her oine baSrt starting points for learning. Such
developmental programs has e tended to support more formal
anstruction in reading; for evamp1e. oni %Olen hildren are r early
and not because they ar e 6 r. ears

Because teachers in ,,ut:t1 settings hav e been committed to
increasing children's opportoonies tor sirs t.e.,s;et f,,,perient e and
high levek of selfsesteem, many learning options aro made a,
The clock then tends not to determine to sur h a large degree when
children begin and end learning activ ities. Poet interactioni.e.,
communicationis encouraged. integral. rather than peripheral, to
a child's life in the classroom are the creative and expressive forms of
communication that have the capac ity tor developing feelingthe
most personal of human possessions. r Too often, a teacher does little
with the creative and expressive arts because they don't relate
particularly well to the nor mative testing programs. They aro not
basic enough!) Static expectations for children, rooted in an array of
basal materials and common curricula. do not reflect the diversity
that actually exists and is supported in responsive primary schools.
Yet the standardized tests Aro Anchored in standard curriculum
materials (basal twdbooks, syllabi, arid state guidelines) that have
predetermined expectations to,, ad which evoi.N., is (.xpecttA
work. To actually develop a responsiv e, developmental, classroom
OMitOnMerit is to risk lower scores On many of the standardized
te5ts. Teachers arid children do riot need these kinds of e\ ternal
presSrireS.

bahaation Consonant with Purpose
Does the foregoing suggest that evaluation is not important?

Most definitely. I do not oppose evaluation; I consider it basic to the
growth of programs', teachers, and children. But evaluation needs to
he embedded in the classrooms. It needs to be consonant with
purpose. Assessing children's growth, for example, is an intense
activity, and it should occur daily, continuously. It is integral to
everything that goes on In a classroom.

1 I
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Historical Roots

Having now e,stahlished a po non. I will pf oceed to a discus-
sion of some of the histori4..al roots of ,tandardized testing in this
couhtr. While i would certainly acknowledge that one can
understand standardized teiting practice and psychometrics with-
out any special knowledge of the historical development of stan-
dardized testing, I believe that the history is important if one wishes
to examine the implications of standardized, testing and gain in-
creased understanding Of its assumptions.

Historical perspective is especially iMporfant tp an understanding
of the'current critique. In suggesting a historical perspec.live. I do not
wi.svi to imply that the context today is the same as that which existed
in the early years of, standardized testing. The differences are
profound, as will become clear in the narrative which follows.

The beginnings of standardized testing were taking form at the
turn of the last century it was a time Of rapid change in many aspects
of American life. Immigration was reaching new heights, especially
with ".a heavy influx of southern and eastern Europeans who were
.considered less assimilable than earlier immigrants: industrializa-
tion. aided hy a growing faith in science and technology, was firmly
rooted; what seemed an uncontrollable urban expansion paralleled

'the increased leYek of immigration and industrialization; and
schools were under intense pressur es toenroll larger.percentages of
the school-age population, especially at the secondary school level.

Psychology and education, as areas of academic inquiry, had long
been stepchildren to the more traditional academic fields such as
philosophy and history. Seeking status, they turned increasingly to
science and technology as a base for their inquiry. That practitloners
within these related fields adopted statistical procedmes and
scientific methods is not surprising. The standardized tests which
they developed met many of the conditions of science as they were





understoodat that time; in addition', and possibly'rnoreirnportantly,.;
they represented an activity which could support: many of ,the
cultural as'SUrnotions of the day, ..

In a societYfOinging.to egalitarian views, hOw could the.great dif-
ferences.amopg*ople with regard to education, stattis,'and powe'r
be explained?. The`i6-67al Darwinists suggested_that suCh differences
existed because intellectual attributesamong/ndividuals...(an,.
groups) varied significantly. The teSts. quickly .126re this out. Indivi-
duals (and groups) cbuld be classified onrthe basis of '!scientific..
measures," .selection processes could be established "without any
blemish on democratic philosophy." While I would hesitate to sug-
gest that. social Darwinism was the' predominant philosophical
orientation at the beginning of the century, it clearly liad'wide-
spread support from th.e middlend upper classes (w4 were at that
time principally white, Anglo..Saxón,and ProtestanY) nd was called..
upon to .butiress the development of standardized/ ests.

.

;.Alfred Binet, an early`champion of experimenit'al psychology,'is
generally acknoWledged as being responsible' fOr legitimating
standardized tests. Kthe years that followed the Passage of compul-
sory education (le'lislation in France (1881), Binet raised questions
about the degree to .w.hich all children could benefit from .regular
schoo: activideS. By the turn of the cehtury, Binet advocated speciai
classes for those possessing "limited ability."

Along with Theodore Simon, I3inet was invited in 1904 brthe
Ministry of Education to develop an identification process. which
might be used to select children for special classes. Simon and Binet
caPitalized upor---kthe opportunity to develop a series of tests. The
procedures they employed for norming and validation were nof very
dissimilar .from those used. today. (Another similarity exists in the
results. Then, . as now, scores reflected the social/economic
structures.) While Binet was notimmune to the use of such phrases as
Mentafabilit in relation to his test results, he had reservations abbut
i Merpr . ing an dividual's test results narrowly: he did .not believe,
'for exatmple,.aS many of his follower1s did, that the tests measOred
fixed-.41elleq. mai. dualities that were not amenable to ,further
training. ' .

.
.

.

After Binet's death. Lewis Termin of Stanford University began ...
revision of the Binet testihg process. The Stanford-Binet Test,
published in 1916, was the resuli. Termin, in order to bring more

12
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: specificity to the results, jttached a score which he called an
lirtellikence Quotient. In The Measurement of Intelfigence, Termin
described the "potential" for the test in clear fiishion:

[lIntelligence tests will bring tens Cif thousands of these high-grade
-defectives 'under the surveillance and prote( lion of society. This will

ultimately result in curtailing the reproduction of fceble-mindedness
and in the elirrii nation of an enormous amount of crime, pauperism,
and indUstrial inefficiency.

Those with IQ scores in the 70-to 80 range were of particular
concern tcr Termin. He wrote-further in The Measurement 'of

[Such intellectual deficiencies are] very common among Spanish:
Indian and Mexican families in the Southwest ' and also among
Negroes. Their dullness seems to be racial; or at least inherent in the
family stocks from which they come.... Children of this group shotild
be Segregatd in special classes. They cannot Master abstraction,
but..they'can often be made into efficient workers . . from a eugenic
point of view they cohstitute a grave problem because of their
unusually prolific breeding.

(Sudi arguments, though less direct, are not uncommon in the
'literature produced today by Arthur Jensen, Richard Herrnstein, and
WiIliam Shockley:to name a few.)

Termiri, along with others such as Henry Goddard (Vineland
Training School in New JerseY) and Robert Yerkes (Harvard) who had
similar interests in "tekts of intelligence" and later "tests of achieve-
ment," evenivally saw southern and eastern Europeans as also
demonstrating mental deficiencies. It is'nim surprising that all three
were -active in the eugenics movementthe tests were for them
exc'Olent detection devicesand in political efforts to.stem the flow
of the'. 'inferior"'southern and eastern Europeans whO were entering
the United States as immigrants.

Goddard 'went ro Ellis Island in 1912 to administer the Biner test, as
well as others Which he devised, to new rrnmigranfs. The results were -

hardly surprising, though to read Goddard's account inLeon
Kamin's The Science ancrPolitits of I.-Q. it was shocking: He judged
83%;of Jews, 80% of Hungarians, 79% or Italians, and 87% of Russians
as "feeble-minded," In 1912 it was Goddard whq,also provided the
classic traCing of the Martin KalliM family, a case history still used in
psychology texts as late. as 1955.

When the United States entered World War I. Yerkes, then



president of the American Psychological Association, proposed on
behalf of several of his colleagues, (including Termin and Goddard)
that psychologists could perform a service by administering tests to

raftees as an aid in their military placement. Tests were given to
1, ,011,00.01..nen. While they were not used by, the Army for purposes of
placement, they did serve to solidify the legitimacy of standardized
testing and "improve" the technology of psychometrics.

The data from the testing were reported in 1921 by the National
Academy of Sciences as Psychological Examining in the U.S. Army
(edited by R. M. Yerkes). The data were analyzed farther in A Study.
of American Intelligence by .C. C. Brigham (Princeton University
Press, 1923). There were no surprises. Whites,stored considerably
higher than blacks; ir,' ,ils from Scandinavian and English-
speaking countries sr-, iificantly higher than those from Latin
and Slavic countries. ..)wing correlations between the test
scores and the length Q1 time an Individual beirig tested had lived in
the United States were essentially dismissed.

The results of all of this testing were influential in the passage of
the 1924 Immigration Act, which placed discriminatory restrictions
on the immigration of non-Anglo-Saxon populations. It was a major
victory for psychologists such as Termin, Goddard, Yerkes, and
Brigham. In fairness, however, it should ako be said that the victory
was not theirs exclusively. There were milhons of Americans who
were convinced that immigration should be restricted and did not
need the psychological test scores for confirmation. (Provisions of
the 1924 act relating to national origin quotas were maintained in the
McCarraa Act of 1952. By the 1960s, however, pressures were
building to bring an end to all discriminatory "legislation. In 1965-
Congress passed the Immigration and Nationality Act, which
eliminated the quota system based on national Origins.)

Walter Lippmann was one of the few individuals of the time who
raised a voice,ot protest; his outlet for critickm from 1922 to 1924 was
the New Republic. In an early commentary, he wrote, "The real
promiS,e,. and value of the inveStigation which Binet started is in
dangerOf gross perversion by muddleheaded and prejudiced men."

In the issue of November 15, 1922, Lippmann wrote:
[lintelligence is not an abstraction like length and weight; it is an

exceedingly cOmplicated notion which nobody has yet succended in
defining.... If the impression takes root that these tests reaHy measure

1Ti
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intelligence, that they conuibute a sorl of last judgment on the child's
capacity, that they reveal "scientifically" his predetermined ability,
then it would be a IhOU Sand times better if all the intelligence testers
and their questionnaires weie sunk without warning'in the Sargasso
Sea.

.Lippmann cloSed his original series of six articles op the intelli-
gence tests by suggesting that psychologists back away from their
"pretentious' directions and "save.themtelves from the humiliation

'of having furnished doped evidence to the exponents ot the new
snobbery."

Termin's responses to Lipprnann deserve mentjon. They are
similar in content to what is produced by many "contemporary
apologists: namely, appeals to scientific authority,Yridicule, and
nonsequiturs. In One resonse (November 29. 1922), TerMin
suggested, along"with considerable ridicule, .that Lippmann had,
''some kind of. &notional complex,' LipPmann's respon'se in the-
anuary 3, 1923 New Republic:

Well, I have [an emotional complex about this business]. Iadmit it. I
hate the impudence of a claim that in 50 minutes you 'can judge and
classify a human being's predestined fitness" in life. I hate the
pretentiousness of that claim. I hate the abuse of scientific method
which it inyolyes. I hate the sensti of superfority which it creates and
the sense of inferiority which it imposes.

But Lippmann's charges, though powerful in tone, were not
Particularly influential. Tests, those producing IQ scores and those
producing.achievement scores, proliferated rapidly in the 1920s and
1930s. They fit many school needs of the (lay by pebviding external
procedures to justify promotions Jn the -.schoolsnow .more
conimitted to age-grade patterns than ever before. (That they serv0
to justify the continued pre=eminence'of the privileged in Americari-
society seemed not to be a problem for the majority of educato'i--s,..
And, as was noted earlier, they fit the scientific ethos of the period.'"
Even the progressives; especially_ in the twenties, gave passive

'Robert-I horndike and 1.1i/abeth Hagan vs rite: ''The testing movement s(yined espe-
.

cially suited to the temper of this country'..and took hold here with a yigtit and enthu-
siasm% unequaled elsewhere." A:least/rem/ern iou Evatuatiori,in Psychology L.duca

Pon (New York: lohn 1962), p. 5.- Readers should understand that standardized
testing has become M large measuream American p.henomenon. It has never hod very
much consistent suport moo the rect of the world.
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approval to the testing activities_ To attack "Seience" was not con-
sistdni'With their basic approaches to education. In the:thirties,there

4.,--wert,s..some shifts in progressive thought, (For example:,:.attempts
werkinacle :le; have standardized testing exarnined.Within the
Prog'i"essive'Vlucation i\ss'Obation. But the organization<was in the,:
b gtnninj, c t intelleddar tV,',iljght by this time.)

I recrignizejiithatl-hve for':'used on several indiViduals whose
OSi_opti liti:61 views influer-ii:CRIthir work decisively and, by today's'

,

,Standacds, rii,gatiV.,ely. This might lead some readers to suggest that

,rny treatrnent, at:leask.tb this.'point, has not been balanced. I coufd
have highlighted:as most texts on measurement and 1sting do, the
pioneering efforts of Termin and,Yerkes,the contribution of Termin
to our understanding of the gifted (he did make a numbe'r-61
significant contributi9n0, and the efforts made by,,_corfsiAentioUs

measurement scliair''Ouch as E. L. Thorndiice-fdrid I will comment
further on Thorndik0 to improve-tecting practice. I could have
alluded (as several of th'vextchave) to the arguments about the
influence of heredity-On intelligence and achievement test scores
and to the-cOncerns about the tests really testing social class

J...mtght not has,e mentioned eugenics at all (as most texts d
The point is that the contemporary literature produced by
measurement scholars does not provide any balance. My purpose
has been to raise aspects of the history of testing in America that have

not been fully in view; in other words, to bring some balance to

discussion.
Were there other forces besides eugenics and the scientific ethos

that helped make testing such a popular enterprise? There was a beT

lief often expressed in the early literature that the tests represented a
democratic, objective process for selecting students for admission
into colleges, and into/Particular professions, for passage to new
grade levels, and for receipt of academic honors. Some egalitarians
argued that a: test score removed the possibility/of soCial status or,
faulty, prejudiced, teacher/school judgment ,/cleferMining one?s:
entry, for examPle, into the elite schools. (The elite schools received
the .same students after standardized testiq as before"; but the
ilfusion of democ(atic practice survived thejwerifies and persisted
Well into the,1959s,and early 1960s.) Flow fn:any times have we heard

about the child ivhb came frOm a-lOwer socioeconomic and minority,
background whO was sin1,10,4t-because of high test scores and

,



given academic opportunities that might not otherwise have been
available? There have been many such cases, but when we consider
all of the individuals of lower socioeconomic and minority
backgrounds who owe increased levels of academic opportunity and
altered social or economic status to test scores, The numbers were
sUrely small in the decades betWeen 1920 and 1950 and there is little
to suggeSt that conditions have changed.

Ralph lyler, in his critique on testing, comments that standard-
ized testing began "as a means for selecting and sorting people, and
the principles and practices of testing that have been worked out
sinee 1918 are largely the refining of means to serve these functions
rather than other educational purposes." SOrting and selecting, Tyler
would suggest, were viewed in the early period as natural and neces-
sary functions of the schools; hence, why would tests designed for
such purposes be questioned seriously?

A stable force in theearly testing movement was E. L. Thorndike
who, in the long run, may well have had a greater influence than the
eugenicists. His Introduction to the Theory of Mental and Social
Measurements, published in 1904, was an important contribution to
the measurement field. The Thorndike Handwriting Scale, produced .

in 1909, was the ,first popularly used standardized test in the public
schools.

"Whatever exists at all exists in some amount" was 'a classic
--Thorndike Phi ase and one which says a great deal about Thorndike's

basic approach to testing In "Nature, Purposes and General
Methods of Measurement of Educational Products," (The
Measurement of Edoca(iOnal 'Products, SeventeenthNearbook, Part

National Society for the Study of Education, 1918) Thorndike
commented ,about some of the problems that; were beginning to
surface as early as 1917-18: "[Those] directly in charge of edueational
affairs have been so appreciative of educationalmeasurement andso
sincere in their desire to have tests and.scales devised [that quality is
t,acrificed]. . Opposition, neglect, and Misunderstanding will 'be
,much less disastrous to the work of quantitative science in'education
than a vast output of mediocre tests,for illeaSiiri.ng this, that, and rhe
other schoo/ product, of which a large percent are fundamentally
unsound. . ,

Thorndike was a serious student of measurement...Eugenics was
not his interest. He continued to raise concerns throughout the
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1920s, a veritable boom period for the development and marketing
of tests, about the poor quality of tests, the uncritical acceptance of
test scores, and what he conceived to be the unjustified judgments
being made about individuals. His goal was the production of better
tests and . mere knowledgeable test use. While it ,is possible to
disagree with Thorndike's basic assumptions about education and
learning; one must, as I do, respect the way he carried out his
commitments.

The technical quality of tests improved in the decades following
the Depression. And these improvements are noted often in the
educational literature. The eugenics advocates who were prominent
in the formative years were gone, to be replaced by a growing corps
Of Psychometric technicians. Norming and validation procedures
became increasingly more sophisti6ted. And testing became a Part
of the conventional wisdom of schools. Debates were feW; criticism
almost nonexistent. (In 'fact, the literature Meludes very little
criticism until the 1960s.) It should be noted that the standardized
tests, while accepted and used as a basis for many positive and
negative decisions about students, were not viewed as overbearing.
They did not dorninate curriculum or teaching. The amount of
testing was not great in most districts, and had what appeared to be a

benign quality -fh many others.
Standardized teSting receiyed z boost with the ascenfof Sputnik

when questions about the quality of schools began to accelerate. In
-1965, with the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, testing, and the industry supporting it, began to expand rapidly.
With the heavy influx of federal dollars came increasing demands for
evaluation. And evaluation in most instances became synonymous
unfort'unately, with outcome data produced by standardized tests: In
part this occurred,because.standardized tests and the technology
supporting them Were available and evaluation paradigms which
might /have been more appropriate were not -well developed, or
lacked the narrow "scientific construct" that was increasingly
demanded by a "single-score" mentality.

We are now in a period where standardized tests area major issue
in schools. (It should be noted again that intelligence tests are not as.
much an issue now as they once Were.' Their usels diminishing
rapidly.) The level Of criticism is related closely to the volume of
testing that occurs. Producers of tests have been surprised at the
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harshness of the criticisms, feeling that the technical quality of their
products is higher nlow than at any time in the past They argue that

the problemsand they now ac knowledge that there are prob.:
lemsare related tô use. Or more specifically, misus,?..

While these are certalnly considerations, the issues are, from my

point of view, deeper than use and misuse. We are seeing teachers,
zi,nd in many settings parents, going hack to fundamental questions_
about the Purpose of the schook, the ways in which children's devei-
Opment is being supported. This is, in large measure, what part of this

fastback is about, and it underlies much of what I am trying to

communicate.

41 I neeils to he at knoWledged that the test prodiwPIS Mt' attempting to reduce 11115101' by

(priividing test use,; is ith Very carefully prepared manuals relating to theit testc. These..

manuals tend to point out painstakingly the particular test's limitations i. well as

consult( tiye uses. ther, typically caution, in the case of an hievement tests, thAt ihe test

results ought not.to be used to es aluate.te,n hers, that grade-level ',.ilioivalency scores .

are misleading., that grip:a h is hot unidirnenSional, that many external tattoo. might

;. affect child's score.. th,tt the 1,51 l»Vastlf 01 .1 sampling 4.4 curriculum only, etc. But,

ho'sing said of This: it needs alio to he stmed that few leachers hove ever seen the,

manuals. and my experience that few st hoofs act On the c autirms that the manuals

; provide This point will be discussed more lolly later in thi,: text.
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The Tests Themselves

Having p-rovided a basic position statement and historical review, I
will address several issues which relate generally to the technical
aspects of testing and which tend to create misunderstandings arid
often misuse. I make no attempt to be all-encompassing; the
problem areas are just too large.

In discussions of standardized testine ,)ne often confronts
terms/concepts such as ohjectivity st
validity, Th,, on aura ol suet nowever,
what do it basn , nontechnical language?

A test is considered objective if everyone takes ix under the same
basic conditions. The multiple-choice format, buttressed by a single
"right"-answer pattern, supports objectivity. But objectivity has
nothing to do with whether a test is fail, contains items of
importance, or has ambiguous questions and answers. Objectivity /
has, in other words, no relationship to quality.
. A test is standardized if norms have been established. Whether
the norm populations are representative in more than a statistical
sense is not the defining characteristic. This term, as in the case for
objectivity, has no relationship to quality.

-, Reliability relates to the consistencY of the test: How close are the
results for an individual or group at two different testings? Or how
clbset are the scores of individuals on two different forms of a

,

particular test? Reliability is rather simple to establish. But a test can
havevery high reliability (most popular standardized achievement_

tests carry reliability coefficients of .87 to .93) and yet be a very poor
test, measuring little considered important to farge numbers of
people who use or take the test. The latter point relates to,validity,
which has an interdependent relationship with reliability. Validity
doesn't, however, receive as much attention.
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Validity refers, Li the most simple level, to the (1:-!gree to which a
test measures what it is supposed to measure and/or the degree to
which the scores derived from a particular test can be related to what
the test is supposed to be measuring. In other words, what are the
inferences that can be drawn from the test scorcS? Validity, unlike
reliability,' is difficult to establish with any authority. It is typically de-
termined by having an expert (or e\xperts) examine a particular test
and provide the equivalent of an imprimatur. rhis is content
validation by opinion. Content vaiidation is the focus of most
standardized tests used in elementary and secondary schools. (Those
who suggest that the tests often contain bias are, in essence, ques-
tioning content validity by claiming that the test content is not
representative of the sorioeducation ' of --inority
people.) Validity lily) is ak , [H,

esults with mm measur , i.e., odic tests, grades, or teacher
Judgments.

So much for the terms. What can be said about test content? For
many individuals with reservations about standardized tests, the
content is the principal issue. This relates to the concept of validity
but is, at the same time, broader. Most currently used standardized
achievement tests, as was noted in my prefatory comment, have
been constructed to conform to instructional programs with
predetermined objectives and materials which everyone is expected
to work through. They have less relationship to programs which
stress high levels of individualization and flexibility of objectives.

How are the tests constructed? In preparing items for an achieve-
ment: test, authors typically survey curricular patterns and basal
materials; they attempt to learn about the sequence, if any, that
-tends- to exist in various content/subject areas; and they, make
'decisions about how to establish a balance betWeen .information
items and concept items. Questions'are prepared and generally tried
out in a variety of school settings. (The particular items.seluted to try
out represent, in effect, a statement about what the test aUthors con-
sider_important. This is not intended as a negative observation; it is,
however, a coridition that needs to be understood.) Ihose items
which most .individuals gct right or wrong are discarded: Distribu
tion is desired, inasmuch as the entire battery of items is designed to
produce, among a sample of students who take the test, a rior.rnal
curve, a construct in which half the students scor'e below the average
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-and half-above. In such a process; items which many would suggest
are important might well be discarded and items Of limited
importance retained. Teachers, school administrators, and parents
would do well to examine closely the question's which appear 'in the
standardized tests used in their schools, or being considered for use,
in order to make a judgment about the importance of the questions
and their relationship to the local curriculum.

Once the items are (f,- Inped, standardization procedures be-
gin: This ,tri a norm population and constrOcting
norm sr-0, ' )w long 1 of this take? I' rom start-uP to

gut pass. But wh.at ilcurriculum changes
are rapidIand/or new goals emerge in schools? Might there thcin be a
gap beh,Yeen tne,curricular aSsumptions of the tests and the curricula
that actually exist? This certainly is the case in mathematics Where
'math tests have been concerned for the past decade, as they Were in
t'he previous decade,, with computatio.: :n a base 10 system!'only---
hardly evidence of the "new math." ',A/hat if teachers really believed
that a shift in educational direction was necessary? Is it possible that
such a shift might not occur because of the risk of lowering results on
an achievement test designed for different purposes? And what if the
populations taking the tests change.significantly from one siandard-
ization to another? Do the scores derived then really have the same
meaning?

It is important, I belic/e, to comment briefly on test statistics--the
derivations which bring scores relating to a norm population and
prtyide a basis for giving meaning to the raw scores (the number of
corrertesponses on a test,or subsection' of.a.test). While it could

be.argired that everyone using tests should know a good deal about
deriyeqscores and their meaning, my experience is that far too many
do not:*

;Test results are most often reported as percentilescores, stanine
score or grade-level equivalency sc'ores. Forty-three 'correct
answers out of 80 items on the language section of a very pOpular

I must note that the test manuals ai:companying most popularly used standardized tests
are replete.with information about derived scores, i.e., how to interpret them and what
limitations nee'd to be taken into account when using them. But as noted earlier,'the
manuals are not often available in schools for teadiers ti) rMid, and little information
about derived scores goes out to thepublic to increase'their understanding. .
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.achievement test. (1974 version) which studentstake at the end of the

seventh.grade is converted to a percentile score.of 52. Th'is indicates

that 52% of those who took the test as part.of the norm population

';cored.- 43 or..less and 48% scored higher than 43. Stanine. scores,

-,1.11..; percentile scores and grade-equiValency scores, are

cif a range, (For this reason test publishers increasingly are

.encpur,.044ng their use.) All raw and percentile scores are grouped to

mak, a nine point, or stanine scale. A stanine score 'of 5 is.average;

.40% of the scores will then fan above this'average and 40% below. On

the test cited aboVe, the percentile score of 52 falls within the fifth

stanine, along with all percentile scores between 40 and 58: The

diagram below presents range raw scores'converted to percentiles

and then to a stanine scale.

Stanine 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 9

Percentile \ 1-2 4-10 11-22 23-39 40-58 59-76- 77-88 89-94 95-99

Raw Score 14-17 18-22 23-28 29-36 37-46 47-55 56-63 64-68 69-79

/ \
i

The grade-level equivalency score is, derived essentially/by as-

signing to the median score of a seventhigrade norm population a
grade-:level erivivalency of 7.0. Scores abpve and below the median

are assigned gr\ade-level equivalencies above and below 7.0. It is an

estimation, nothing more. The score of 413 on the language section of

the test under diScussion.(taken at the end of the seventh grade).con-

vert's to a percentle score of 52,and a grade-level equivalency score

of 8.3 (eight. Years, three mpnths).A score of 41 converts, on the other

hand, to a.grade-le'yef equivalency of 7.8 and 45 convertsto 8.7. TwO
qUestions.'right\or tAtrong cover a range of 17 'months.

The publisher\ of\the foregoing test lists a standard error fOr the
language.section as 3\ 9. This standard error indicates that two-thirds

of the ti..one coblc[ expect a f)uctuation of 3.9. As the test manUal

notes, tVe could 7<lpect 'With about, 68% certainty that-the true
scoreitfOr a student witth a raw score of 43] would fall' between 139

and/47r This is betveen the 44th .and the 60th percentiles; the
y.'ade7,lev0 equivalency range is 7.2 to 8.9. And one-third Of the time

there may be even more error. The priint cif all of this is that the

...scores are lery imprecise: one has. to -be very careful in attaching

too much importance to them.,,,.
Of an of the derived scores, grade-level equivalency is the most .



commonly used, even though it is the most misleading. Test
publishers now regularly, in their manuals, point out that grade-
level equivalency -scores "are being questioned as an appropriate
means of interpreting the test performance of individuals and
groups." They suggest further that "grade equivalents are not an
equal-unit score scale . . statistical computations based on grade-
level equivalency values, are not, strictly speaking, legitimate." In
some cases they admonish users not to report grade-level equiva-
lencies at all, Henry Dyer, possibly the most respected authority in
testing, has called grade-level equivalency seores "absurd, wrong,
and misleading." And in even stronger language he cOmmented
(The United Teacher, April 14, 1971, p. 15) that they are "statistical
'monstrosities . . (that they) lure educational practitioners co suc-
cumb to what Alfred North VVhitehead called the 'fallacy of mis-
placed concreteness.' " But grade-level equivalencies continue, in
part because school pe,. have been lured, with many accounta-
bility models, to measure growth (or "misplaced concreteness"). If
children are in school for eight months. "then they should make
eight months' gain." Only grade-level equivalency scores report in
year-month ter,ms.

In one sch6d1 districi in which we recently conducted a review of
theaCcountability system, the following appears in the Statement of
School-District Objectives: "Students [are) expeped to gain, on the
average, eight months in academic achievement between
September and May." And in a booklet related to the particularstan-
dardized testing.program used in the school district, the following is
presence A student is expected to grow academically one rocinth
For each 'month that he/she is in school. Since there are eight months
between the administration of the pretest and the posttest, it is
desirable for the studem to gain eight months during the time." '

I won'l describe what teachersengage in in order to achieve eight
months' gain, but to enter into this,kind of gain scOre mentality one
has to again misrepresent the tests and abuse the scoring system.
Most test publishers make reasonably clearthough they are not as
direct as they could bethat gain scores are "fraught with
problems," inasmuch as the tests were originally constructed only to
identify present status. (And even the problems of interpreting
present status are imMense, according to the test manuals,) In order
to address the question of eight months' growth, one has to assume

24

c) 0"
;I.



that growth is unidimensional and linear and that eight:months of`

schooling corresponds empirically with eight months' gair. on a stan-

dardized test. Neither is the case!
What does it mean to learn that a third-grade child (or class) is

reading at a 7.9 grade leVel? Does it suggest, as I have often hedrd or

read in the newspape'rs, that this particular child (or class) is reading

as', well as average-achieving youngsters completing the seventh

-grade? To begin with, what the tests measure as reading ability in

grade three is not necessarily the same thing as reading ability

measured in the seventh grade. A score of 7.9 is nothing more than

an extrapolation above the mean. It has in no real sense anything to

do with how Well a youngster completing the seventh grade reads.

Conversely, what interpretation is to be made for a seventh-grade

child with a grade-level equivalency score of 4.0on a reading test de-

signed for seventh-graders? It implies clearly that the youngster's

reading score is much lower than averagerachieving seventh-

graders who were part of the norm population. But does it establish

that the youngster reads only as well as a fourth-grader? The chances

are that if this seventh-grader took the test designed for fourth-

graders his grade-level equivalency score Might be 7.0. Remember,

the tests were normed at particulaigrade levels. Third-graders didn't

take a test designed for seventh-graders and seventh-graders didn't

take a test.designed for fourth-graders. We are contending at best-

with a statistical construct. Yet the use of grade-level equivalency

scores goes on unabated.
Much of this section has dealt with test scores in a broad sense.

The problems, however, grow as the context narrows and the testS

are used tosay something about an individualstudent's ach;evement

of particular skills or to deterMine specific instructional needs. (Even

the test producers are promoting some of this direction.) But given

the content sampling chat is involved, the manner in,which the tests

have been constructed the paper and °pencil multiple-choice for-

mat, and the sources which exist for error, this isn't an eminently

valid use. In order to make decisions about individuals, individual

student scores on specific test items or subparts of a test must be

used. Even froM a technical perspective this is a significant problem,:

Let us examine sortie of the sources of error, The health of a child on

the day the test is given cari affect the score.'Noie in the classroom,

teacher attitudes toward the test, whether a child has taken similar
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tests. d broken pencil, and any nUmber of srmilar disturbanc'es.can
intluen«i a particular score. The mental state ofa childdepression,boredom, elation, anxiety idrout the test can also make d differenceii ho,A the student poi ft irms.

!Simple meiihanical cif tors such as marking the wrong box on the'test sheet hv accident, overlooking a question, or missing a wordwhiie reading are relatively common test-taking problems. Children
experiencing dribs idly with reading rvill perform poorly on testscon( erned with reading: but they will also tend to perform poorly onsot rill studies, science, and math sections of achievement tests,masmth I as these require reading skills. Thus a child's real knowl-edge may be considerably under estimated.

Many of t he sources of difficulty outlined aboveand the surfaceelv been scrati hed nra affect an individual's score. AndSLR II diffi(ults hove little to do with how "godd" the testis. how carefully it was prepared, or the validity of its content.Difficult:es aro, in general, intrinsic to the nature of standardizedtesting.
Flow serious is the kind of error described briefly above? Itdepends to a large degree on how the test results are used. In reportscif test scores for large groups of children, it is possible to expectthat many of the mechanical errcirs and related diffiCulties suggestedabove Will balance our; some chrldren will score above their "true"

score and others below. Ihe larger the'group tested, the more likelyit is that such 4. balancing will occur. But for a single fnd'rvidual, hoother scOre exkts. Nothing can compensate for error when a singlescore foe an individual is used for such purposes as curTriculumplacement, advancement, etc.
Inasmueh as reading tests are common and are used forplacement or for establishcrg skill assignments, I will offer some.general comment on them. The. criticisms that I, offer, however, areo sme degree also.relevant to the reading :section Of a generalstandardized achievementtest as well as to other subject areas. Atthe lower grade levels, reading tests are heavily dependent upon avociibu(ary. If a youngster's vocabulary does not includemany of the wt)rds in thd test,,are we really to assume the problem isreading? In addition. ,many of the questions which appear dependon information that is'not provided. A child can read the items and allof the responses and then select the."wrong" answer. The problem is
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a lack of inforMadon and nbt a lack of reading skill. It is also possible,
of course, given the ambiguities in many items, for a child to select
the "wrong" answer but read very well_Another issue is the obvious
cultural bias that appears in reading tests, especially at the primary
level. Inis level, the mists make heavy use of pictures wh,ich often
reflect particular- experiences that re not necessarily part of the
experience of large numbers of chikiren in the United States.

The foregoing, .and similar critiques that could be offered, are
possibly small issues._ A more serious question, at least.for those
interested in reading as an area of inquiry, is related to the assump-
tions which underlie Most standardized reading tests. In general,
'reading tests assume a hierarchy of specific skills. Exercises relating to
words in Kolation, decoding, syllabication, and the like are common.
.But there is no agreement among reading experts that any hierarchy
of skills exists,* Many of the skill sheets that children are seen
struggling with are related directly to a hierarchy of skills. In fact,
several of the tests have correlative materials which can be assigned
to students who score poorly on a particular skill area. There is some
eyideve that such activities will increase'Scores on reading,tests,Lut
therek liule evidence that such activities enlarge a child's capacity to
gain under-Standing from the- printed.page (the way in which many
individuak define reading). The time taken doing skill sheets on
syllabication, for example, might have been better spent reading,
enlarging one's experiences With words_in new contexts, etc.

Having raised in an indirect manner the issue of time, I wish to
pursue it further. Testing takes time. Does it add significantly to a
child's learning? Or does it take time away from other, more
significant, learning experiences?

In many schools actual standardized testing time for rnost
children-- takes four days in the fall and four days in the spring. But
how much time.goes into preparing children directly for the tests
themselves? Arid if a child is "targeted" under Title I. he is likely to be -
in for another dose of. pretests 'and posttests in reading and, math. If

.-N group.of reading experts Came t"gethf..r under Ow auspices of the. International
Reading .1ssociatton in "1973 to discus, r1.ading and leading tests, they .Igleed almost
unanimously that the exiiting norm-referenced reading tests were withow .itheoretical
base. They agreed flirt ho.r that there is "no di.,tinitive knowledge regarding
sequential !earnings or component skill, that luldren inuq acquire in order to read
successt UI
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the ''targeted'' child is also in a Follow Through program, he may
well receive another battery of tests related to the, National
Evaluation roject as well as other batteries mandated by the follow
Through sponsor. The possibilities proliferate the more one thinks
about testing in schools.

What is learned through all of the testing? The ques'tion that must
always be asked in addition to all that has been said is: Do the tests
provide moie information about a child's.achievement in most
subject areas than the child's teachers typically possess? In general,
no! Teachers can, in most cases, provide more precise information to
a parent about the qUality of a child'S reading or math skills than
any standardized test score can. Do the test scores inform teachers
about what they should do? There is nothing inherent in the tests or
the scoring mechanisnis that provides a capacity for 'informing
teachers of what they should do.
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A Moratodum?

Thus far I have provided a position statement, some historical back-
ground, and a brief introduction to test characteristics about which it
is important to know something. now wish to address a question
that looms large on the horizon of the standardized testing
controversy: namely, ought there to be a moratoritim?

To raise the question of a moratorium among teachers, school
administrators, parents, school board members, and legislators
appears to ehcit fear, even when there is a negative orientation
toward standardized testing. A mbratorium seems for many to be an
ultimate step that might throw education into a chaotic state. Such is
the authority that stanthadized testing has come, over the years, to
wield: Nonetheless, the gauntlet has been thrown. The National
Education Association passed a resolution calhng for a moratorium
on the use of standardized intelligence and achievement tests in
1972. In the past year, after several years of relative indifference to
the resolution, the NEA has become aggressive in its support of a
moratorium. The Nation;,I Association for the Advancement of
Colored People issued a moratorium statement in May, 1975. The
Association for Childhood Education International gave support to a
moratorium in 1976, and the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development, American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, National Association of Elementary School Principals;
and the National Council of Teachers of English, whiie not calling
directly for a moratorium, from 1974 to 1 976 used particularly
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vigorous,language in agitating for, .a recpm,ideration ot all uses of
standardized intelhgence anci achies ement tests.

There are many indiViduals and groups who share the

perspectives of the organizations listed above but feel 0-sat a mora-

torium if there is to be one, should by aimed exclusively at group-
administered intelligence and achievemenuesting. They hold to a

belief that tests yielding normative scores can be used -if the tests are .

administered on an individual basis by a skilled examiner who makes

sure that the child,understands what he is supposed to do and wants

to do it," says Millie Almy in The Early Childhood Educator at Work.
Such a position seeks too much! A moratorium, I believe, has the

potential for encouraging ,the ,developrnent ofand legitimization
fo- alternatives to existing standardized testing practices. This is a

drucial direction. inasmuch as evaluation, as noted earlier, is clearly

essential to the qualitative improvement of educational pr actice in

schools and the learning of children and young people. A
moratorium also holds promise -f or -, intensifying critical
reexamination of the politics of testing, the problems of misuse,"
'4ndthe negative effects of standardized tesqng practice on children,

tkachers. and programs. The more defe'ply the 'foregoing are
understood, the higher will .be the rpotential for future reform

effititts, IL:-

Would a moratorium on standardized testing disrupt school
practice and bring an end to all evalda,tion? There is no reason to

believe that.either would occur. Ma4SChool districts do not use any
standardized testing program: yet their. evaluation 'practices 'are

intense. Will standai-ds decline? Thererisno evidenee-that standards

should be noted that group-administered iOtelligence tests have been banned in
California and Nes York and that legislation prohibiting all imelligence testing is'

pending in Massachusetts. Legislation of thisisort -may well proliferate, inasmuch as
intelligence testing is men being questioner" by testing proponents. 1 lenry -Dyer has

suggested that the scores derived front intelligence tests are...dubious-and "based upon

all impossible assumption about the Qtletivalence, cut hurnan1'experience .and the
opp'ortunity to learn,- William 'rumba. president of the' EduCational Testing Service,

co Mmented at a Sr mpcniurn oh t`esting (Rdingtok. Virgini1a. May 7, 19761 that "the sooner

we end the use of all so-called intelligence rests, the hetter.-

"Test publishers, as.has been noted, acknowledge mOt 1 of the misuse thrit Occurs; a
moratorium YKright provide time for test publisher' to reestablish the authority of their
efforts, enabling them to develop procedures that av dire proper use of-their tests and

also to enter iMo\ collaboration with those who are d'eveloping alternatives to norm-

ref erenced evalual WI procedures,
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have any relationship-to, the or lac of- use -of -standardized-,

measures. One could even argu,.. , suspe that school standards in
the United States have declined standar zed tests have increased

in use.
Would a moratorium on standardized tests cause schools to fall

back on "unsystematic evaluation processes,- fostering an Mcrease
in "discrimination and ignor'ance?" Such an argument i5 popular but

has little, if any, empirical data to supPort it. A moratorium Would
provide an excellent opportunity to assess such a belief.

To call for a moratorium is, fpr the most part, an appeal to_mbral
authority. It.can't really be more'than that. Few wish io see federal or
state legislation or court orders as ale base for the reexamination that

cries out for attention.
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Alternatives to Standardized Tests

This brings me to the concluding section of this fastback and a dis-

cussion of alternatives to standardized. tests.
How might teachers and schools proceed with an evaluation

program that does-not .include standardized tests? Some alternative

.directions follow. They are clearly not allinclusive; and many are, in

fact, merely reaffirmations of practices that many teachers engaged

in before they experienced the disruptive pressures of increasing

numbers of standardized tests.
: Supporters of st,indardized tests often argue that the tests are

"objective"' measures that serve as a check on the "subjective,"
inadeqftate asses)iments made by teachers. (Yet, ,interestingly

,enough, one soUrce for validity checks of many. Standardized

measu'res has been teacher judgment.) I do not accept the
assumption that teachers have inadequate record-keeping and
assessment-skills. When standardized test supporters acknowledge

that teachers do.possess some of these.skills, they argue that the tests

are necessary because teachers a n'd schools are not often organized

sufficiently to describe children's learning or school prOgrams. It is

true that to engage in a systerriatic process of documentation is to

expend considerable effort. Fortunately, increasing numbers of
teaChers at all levels wish to make such an effort.

Systematizing Documentation
What might a group of :eachers in a given school %I:alit to look at?

What might they view as especially important to document? Answers

need to come from the local school. (Individuals external to the

school have typicaily determined what it is important to document.

And such a process has contributed significantly to the negative
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charac* xHch evaluation has tendetho assume.) I do not mean to
imply a school as a whole (or particular clusters within a
,chool to nake such decisions it is necessary to have standard
record-keeping procedures in all areas in every classroom; I do
mean that there must be some consensus about what areas will be
looked at aosely by a group of teachers. Where such a consensus'
exists, individual teachers not only receive the support of their
colleagues, but they also have others with whom to share, their
documentation and reflection. Moreover, such a condition provides
a climate in which teachers can feel comfortable while observing
each other's classrooms, interviewing each other's students, and
seeking and providing assistance.

Process, Content, Context
In documenting the prOcess of learning, teachers in a school

might wish to include information about the children's originality.
responsibility, initiative, and independence of effort. In relation to
the content of learning, they might wish to consider materials the
children produce (such as writings and drawings); evidence that
instruction deals with important concepts as well as necessary skills;
and evidence that children find meaning in their learning, that it is
not merely rote. And in relation to the context of learning, they
might consider the basic human relationships that existchild to
child, child to teacher, and teacher to teacherand see how much
respect there is for the efforts and feelings of others.

The Prospect School in North Bennington, Vermont, uses some
of the following records for its basic documentation: children'3 work
(for example, draWings and photos); children's journals and
notebooks of written work; teachers' periodic assessments of
children's work in math; reading, .and other' activities; curriculum
trees; and sociograms. The documentation is so comPlete that few
individuals ask about a standardized test score. A synthesis'of these
recOrds with precise statements regarding work in math, literature,
reading, etc., is prepared at the conclusion of each year. This pro-
vides subsequent year's teacher with rather full information
about where to begin with a child. It should be noted, however, that
within the,school communication amobg teachers is sufficiently high
to enable teachers to go-beyond the year-end statements to the
fuller documentati6h-that is available in relation to each child. The
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vear-end statements serve as the record for a youngster who trans-

fers to anOther school. These are far more precise operationally than

test scores and are t). bically viewed as more helpful,

Inte"rviews
At fl UniverSify ii NOt lit Dakot,1 .1 process for documentation

has been developed thai includes interviews cum ,..ryir,d with

teachers, children, and pal ents,.* These interviews hav e been used

extensively as a base fo7 program evaluation and staff development.

-The teacher interview provIdes a context for individual teachers to

reflect on their inter bons, use of materials, relationships with

children. organization of time and space, difficulties, successes, and

so onin other words. the teacher's own perspective of the clas-s-

room. The child ;Inc trovicie., another important perspective,

focusing on such issues as how the child uses materiak. pursues

learning, understam k what is occurring in the classroom, uses the

teacher, and relates -0 other children. The parent interviet:, bringing

in a third perspectiv e, is aimed at a description and understanding of

parents' perceptions and attitudes about what is occurring in the

classroom, the degree and kinds of their invokement in the

classroom., what they believe is 'important. how they view their

children's progress, and their overall level of support (or lack of

support). The three interviews provide an enornmus amount 6f

qualitative evaluation information about classrooms 'and schools. No

standardized test can provide as much data or make as much

difference in what teachers do and how children learm This is es-

pecially true when the information gathered in the interviews is

seriously considered and. discussed.

Broadening theliase of Operations
Teachers can keep .up on children's prOgress in such areas as

reading, language development, and math throu0 systematic ob-

servation and freopent conferences (recorded). Can a standardized

achievement test reveal as much as carefully kept records

maintained over a pe nd .of time?

'This effort has beet-. -upp,a.frtd. to a
large degree. hy a National I ntit,:' of Education

research grant INo t&f -0779).
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Many teachers make use of informal reading inventories as a

means of monitoring reading, especia lay when they wish some rough

comparative informatioi Brenda Engel recently devised a number
of reading tasks (similar to those used in informal reading inven-
tories) to sample the reading level in the Cambridge (Massachusetts)
Alternative School. Defining reading as "the ability to get me.aning

from the printed page," ..he categorized children as -those who can
read," "those who are still in the process of acquiring reading." and
"those who are nonreaders." Children are asked indi idually to read

a story (approximately -k:io words in length) silently. The interviewer
says: "Tell me what the st:ory was about." After recounting the story,
the child is then asked tc read the story j the interviewer and, after
reading, to add to what he had related previously. In very general
ternis, a "reader" is one who "can read the text silently and relate the

story adequately and/or can read the text aloud with fluency." A
"nonreader" is ode wf indicates hr cannot read the text silently or

is unable, after readi:d.: T he text silentiv, to convey the principal
_ .meaning of the story and is-unable to read aloud_mere than a few

sight words:" A range_of. reading needs can be identified in the
process of this reading exercise.

Math checklists which ter..'Hers find 'use:1;i are often provided,
along with the various mard programs usA in schools,* And
'individual teachers or groups of teachers czb prepare their own
checklists; they can also devise in...,rrnai inventories of math

understandings.",

*Project Mathematics 1MH1" (mann 5 i. . 19741 is a program that provide,

particularly effective mcci ir 1,!acher,, Alilciren. The Nuffield Mathernate s

Project provides "check-uj guides to determine (Thildren's growth in a variets
concepts. See also Nancy La rig:,taff, Leaching in an Open ciaSSrOOM: informal Checks,
Diagnoses, and Learning Strarewes for Beginning Reading and Math (Boston: National
Association of Independent Schools, 1975), for some excellent ways of using informal
checks productively. Langstaff's case studies provide a realistic context and shou3d be
useful to teachers and principals. We need many more such descriptions. written by
classroom teachers or careful classroom observers, inorder to enlarge teachers' under-
standings of such record-keeping and evaluation processes.

"Readers may wonder why there has been no mention yet of criterion-referenced
testing. Many feel that c riterion-refew, e.' .est'i rig haS ettOonotis potential and rnav he a

useful replacement for exisling ,,.hinsernen: testing. In ts,any

respects, criterionreferenced testin; progr,ms an improvement. They nas'i
potential. unlike the norm-ref eronced testing Odd has dominated the schools for
providing -writ. useful information about chikiren's performance in relation 15 the
direct irtsn LICtional purposes of teachers or of t pariCtilar 111,,i!h, reading, or s,,cial
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Teachers' Roles
All of the foregoing kind.:, of records can he particularly helpful to

a teacher in planning learning activities that relate to a specific child
or group of children. leachf',,, with whom we work feel this is a
critical aspect of their work.

For teacher to make a ,ii-Iscrow, effort to document in some of
these ways, they must step and ibserve from time to time-
make such ol-ervations me2iiiingful it is nece,isary to hae a wide
range of learnilg avaiL tor children to engage in during
th arH on, Otherwise the acti'-. tiles are so undifferentiated that
the observ-Hon.,, will provide limited insight into chiidren and their
le:,:rning patterns, inter estH, and needk,. Being free of standardized
r_-,sts might enc.,- cla,,sroom environments.

Children's Roles
How can children then-,01% -,ontnbute to alternatives to thc,!

ttssting? 1.V hen pailitipate io reCord keepingmaintaining
daily or weekl,, journals, fiHN samples of their writing, recording the

ti-y ha\ road or tH math ( f,ncepts they understandthey
rot orki : intorrn,:.i.,.:n to the teacher but they have an
increa,,ed of wher:., they aro and what they need to do to
extend their learning. I uarning take; on a personal character,
encouraging ,,tuilent,; greater responsibilik; for their own
learnsng. (Can an'i: of the --Lind,:irdiAed rests do ;.IS ITIL1C'h?

stiadia..._piov,iais Hat hori- dre ailod'av ake base sii.lnificarlf limitations
Zesis hasp 1774771 f777-,771, 07- dround item, th,e iond

` .torients rorcidhlii iorint of ile,eriied
,tod ,,56,;,.",..1surettient it; Learning

,'uvridike, Vvd,,hingto!-I.
C -in p. i",. measure srtitph., fayks

,ue pro, sitakci and Donnis
l'r:eo;,,:' !Amoy, ell

it io teiworci., oi ski,lis in isolation. They
:71.177a7-777'7-7 If', 7- he -7107 771-r et,- that rise bha'.'iors.

Of 04.7 the corr,s r, 4 770 (11.77.-eh-Med prificip,0171 to
ant , or assist them iii!heir

`i, stress end prOi...iin p7-77.1esSes of dild
7,7;7774 e 7h.) Pc," Warren Strandberg.

l'Ast 1972i. <ha

011.1( . uriluirion-rtat.ri.int'vd
are in heir forrndriwstiiges,
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Parents' Roks
in addition to children, parents can be actively engaged in the

documentation process. F6r example. parents can conduct
obseryations on the use of space and materials in a classroom, the
task persistence cif individual children, and various social relation-
ships. They can also take photographs at various times during the
year to record classroom changes, three-dimensional projects, and
so on, and they can summarize reading biographies, questionnaires,
and other materials. In the process there is potential for parents to

. gain increased knowledge about schooling and to enlarge their
overall contribution to.their children's education. And, of course,

e information has enormous.potential for the classroom teacher,

Sum
The foregoing suggestions, as mentioned earlier, are hardly

meant to be all..inclusixe: they ought to indicate that the means for
evaluation are accessible if teachers organize their resources for
such a purpose. Teachers need only decide what kinds of records
they want to maintainrecognizing. of course, that they can't do
everythipg in any One year.

The outcome of engaging in alternative processes such as those
suggested is the establishment of a basis on which individual

achers and schools can improve the quality of their efforts. This,

after all, is what evaluation must do to have any meaning, and it is

what many of us wish to foster,
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A Closing Note

What is very clear as bring this fastback to a close is that so much
needn't have been left out. I can anticipate questions but won't be
close enough to the readers to respond to them. For many of the
readers, the content will appear radical: to others it will appear
conservative. I have, however, attempted to produce a moderate
statement, one that will encourage discussion and promote an
examination of tests, testing practices, and test uses. If the fastback
serves such-purposes, my objectives will have been met.

38



Bibliography

Allen. Virginia. What Does a Read,m; (cst o.,tr Piuladelphia: Temple Univer-
sity College of Education monograph. 1974.

American Psychological Association, standards Mr ttit 374,11,11 artd

mychof,,gdcal re,t, afo A.rrie can Ps) vho-
logical Association, 1972.

Anastasi, Anne, ed. Testing Probfern; in PPr!,neoire. ashington, D.C.:
American Council on Education. 1966.

Association for Childhood Education and the National Association of Ele-
mentary School Principals. Position paper in Childhood Education.

,4:73 November 1976.
Bane, Mary.10. Tests and lesting. McClean. Va,: National Council for the Ad-

vancement of Education Writing, 1974.
Bussis, Anne: Chittenden. Edward; and Amarel. Marianne. "Alternative Ways

in Evaluation." Te)ting and Evaluation: New Views. Washington. D.C.:
Association for Childhood Educ ation International, 1975.

Carini, Patricia. A Methodology for Evaluating Innovative Programs. N.
Bennington, Vt.: Prospect School . 1971.

. Documentation of an Alternative Approach to Program Accounta-
bility. N. Bennin gton. Vt.: Prospect School, 1972.

. Observation and De,cription: An Alternative is.letbodology for thre,
Investigation of Hur»an'Phenomena. Grand Forks: North Dakota _Study
Group on Evaluation, 1975.

"The Prospect School: Taking Aztount of Process.- Testing and
Evaluation: New Views. Washington. D.C.: Association for Childhood
Education International, 1975.

Cazden, Courtney. "Hypercorrectioh in Test Responses." Theory Into
Practice, December 1975.

Chittenden, E, A. and Bussis, A. M. "Open Education: Research and
Assessment Strategies." Open Education: A Sourcebook for Parents and
Teahers. Edited by E. B. Nyquist and G. R. Hawes. New.York: Bantam
Books. 1972.

Cohen, Dorothy and Stein. Virginia. Observing and Recording the Behavior
of Young Children. New York: Teachers College Press, 1972. .

Combs. Arthur. Educational Accountability: Beyond Behayforal'Objectives.,
Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and CurriCulum Develop-
ment, 1972.

Cottle, Thomas. "What Tracking Did to 011ie Taylor." Social Policy:
July/August 1974.

Cronbach, L. Essential, of Psychological Testing. New York: Harper & Row,-
1970.

Duckworth, Eleanor. "Evaluation of the African Primary Science Program.
Newton, Mass.: 'Educational Development Center. 1970.

"The 'Having of Wonderful Ideas." Harvard Edm ational Review, May
1972:

39 ,



Dye?, Henry. "Is Testing a .Menace?': Bulletin. Ontario Concil for
.

Leadership in Educational Adminktration.!anuary 1976 talso New York
State Education, Ouober 19611.

"Testing Little Children: Some Old Pr oblems in New Settings."Chilq-
hood Educationlyril 1973:

The United Teacher, April 14, 1971.
Educational Testing Service. Assessment in a Pluralistic Society. Princeton,

N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1973.. ,

Eisnef,..Elliot. "Emerging Models for Educational Evaluation." School Review,
August 1972.

'Ifistructional and Expressefft EduCational Objectives: Their Formu-'
lation and Use in- Curriculum.".'AERA Monograph Seth's or Curriculum,

09691.
Engel, Brenda, An Evaloation of the Cantbridie Alternative SchooI. Cam- .

bridge, Mass,: Cambridge Afternative Scihooi, 1975.
Handhock on Documentation. Grand Forks: North Dakota Studr-

, Group on Evaluation,f1975.
Farrell, Edmund, "The-Vil-e/ViCe of Standardized Testing: National Deprecia-

tion by Quantification." National Council of teacifiers of English. Spring-
1976.

Fine, Benjamin. The Stranglehold of the I.Q. New York: Oubleday, 1974.
Garrett, Henry. Gene-I-al-Psychology.. Nesv York: American Book Co., 1955.
Goslirf, Dsvid. 'Teachers and. Te.sting. New York: Russell' Sage Foundation,

1967.
The Search for Acadernic Ability: Standardized Testing.in Social

Perspective. New York: Russell Sago-Foundation, 1463.
Green' , Robert. "The Awesome., Danger of Intelligence Tests.".Ebony,August

1974. ,

'Tips on Educational Testing: What Teachers arid Parents Should
Know.' Phi Delta Koppan. October 1975..

Hawes, Gene. Educational Testing tor the Millions: WIlat Tests Really Mean
for Your Child. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1974.

. "Testing, Evaluation and Accountability: Managing 'Open, Educa-
tion." Nation's Schools, June 1974,

House, Ernest. School Evaluation: The Politics and Process. Berkeley: .

McCutchan,.1973.
Kagan, Jerome. "The l.Q. Puzzle: What Are We Measuring?" Inequality in

Education 14 (1973).
Karnin, Leon. The Science and Politics of l.Q. New York: John Wiley, 1974.

.Karier, Clarence. Shaping the American Educational Stat. New York: Free-
Press, 1975.

Kendrick, S. A. "The Coming Segregation of Our Selective Colleges." College.
Board Review, Winter 1967.

Kohl, David. ''The I.Q.. Game: Bait and Switch. A Review Essay." School
Review, August1976.

Levine, Murray. "The Academic Achievement Test: Its Historical Context and
Social Functions. American Psychologist, March 1976.

'40

4 1



Lirideman, Richard. Educational Measurenwnu'New York: Scott, Foresman,
1967.

'McClelland, Dzivid. "Testing for Comfretence Rather Than Intelligence."
American Psychiatrisi, January 1973.

McDonald7 James. "An Evaluation of Evaluation." The Urban Review, Sep-
tember 1973.

McKenzie, Moira and Kernig, Wend Ia. "Evaluating Learning." The Urban
Review, Spring 1976.

Maddan', Richard;. Gardner, Eric F.: Rudman, Herbert; Karisen, Bjorn; and
Merwin. Jack C. Sr a nfool Achievement lest Nlanoals: Part I, "Teacher's
Directions for AdminiStering"; Part II, "Norms Booklet': Part III; "Teach-
er's Guide for Interpreting"; Part IV, "Administrator's Guide"; Part V,
"Technical Data Repat.- New York, Harcourt Brace JUvanovich,.1973.

. Meier, Deborah; Cook,Ann: and Mack. Herb, Reading Tests, Do They Help
or Hurt Your Child? New York: Community Resources Institute, 1973.

Mercer, lane, Labelling the Mentaliy Retarded. Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1972.

Messich-, Samuel. "The Standard Problem: Meaning and Values in Measure-
--..ment and Evaluation," American Psychologist, October1975.

-National -Association for the .Advancement. pf Colored People, Report on
Minority Testing, NeW York: NaLiona I Association for the Advancement of
Coyed People, May 1976.

National Council of Teachers of English. Uses, Abuses: Misuses of Standard-
ized Tests in English. Urbana, Ill.: National Council of Teachers of English,

Common Sense and EeStin win English. Urbana,III.: National Council
Of Teachers of English, 1975.

National Education Association, Report of the NIA Task / ince mt, Tesfing,
Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, July 1975..

Nunnally, J. C. Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 1967. .

Olson, Ruth Ann, Internal Evalbation Techniques for Teachers. Mimieapolis:
Minneapolis Public Schools, 1976,

Parlett, M. and.Hamilton, D. "Evaluation as Illumination: A New Approach
'to the Stddy of Innovatory Programs."-Occasional Paper No.. 9, Center for
Research in the Educational Sciences, University of Edinburgh, 1972.

Patton, Michael'. Alternative Evaluation Research Paradigni. Grand Forks:
North.,Dakota Study Group on EvalUation, 1975,

Patton, Michael, "Understanding the Gobhle-dy-gook:.A People's
Guide to Standardized Fest Results and Statistics." Testing and Eviduation:
Now .Views. Washington, D.C.: Association for Childhood.. Education .

, International, 1975,
Pidgeon,' Douglas. 'Evaluation 'of AchTvement. New York: Citation Press,

. 1972.
Shapiro. Edna. "Educational Evaluation, Rethinking the Criteria of Cfampe-

tence." School Review, August 197.3,
Silvaroli, Nicholas. Classroom Reading friventorY: 2d cf. Dubuque, la.: WC.
, Brown, 1973,

41

4 2



Stake, Robert. "Testing Hazards in Performance Contracting." Phi Delta
'49ppan, June 1971.

"The Countenance of Educational Evaluation." Teacher) College
.Record, April 1967.

Termin, Lewis. The Measurement'of Intelligence. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1916:

Thomas,Lawrence, ed. Philosophical Redirection of Educational Research.
The Seventy-First Yeiarbook of the National Society for the Study of Edu-
cation. Chicago: University; of Chicago Press, 1972.

Thcirndike, R. L., ed. Educational Measurement. Washington. D.C.: American
Council on Education, 191.

Thorndike, Robert and flagon, 'Elizabeth. Measurement and Evaluation in
Psychologyand Education, New York: John Wiley, 1962.

Tobier, 'Arthur, ed. Evaluation Reconsiik,red. New York: Workshop Center
on bpen Education, 1973. .

,Tyler, R. W., ed. Educational Evaluation: New Roles, New Means.-The Sixty-.
eighth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education.
Chicago: University or Chicago Press, 1969.

Tyler, Ralph and Wolf, Richard, eds. Crucial lsues in Testing. Berkeley:
McCutchan, 1974.

United States Office pf EcLication. A Procedural Guide for Valklating
Ac':hievernerit Gains in Educational Project.. No. 2 in a series of mono-.
graphs on evaluation in education, 1976.

Venezky, Richard L. Testing,in Reading: zlssessr»ent and Decision 'making.
'Urbana, National Council of Teachers of English, 1973.

Wallach, Michael. "Tests Tell U Little About Talent." American Scientist,
lanuary/Fobri.lary 1976.

Weber,' George, Uses and Abuses of Standardized Testing tn.the School).
Washington. D.C.: Council for Basic Education, 1974.

,White, Sheldon. "Social Implications of I,Q."National Elementary Principal,
March/April 1975.

Williams, Robert. Position Paper on Standardized Testing and Evaluation of
Potential Aniong Minonty Group klembory. American Personnel and
Guidance Association, March 1975.

Zasloff, Barbara', liibliography on Bias. in Intelligence and Achievement
resting of Children and Youth. Gr and Forks: North Dakota Study Group
on" Evaluation, 1975.



This book and others.in the series are made available af low
cost through theicOntributions of the Phi Delta Kappa Educa-
tional Foundation, established in 1966 with a bequest by George
H. Reavis. The foundation exists to ptornote a better understand-
ing of the nature of the educative process and the relation ofedu-
cation to human welfare. It operates by subsidizing authors to
write booklets and monographs in nontechnical language so that
beginning teachers and the public generally may gain a better pn-
clerstanding Of educational problems.

The foundation exists through the generosity of George
' Reavis and others who have contributed. To accomplish the

goals envisaged by the founder, the foundation needs to enlarge
its endowment by several million dollars. Contributions to the en-
dowment should be addressed to the Educational Foundation,
Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth and Union, Box 789, Bloomington,
lndiana 47401. The Ohio State University serves as trustee for
the Educational Foundation.

You,,the reader, can help us improve the PDK foundation
publications program. We- invite you to comment . on the
strengths and weaknesses of this fastback. Let us!.knOw what
topics you would like us to dearwith in future fastba0(S2Address
Director of Publications, Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth artd-Unien,
Box 789, Bloomington, Indiana 47401.

All 94 titles can be purchased for $33 ($27.50 for Phi Delta Nippa
members).

Any six titles $4 ($3 for.members); any eight titles $5 ($4 :foi% members). '

Single copies of fastbacks are 75c (60c for members).

Other miantity discounts for any titles or combination of titles are:

Number of copies Nonmember price Member price,

10 24 48c/cOpy 45c/copy,

25- 99 45c/copy '4211copyi

100-499 42c/copy. 39C/coPy

500.999 39c/copy 36C)Capy

1,000 or mote 36c (copy 3/ 3C/coi.)y
,

These prices apply durin,3 1977. Afier th;,it, they are y.ibriect to, change.

Payment roust accompany all Orders for less than $51 it does n6t, $1 will
.be charged for handling. Indiana residents add 4,(Sales'iax.:

Order from PHI DELTA KAPPA, Eighth and (..)rtion, Box 789, BloOrning

ton,,Indiana 47401. /



-6

The fastback titles now available are:
1 Schc 1x Without,Property Taxes: thine

or Illusion? .

2., Iht 4stiolpt Secret of the,P4st_5,00.0Years:__
Women Are Ready for Leadership in Education

3, Open Education: Promise and Problems
-4.--Performance Contracting: Who Profits Most?

5. Too Many Teachers: Pict or Fiction?
6. How Schools Can Apply SysterneAnalysis
7. Busint A Moral Issue
8, Discipline or Disaster?
9. Learning Systems for the Future

10. Who Should GO to College?
11. Alternative Schools in Action
12. What Do Students Really Want?
13. What Should the Schools Teach?
14. How to Achieve Accountability.in the Public

' Schools
15. Needed: A New Kind of Teacher
16., Information Sourcei and Servi:es in Education
17.-Systematie Thinking About Education
18. Selecting Children's-Reading
19. Sex Differences in Learning to Read'
20. Is Creativity-Teachable?
21. Teachers arid Polities

The Middle Schnill:.Whence? What? Whither?
Publish;toril-Piriih

24. Education foi a New Society
25. The Crisis in:Education is Outside the Classroom
16., The Teacher and the Drug Scene
eur The Liveliesiginiinaikin'Town
28: Education fota Global Society
29: Can IntelligenceiSe Taught?
30. How to Recognize a Good School

)3,1. In Between4he Adolescent's Struggle for
Indaiendence,

32. Effeitive`Teaching'in the Desegregztad School
'...33.,,The.Artial,Followership (What Happened to

hey.ledians?)2.; :

34 ,Leadefs.Live With Crises1 _
35. Marshalling CoMMunity Liadership to Support

(*Public Schools
36. Preparing Educational leaders: New Challenges

ancl New perspectives
37. Gineral Education: The Search for : Rationale
38. Th)1410inane Leader

. 39. Parliamentary Procedure: Tool of Leadership
40. Aphiirisms on Cducation
41.14.1.4fikation. American'Style

..42-r3ptibhal Alternative Public Schools
43:4otivlition. arid learning in School
44. Enfornizil Learning,
45.: Learning-Without a Teacher
46: Violence in the Schools'. Causes and Remedies
47. The School's Reonsibility tor Sex Education
48 Three Views of Competency-Based Teacher

Education I Theory
49 Three Views f Competency-Based Teacher

Education II University of Houston

See inside b ck cover for prices.

50. Three VieWS of Competency-Based Teacher
Education:"Ill University of Nebra:ia

51._A Univeisity for the World: The United
Nations Kin

52. Oikos, the Environment and Education
53. Transpersonal Psychology in Education
54. Simulation Games for the Classroom
.55. Schoel_Volunteers: Who Needs Them?
56./Eetilly In School Financing:Full State Funding
57: Eqn,ity infSchool Financing: District Power

Equalizing
58. The Computer in the SctfOol
59. The Oegal Rights of Students

,r 60. The Word Game: ImprovineCoMmunications
Planning the Rest et Your Life

62. The Peopleland Their Schoqls: Community
Participation-

63. The Elattlkof the-Books: Kanawha County
64. The CommUnity as Textbook
65. Students Teach Students
66. The Pros arid Cons of Ability Grouping
67. k Conservative Alternative School: The

A School n Cupertino
68. How Much Are Our Young People Learning? The

Story of the National Assessment ,

69. Diversity id Higher Education: Reform in the Colleges
70. Dramaticslin the-Classroom: Making Lessons

'

Clime Attila
.71. leacher Centers and Enservice Education
72. Alternativbs to:Growth: Educationicir a

Stabfe Society '
/ 73. Thema-Jefferson and theiducation of a

afeWletion
74. Three,Early_chempions of Echication: Benjamin:/'

Benjaminitush. end Noah Webster
75..-A History of-Coripulsory Education Lawsi''
76..: The Afierican-Teacher: 1776-1976
77, The Urban School Sherintendencyl A Century

and a Half of Change .%

78. Private Schools: From thipuritans to the Present
79. The People and Their Schoota
80. Schools e; the past: A Treasury et Photographs
81. Sexism: New Issue in American\Education
82. Computers in the Curriculum
83. The Legal Rights of Teachers
84. Learning in TWO Languages
84S. Learning in Two Languages'.(Spanish edition)
85. Getting It All Together: Confluent Education
86. Silent Language in the Classroom Li
87. Multiethnic Education: Practices and.Promises
88. How a School Board Operates
89. What Can We learn from the SchOdls OrC8Ina7
90. Education in South Africa
91. What I've Learned About Values Educatiqn
92. The Abuses of Standardized Testing ;
93. The Uses of Standardized Testing
94. What the People Think About Their Schools:

Gallup's Findings


