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. A Prefatory Comment

lt needs to be said at the outset that standardized teshng 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 wantincreased
contrel over _ curriculum, materials, and classroom  practices.
Another significant contributor to the conilictis 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 common curriculum. But as school districts have begun
to.decentralize, to foster alternative methods of education. common
currieular patterns are being threatened. In addition, we are inanera
when “equal educational opportunity” is being affirmed 25 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 medni 10 be all-inclusive. Many
of us could provide other s’ig,nificam reasons why standardized test-

ing is in the “eye of the storm.” if my orientation were different, |
8 Y .

_ could,Lsuspectsuggest—thoughidomot belicve the argument has
much substance—that educators have made standardized testing an

issue to “cover up'’ their failures, to rationalize the “decline in test .
scores.” But that is not my orientation! And that is a point | wish to

“make very clear to readers of this fastback.

| do not believe that standardized tests. as presently developed

5
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and marketed, have a great deal to contrivute 1o childran, teachers,
parents. or schools. Whatever merit they may have, and | believe
they do have some patentially posithe uses, s sutweighe
significantly by their negative qualities, by their deleterious effects
on chitdren and programs.

Now that | have e<tablished my perconal orientarion —one that
will pervade this fastback—! nead 1o provide some additional
contextual infarmation. Most of my exanuos will bie related o the
elementary grades, principally because this is where the majotity-of
standardized tests are used. When 1 speak of standardized tosts, am
referring to tests which are published. normereferenced, and

~administered according to explicit instructions. Popular examples of

standardized achievement tests are the Metropolitan Achivvemont
Test, the Stanford-Achievement Test, the Stantord Testof Academic
Skills, and the fowa Test of Basic Skill. to name only a few. Fxamples
of standardized measures of meatal ability are the Oris-Leninen
Mental Ability Test, the Stanford-Binet, and the.Weehsler intelli-
gence Scale for Children, My purpose in listing the foregoing is to
assure as titde misunderstanding as possible about what is meant
when 1refer to standardized tests and stondardizod testing,
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A Basic Position on Standardized Testing

Slanda'rdized testing, essentially a post-World War l phenomenon.”
has become commonplice in America, Tests exist fur almost every
oncial human trait imaginable. including intelligence, alienation.
self-concept, 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
petween the ages of 3 and 21. David McClelland suggests that
standardized tests have been so thoroughly ingrainedinto -merican
schools that “itis asign of backwardnessnotio havetestsceres in the

eesChoot records of children.” Whilelam concerned about the effects

of testing on individuals of all ages. Lam especially roubled aboutits
effects onyoung chiidren at the primary schoollevel. These are years
when children’s 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 skiils needed for

success jn school are in rather fluid acquisitional stages.

F “The most widely used standardized tests attempt 1o assess
intelligence: language skills, reading readiness, achievemeni in™ ™7

various subjects, and, in recent ye.rs, one's self-concept. As | have
said, the tests are commonly norin-referenced, so that users canrank
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, 4 questionable
claim i many cases.) We have become so accustomed to their use
that we often fail torask ou rselves whether the tests do in fact assess
whnat they purport "to assess. or whether the assumptions that
undergird the claims of the test makers are acceptable.
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Some Hard Questicns About Standardized Tests

Sheldon White suggests that in using sandardized tests we are
involved with “an affair in which magic, science, and myth are
intermixed.” He may well be offering an understatement. How many
of us, for example. actually believe that the intelligence and
competence of any individual can be adequately represented by his*
score on any group-administered test? Or, that there is one “narmal
curve’’ that can provide a distribution capable of classifying all
children? Such assumptions defy almost everything that we have
come to understand about children’s growth.

Even if one fails to tzke 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
aclass as awhole? Do they help young childrenin theirlearning? Do
they support children’s intentions as learners? Do they provide

~ parents with essential information about their children? ¥ nave

_encountered few teachers 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 economy, we use the masculine form of pronouns throughout this

publication when nospeaitic gender isimplied \while we recogmize the tend away from

rhis practice, we see no-graceful alternative. We hope the reader will impute no sexist
motives: certdinly none are intended. —The Editors

**A large number ofgubhca(ions have provided thoughtful critiques of ~ample {est
items from a variety of populatly used standardized sests. Seer Deborah Meier, Reading
Failure and the Teus (Svew Yorh: Workshop Center tor Open Egucation. 1973); Debosah
Meier, Herb Mack, and Ann Cook, Reading Tests: Do They Hurt Your Child? (New York:
Community Resources institute, 19731 Banesh Hoffman, The Tyranny of Testing (New
York: Collier Books, 1964); National Elementary Principal (March/Apeil, 1975, and
August, 1975). .

8
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16 tedch 16 the tests? 1 the testy were not given. would there bedewer
skill sheets and workbooks, o broader range of matenals, more
sttention to integrared learsine? Would feachiens prefes 1o use the
time devoted to standardized testing for ather educational activities?
Do teachnrs fool that they can awess chibifren’s fearming i more
fardizedadhiovement

AnDronriate svays than hrough the use o ~tan
tt f A :

Ixs J
toslyd

Labels That Cripple

Phave many othes conoens aboutstdardhzed tesis 1 ey have
Been used increasingly to make judgments abour children. € ildren
judged to be “below average” are not fikely 1o receive. in most
schools, the kinds of educationat oppertunities available to children

Sjudged “abeve average. Placementin remedial and other spraidl

cducation programs and i lower-leved racks iy wually related
closelv 1o test resulis, Chitdren placed in sudch settings are offen
viewed as failures: eapectations tend not ta be high for them. And
children in such setungs quicklhy learn 1o view themselves as failures,
producing lirtie Children who sre labeled ina manner that suggests
lenited abufity tind that their cducation takes 0n ddrrow 10cus, one-
dimensional tasks such as shill sheets, workbooks, and drills of one
kind or anather being most prominent

Whao are the children who tend most often Lo o dabeled Mbhelow

“iverage ! The high proportion -of children front lower secio-

economic populations, which inclide lirge numbers of minerities,
represented in special vducation and lower-level tracks ought to
give us serious pause. Jane Mercer provides rather stark data:
namelyv. that from 5010 3007, more black and Mexican Americans are
identified as mentatly retarded than could be reasonably expected
from their proportion of the population. Our commitments to
democratic practice and equality of educational opportunity should
force us to spesk out strongly againd 4 process that consistently
produces such results,

Multiple Patterns, Diversified Programs

Teachers of young children have fong believed that children
come 1o learning in many different ways. demonstrating in the
process that they have multiple patterns of growth and achieve-

“mént. This belief has given direction to programs which are diver-

9
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sified as to alms and goals. In these programs, children are respected.,
regardless of ractal background or socioeconomic class. Their
interests hine become basic starting pointe for learning. Such
developmental progrann have tended 1o support more formal
dinstruction in reading: for evample. onhv when childien are teady
and ot because they are 6 vears old.

Because teachers in such settinegs have been committed (o
increasing children’s vpportunities (or sGocestul experience gnd
high levels of self-esteem, manv learning options are made ayailable,
The clock then tends not to determing to such alarge degree when
children begin and end learning activities. Pever interaction—i.e.,
communication—is enceuraged. integral. rather than peripheral, to
a child's lite in the classroum are the creative and expressive forms of
communication that have the capacity for developing feeling—thoe
most persondl of human possessions. (Too often, ateacher does fittle
with the creative and expressive arts because they don't relate
particularly well to the normative testing programs. They are not
hasic 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 are anchored in stendard curriculum

“materials ibasal textbooks, svllabi. and state guidelines) that have

predétermined expectations toward which every one is expected to
work. To actually deveiop a responsive, developmental, classtoom
environment is to risk lower scores on many of the standardized
tests. Teachers and children do not need these kinds of external
PressuTes,

Evaivation Consonant with Purpose

Does the foregoing suggest that evaluation is not important?
Most definitely. | do not oppose evaluation: | consider it basic to the
growth of programs. teachers, and children. But evaluation needs o
be embedded in the classrooms. [t needs to be consonant with
purpose. Assessing children’s growth, for example, is an intense

~activity, and it should occur daily, continuousty. It is integral to

everything that goes on in a classroom.

' 14
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. Historical Roois

H aving now osablished a basic position, bwill proceedto a discus-
sion of some of the historival oot of standardized testing in this
country, while 1 would cerwainly acknowledge that one can
urderstand standardized testing practice and psychometrics with-
out any special knowledge of the historical development of stan-
dardized testing. 1 believe that the history is important if one wishes
to examine the implications of standardized testing and gain in-
cregsed understanding of its assumptions.

Historical perspectiveis especially inipertantto an understanding
of the current critique. Insuggesting a historical perspective.  do not
wish to imply that the context today is the same as that which existed
in the early vears Of standardized testing. The dificrences 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 Amencan life. tmmigration 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 by a growing faith in science and technology, was firmly
rooted; what seemed an uncontroflable urban expansion paralleled

‘the increased levels of immigration and industrialization; and

schools were under intense pressutes to enrolllarger percentages of
the school-age population, especially at the secondary school level. -

Psychology and education. as areas of academic inquiry, bad tong
been stepchildren to the more traditional academic fields such as
philosophy and history. Sceking status. they turned increasingly to
science and technology as a base for theirinquiry. Thatpractitioners
within these related fields adopted statistical procedures and
scientific methods is not surprising. The standardized tests which

they developed met many of the conditions of science as they were

11 12
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understood at that time; in addition, and possibly moreimportantly, -
they reprosented an activity which could support- many of the

" cultural assumptions of the day.

Ina socnety(t\lmg,mb to egalitarian views, how could the great dif-
ferences amongipeople wnth regard to education, statusyand power
be explained? T{l\or«’al Darwinists suggested tha itsuch (ilffererwg\c;/ '
existed because intellectual attributes”among. .individuals (an
groups) varied significantly. The tests quickly bore this out. Indivi-
duals (and groups) could be classified on the basis of * ‘scientific. .
measures,”” seleciion processes could be éstablished “without any -t
blemish on democratic philosophy.’ Wh(le } would hesitate to sug-
gest that social Darwinism was thé predominant. philosophical
orientation at the beginning of the century, it clearly had wide-
spread support from the middle énd upper classes (w, whg were at that
time principally white, Anglo- Saxén, and Protestant] And was callcd ‘
upon to buttress the development of smndardued/ ests.

Alfred Binet, an early’champicn of oxponmcr]tal psychology, i i

generallv acknowledged as being responsible” for legitimating

standardized tests. {r'the years that followed the passage of compul-
sory education le‘éislation in France (1881), BinJét raised questions
about the degre¢ to which all children could benefit from regular '
schoo! activities. By the turn of the century, Binet advocated SpOClaI

_classes for those possessing “limited ability.”

‘jumemal abilit

TN s

Along with Theodore Simon, Binet was invited in 1904 byrthe -
Ministry of Education to develop an identification process which
might be used to select children for special classes. Simon and Binet
capitalized upomthe opportunity to develop a series of tests. The
procedures they employed for norming and validation were notvery .
dissimilar from those used today. (Another similarity exists'in the
results. Then, as now, scores reflected the social/economic
structures.y While Binet was notimmune to the use of such phrases as
in relation to his test results, he had reservations about
interpreting an dividual’s test results narrowly: he did not believe,
for exa‘mp|e, as/many of his followert did, that the tests measured
fixed-ellecial qualmes that were not amenable to further
training, |

After Binet's dealh Lew:s Termin of Stanford University began
revision of the Binet testing process. The Stanford-Binet Test,
published in 1916, was the resull. Termin, in order to bring more .

‘ . 12



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i~

‘,

“specificity to the results, dttached a score which he called an

‘Intellience Quotient. In The Measurement of Intelligence, Termin
described the “potential” for the test in clear fashion:

[I]ntelhgence tests will bring tens &f thousands of these high-grade
"_defectives under the surveillance and protection of society. This will
ulnmately result in curtailing the reproduction of fg*eble mindedness
and in the elimination of an enormous amount of crime. pauperism,
and lndusmal inefficiency.

Those with 1Q scores in thé 70 10 80 range were of r)amcular
concern to-Termin. He Wro{L further in The Measurement of
Intelhgepce /.~ ; .

[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 should

. be segregated in special classes. . Thcy cannot master abstraction,
but. they can often be made into vtfment workers .. . froma eugenic
point of view they constitute a grave problem bvcuusc of their
unusuall) prolific breednu.,

(Such arguments, though less direct, are not uncommon in the

“literature produced today by Arthur fensen, Richard Herrnstein, and

weWVilliam Shockley.to name a few) .
Termin, along with others such as Henry (.oddard (Vineland
Tramlng Schoolin New Jersey) and Robert Yerkes (Harvard) who had

" similar interests in tos&s of mtolh;,ence and later “tests of achieve-

ment,” everi’tually_saw southern and eastern Europeans as also
demonstrating mental deficiencies, It is not surprising that alt three
were wctive in the eugenics movement—the tests were for them
excéllent detection devices—and in political efforts to stem the flow
of the “‘inferior''southern and eastern Europednswhowereenterm;3
the United States as immigrants. : ‘
, Goddard went o Ellis Island in 1912 to administer the Binettest,as’
well as others which he devised, to new immigrants. The resuhs were
hardly. surprising, though to read Goddard’'s account in-Leon

.Kamin's The Science and'Politics of 1.Q. it was shocking: He judged

83% of Jews, 80% of Hungarians, 79% of Italians, and 87% of Russians

"as “feeble-minded.” In 1912 it was Goddard who also provided the

classic tracing of the Martin Kallikak family, a case history still used in
psychology texts as late as 1955. . .
thn the United States entered World War I, Yerkes, then

: '13
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president of the American Psychologlcal 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
1,700,000 men, 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 further in A Study .
of American Intelligence by C. C. Brigham (Prmceton University
Press, 1923). There were no wurprises. Whites scored considerably

higher than blacks; ir:? als from Scandinavian and English-
speaking countries s¢v sificantly higher than those from Latin
“and Slavic countries. .»wing correlations between the test

scores and the length of time an individual being tested had lived in
the United States were essennally dismissed.

‘The results of all of this testing were influential in the passage of
the 1924 lmmigration Act, which placed discriminatory restrictions
on the immigration of non-Anglo-Saxen populations, It was a major
victory for psychologists such as Termin, Goddard, Yerkes, and
Brigham. In fairness, however, it should also be said that the victory
was not theirs exclusively. There were millions 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 maintainedin the
McCarran Act of 1952, By the 1960s, however, pressures were

~building to bring an end to all discriminatory “legislation. In 1965 °

Congress passed the tmmigration 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 of protest; his outlet for criticism from 192210 1924 was
the New Republic. In an early commentary, he wrote, “The real
promLSe and value of the investigation which Binet started is m

: danger of gross perversion by muddleheaded and prejudiced men.’

In the issue of November 15, 1922, Lippmann wrote:.

. [ntelligence is not an abstraction like fength and weight; itisan
~exceedingly complicated notion which nobody has yet succerded in .

defining. . .. If the impression takes root that these testsreally measure®
' w14
J
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- “some kind of emotional complex.” anpnmnn s response in the:

intelligence, that they contribute a sort of fast judgment on the child’s
capacity, that they reveal “scientifically’” his predetermined ability,
then it would be s thousand times better if all the mlcllibvn(o testers
and their questionnaires were sunk without warmng in the Sargasso
Sea.

Lippmann closed hjs original series of six arncies on the intelli-
gence tests by suggesting that psychoim,nsts back away from their
“pretentious” directions and ‘save themtielves trom the humiliation

‘of having furnished doped evlden(e to the Nponcms of the new

snobbery.” .
Termin's responses to Lipprmann deserve monl;on They are "~ 'y
similar in content to what is produced by many ‘contemporary
apologists: namely, appeals to scientific aulhom\,. ridicule, and
nonsequiturs. In “one resonse (November 29, 1922), Termin
suggested, along with consider able ridicule, that L|ppmann kad-

January 3, 1923 New Republic: , s

well, | have [an emotional complex about this business). Ladmit it.3
hate the impudence of a claim that in 30 minutes vou can judge and L
classify o human being’s predestined fitness” in life. 1 hate the e
pretentiousness of that claim. | hate the abuse of scientific method
which it involves. | hate the sensd of superiority which it creates and
the sense of inferiority wh|<"1 it imposes.

But Lippmann’s charges though powerful in tone, were not
particularly influential. Tests, those producing 1Q scores and those
producing.achievement scores, proliferated rapidly in the 1920s and

1930s. They fit many school needs of the day by pfoviding external
procedures to justify promonons in thé schools—now more
committed to age-grade patterris than ever before. (That they servod
to justify the continued pre-eminence’of the privileged in America
society seemed not to be a problem for the majority of educatofsi)=="
And, as was noted earlier, they fit the scientific ethm of the period.* oy
Even the progressives, especially_ih the iwenties, gave passive '

_‘Rob(‘r! 1 womdrkt‘ and Blizabeth Hagan write: “The e sting movement seemed espe-
cially suited to the temper of this countryand took hold here with a vigot and enthu-
siasm unequaled elsewhere.” Aleasurement dnd Evaluation in Payehology anid Educa-
tiun (New York: John Wiley. 1962, p. 5. Readers should understand that standardized
tésting has become in large measure.an Amenican phenomenon. it has never h.xd very
much consistent \Uppnrl in the rest of the world.

516
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a;)prc_)‘v\fxil‘ to the testing activities. To attack “stcience” was not con-
sisténtwith.their basic approaches to education. In thethirtiesghere .
same shifts in progressive thought. (For examp Hempts”
16 made 16 have stqr}dardiz.cd testing examinediwithin the
Progressive Education Assoriation. But the organization’was in theéw
N\ beginning'ét its iméliq’é"‘m;a! wilight by this time) » ;
I recognize” that--hav »d on several individuals whose 7/
: "S_('_;,(_;‘,op(jht'[cfl_'I views influepntec
standargls, nsgatively. This might iead some readers to suggest that
Ay treatment, at-least-ro this‘point, has not been balanced. | could
have highlightéd; as most texts on measurement and 1esting do, the =,
pioneering-efforts of Termin dnd,Yerkes 'the contribution of Termin_~~
to our understanding of the gifted (he did make a anrpbér’Sf :
*significant contributig ng), and the efforts made by..coriscientious
measurerment scholarsiuch as B L Th()fn/(iﬂce'(.fﬁa | will comment
“turther on Thorndike) to improve.-tesling practice. 1 could have :
alluded (as several of the texts have) to the arguments about the
influence of heredityon intelligence and achievement test scores
and to the-concerns about the tests really testing social class -1,
Laight not have 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 oftesting in America that have
not been fully in view; in other words, to bring some balance to the, ...
discussion.  ~ * C . 2
Were there other forces besides eugenics and thesscientific ethos.
that helped make testing such a popular enterprise? There was a be-
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 lo new
grade levels, and for réceipt of academic honors, Some egalitarians: ‘
argued that a: test score removed the possibility/of social status or- -~
faulty, prejudiced, tea.cher/school’ judgment /determining . one’s..
entry, for example, into the elite schools. (The elite schools received
the same students after standardized testing as before; but the
illusion of democratic practice survived the/twerities and persisted
-~ well into theu~f195_05,,ahd early 19605.)fl_:iow‘ﬁ{ény times have we‘heard
about the child Who came from alower socioeconomicand minority.,
‘background who was singléd”out because of high test scores and -
o T Lot - {.: \‘, . s ot N
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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 scares, the numbers were
surely small in the decades between 1920 and 1950 and there is hnle :

- to suggest that conditions have changed.

Ralph Tyler, 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

“since 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 the early tesiing 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 f:rst popu larly used slandar(lnzed test'in the public
schools. ~ ‘
“Whatever exists at all exists in some amount” was a classic.

Thorndike phrase 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 Educational Products, Seventeenth: Yearbook Part .
I, National Society for the Study of Education, 1918) Thorndike
commented about some of the problems that, were beginhing to
surface as early as 1917-18: “[Those] directly in charge of educational
atfairs have been so appreciative of educational measurement andso
sincere in their desire to have tests ang scales devised [that quality is

vacrificed). Opposmon, neglect, and misunderstanding will be
much less dmastrous to the work of quantitative science in‘education

than a vast output of mediocre tests for lpeasurmg this, that, and the: -
other school product, of Whl(h a !arg,e percent are fundamenlally
unsound. .. "
Tho:n(hke was a serious student of moasurement Eugemcs was
not s interest. He continued to raise concerns throughout the

o.
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.1920s, a veritable boom period for the development and marketing

of tests, about the poor quality of tasts, the uncritica! 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 .mcre knowledgeable test use. While it is possible to
disagree with Thorndike’s basic assumptions about education and
learning; one must, as | 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 i growing corps
of psychometric technicians. Norming and validation procedures’
became increasingly more sophisticated. And testing bécame a part
of the conventional wisdom of schools. Debates were few: criticism
almost nonexistent. (In “fact, the literature includes 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 dominate curriculum or teaching. The amount of
testing was not greatin most districts, and had whatappearedto bea
benign qualityfh many others, ‘
Standardized testing received 2 boost with the ascent of Sputniki

»

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‘indUsfry supporting it, began to expand rapidly.
‘With the heavy influx of federal dollars came increasing demands for
evaluation. And evaluation in most instances became synonymbu§

- unfortunately, with outcome data produced by standardized tésts. 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. ‘ ‘ o

We are now in aperiod where standardized tests are a major issue
inschools. (It should be noted again that intelligence tests are not as.
much anissue now as they once were. Their use’is 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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Ml needs tobe acknowledyed
[providing test usess with very ©
[ manua

arefully prepared manuals relating to their tests. These

Is tend to point out panstokingly the particul

{ CONSIUCHIVe uses, They typreally caution, i the case of
Fresults ought not to

-are misleading, that growth i

affect o child’s scare_that the test measures
fhaving said all of

i manuals, and my experie

|
i

harshness of the criticisms, feeling that the technical quality of their
products is higher now than atany time in the past. They argue that
the problems—and they now acknowledge that there are prob-
lems—are related 1o use, or more specifically, misus '

-k
While these are certainly considerations, the issues are, frommy

point of view. deeperthan use and misuse. We are seeing teachers,
and in many settings parents, going hack to fundamental questions
about the purposc of the schools, the ways inwhich children’s devei-
opment is being supported. Thisis.in largeameasure, what part of this

fastback is about, and it underdies much of what I am trying 1o
communicate. » :

. ,v“
thatthetest producers are attempling to reduce misuse by

ar test’s limitations as well as

a¢hivvement tests, that the test
b used 10 oy aluate teachers, that grade-level dquivalency scores

« not umdimensional, that many external factors might

A sampling of curriculum only, etc. But,
thin 1t needs also to be stated that fow teachers have ever see

athe |
nce is that few schools act on the cautions that the imanuals
provide This point will be dacussed more

fully later m this text.

9.
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The Tests Themselves

e Having proyided a basic position statementand historical review, |
will address several issues which relate generally to the technjcal
aspects of testing and which tend to create misunderstandings and
often misuse. | make no attempt to be all-encompassing; the
problem areas are just too large. ) v

In discussions of standardized testine one often confronts .

terms/concepts such as objectivity, st f o o Y
validity. The - SE AN aura o sGiend o, huwever,
what'do ., . 14 basie, nontechnical language?

Atestis considered objective if everyone takes it under the same
basic conditions. The multiple-choice format, buttressed by asingle
“right”-answer pattern, supports objectivity. -But objectivity has __
nothing to do with whether a test is fair, 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 10 the eonsistency of the test: How close are the
results for an individual or group attwo different testings? Or how

“close’ are the 'scores of individuals on two different.forms of a’
particular test? Reliability is rather simple to establish. But a test can- -
have-very high reliability (most popuilar standardized achievement
tests carry relia bility coefficients-of .87 to..93) and yet'’be avery poor
‘test, measuring little considered important to large numbers of
people who usé or take the test. The latter point relates to.validity,
which has an-interdependent relationship with reliability. validity .. -
doesr’t, however, receive as much attention. Co ‘
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‘Vahdity refers, ut the most simple level, to the degree to which a

test measures what it is supposed 1o measure and7/or the degre¢tc

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 scores? Validity, unlike |
reliability, is difficult to establish with any authority. Itistypically de-
termined by having an expert (or éxperts) examine a particular test
and' provide the equivalent of -an imprimatur. This is content
validation by opinion. Content validation is the focus of most
standardized tests used in elementary andsecondaryschools. (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 socineducation ' of minority

people.) Validity -+ v uayyisale o Csoinpa. | e

sesults with vahier measur. -, Lo, othies tests, gr‘ades, or teacher
judgments. :

So much for the terms. What can be said about test content? For
‘mariy 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 nouted in my prefatory comment, have
been construclted to ‘conform to instructional programs with
predetermined objectives and materials which everyoneis 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 preparingitems 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 particularitems selectedto try
~outrepresent, in effect, a statement about what the testauthors con-

sider important. This is not intended as a negative observation; it is,
however, a condition that needs to be understood.) Those items
which most individuals get right or wrong are discarded: Distribu -
tion is desired, inasmuch as the entire bittery of items is designed to
produce, among a sample of students who take the test, a normal

curve, a construct in which half the students score below the average

21
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-—and half-above. Insuch a process; items swhich many would suggest =~

are” important might well be discarded and items of limited -
importance retained. Teachers, sc hoa! administrators, and parems
would do well to examine closely the questions which appear in the
standardized tests used in their schools, or being considered for use,
in order to make ajudgment about the importance of the questions
and their relationship to the'local curriculum,

Once the items are <\ !sped, standardization procedures be-

gin, This o nho et - a norm population and constructing
naTm seor ‘h:\.'v!()np,' 1 ofthis take? From start-up to publica-
N TRt .y gt pass. But what if-curriculum changes

are rap;d and/ 7 new goals emerge in schools? Might Lherethen bea
gap between the curricular assumptions of the testsand the cufricula

uthat actually exist? This certainly is the case in mathematics where
‘math tests have been concerned for the past decade, as they were in
“the previous decade, with computatic: in a base 10 system only— "

hardly evidence of the “new math.” What if teachers really believed
that a shift in educational direction was necessary? is it possible that
such ashift might not occur because of the risk of lowering resultson
an achievement test designed for different purposes? And whatiif the
populanons taking the tests change significantly from one standard-
ization to another? Do the scores derived then really h ave the same
meaning?

Itis important, | belicze,to comment briefly on test statistics—the
derivations which bring scores relating to a norm population and
provede a basis for giving meaning to the raw scores (the number of

“corredtyiresponses on a test.or subsection of a test). While it could
be'argued that everyone using tests should know a good deal about
derived scores and their meaning, my experience is that far too many
do not:* ‘

_Test results are most often reported as percentile’ scores, stanine
scores; or grade-level equivalency scores, forty-three "correct
answers out of 80 items on the languag,e section of a very popular

’ . v
,

*| rust note that the test rndnu.ﬂ\ avcompanying mast popularly used smndardlcedlcsts
are replete.with information about derived scores, i.e., how to interpret them and what
limirations nedd to be taken into account when using them. But as noted earlier, “the
manuak are not often available in schools for teachers 16 réad, and little information
about derived scores goes out 1o the pubiic to increase’their understanding.

o
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- Percentile : 1

achievement test (1974 version) which students.take at the end ofthe
seventh grade is convertad to a percentile score of 52. This indicates
that 52% of those who took the test as partof the norm population
<eared-43 or less and 48% scored higherithan 43, Stanine scores,

gil - percentile scores and grade-equivalency scores, are
sugye. e of arange, (For thisreason test publishersincreasingly are
encourauing their use.) All raw and percentile scores are grouped to
mak. .p anine point, orstanine scale. Astanine score of Sisaverage;
40% of the scores will then fall 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 i 6 7 8 9
: -2 4-10 11-22 23-39 40-58 59-76- 77-88 89-94 95-99
Raw Score 5\\14—17 18-22 23-28 29-36 37-46 }17‘55 56-b3 64-68 69-79
\ i o

/1

. ’ . l‘ - .

The grade-level equivalency score is derived essentially by as-
signing to the median score of a seventhigrade norm population a
grade-level equivalency of 7.0. Scores abpve and below the median

" are assigned gr\ade~level equivalencies a{yove and below 7.0. Itis an

estimation, nothing more. The score of 45 on the language section of
the test under discussion (taken atthe end of the seventh grade) con-
verts to a percentjle score of 52,and a grade-level equivalency score
of 8.3 {eight y"e;ars, three months).-A score of 41 converts, on the other
“hand, to a.grade-le\ el equivalency of 7.8 and 45 converts to 8.7. Two
questions. right ‘or »erong cover a range of 11 months.

_The pubhshe“r\of the foregoing test lists a standard error for the
language section as 3\9. This standard error indicates that two-thirds ©
of the tinfe.one co\ulA expect a fluctuation of 3.9. As the test manual
notes, “We could x};‘)ect with aboul 68% certainty that-the true
score /[ft/)r a student with a raw score of 43] would fall between [39
and,47].”" This is between the 44th and the 60th percentiles; the

}rﬁde;levél equivalency rangeis 7.210 8.9. And one-third of thetime

“~Triere may be even more error. The point of all of this is that the

scores are very imprecise; one has to be very careful in attaching -
too much importance to them... . ‘ ‘
Of afl of the derived scores, grade-level equivalency is the most
1 : - . .
..’:' 23 .
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““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 hased on grade-
level equivalency values, are not, strictly speaking, legitimate.” In
some cases they admonish users not to report grade-fevel equiva-
lencies at all. Henry Dyer, possibly the most respected authority in
testing, has called grade-level equivalency scores “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 to suc-

~cumb to what Alfred North Whitehead 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-manth tegms, . ' »

In one schoo' district in which we recently conducted a review of

~the‘dccountability system, the following appears in the Statement of

School District Objectives: “Students [are} expected to gain, on the
-average, eight months in ' academic achievenent between
September and May.”" Andin 2 booklet related to the particularstan-
dardized testing program used in the school district, the following is

"":"br‘,r:_e’hs,ém%ed: “Astudent is expected to grow academically one month
for each'month that he/sheisin school. Since tkere are eightmonths

between the administration of the pretest and the posttest, it is
desirable for the student 10 gain eight months during the time.”

I won'tdescribewhatteachers engageinin orderto 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 clear—though they are not as

~direct as they could be~—that gain scores are “fraught with

problems,” inasmuch as the tests were originally constructed only to
identify present status. (And even the problems of interpreting

- presentstatus’are immense, according to the test manuils.) In order

‘to address the question of eight months’ growth, one has to assume
o 24
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that growth is unidimensional and linear and that eight:months of
schooling corresponds empirically with eight months’ gair. on astan-
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 | have often hedrd or
read in the newspapeTs, 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 10 be made for a seventh-grade

. childwitha grade-level equivalency score of4.0ona reading test de-

y

\

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

"reading score is much lower than average-achieving seventh-
graders who were part of the norm population. But does it establish
that the youngster reads only aswellasa 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 particular grade 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 equi‘\(‘a’len’Cy &

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 individual student’sachievement
of particular skills or to deterinine specificinstructional needs. (Even
the test producers are promoting some of this directian.) But given
the content sampling that is invelved, 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. Evenfror'nia'techn/ical perspective thisisa significant problem, *

Let us examine some of the sources of error. The health of a childon
the day the test is given canl affect the score~Noise in the classroom,
‘teacher attitudes toward the test, whether a child has taken similar

<]

o






!

tests, 4 broken pencil, and any number of similar disturbdm:(zs»c;m
influence a particular score, The mental state of a child—depression,
boredom, elation, anxety about the test—can also make a difference
i how the student pedsorme,

Simpte mechanical errore such as marking the wrong box on the'
test sheet by accideng, overlooking a question, or missing ¢ word
while reading are rolatiy ely common test-taking problems. Children
experiencing difficulty with reading will pertorm poorly on tests
voncerped with reading: but they willalso tend to perform poorly on
socal studies, seivnce, and math sections of achievement tests,
nasmuch as these require reading skills. Thus a child's real knowl-
edge may be considerably underestimated.

Manv ofthe sources of difticulty outlined above—and the surface -
h.]x.ﬂff%?ctt*h beea scrat hed-—can affect an individual’s score. And
SUCRROurces of ditficulty have little to do with how “godd” the test
s, how carefully i Was prepared, or the validity of its content,
Ihthicultion are, in generyl, ntiinsic to the nature of standardized
resting. ’ ’

How senous is the kind of error described briefly above? It
depends 1o g large degree on how the test resylts areused. Inreports
oftest scores for, large groups of children. it is possible 1o expect
that many of the mechanical errers andrelated difficulties suggested
above will balance sut: some children will score above their “true”
score and others below, The larger the'group tested, the more likely
it is that such a balancing will occur, But fora single individual, np
uther score exiets, Nothing can compensate for error when asingle
score for an individual is used for such purposes as curriculum
j“)l&(terneir‘lt, advancement, etc. ’

tnasmuch as reading tests are common and are .used for
placement or for esmblishfﬁg skilt assignments, 1 will offer some

. general comment on them, The‘criticism_s that | offer, however, are
1o some degree also-relevant to the reading section of a general
~ standardized achievementitest as well as 1o other subject areas. At
the lower grade levels, reading tests are heavily dependent upon a
“particular vocabulary. If a youngster's vocabulary does not include
many of the words in the test,.are we really 1o assume the problemis
~ . reading? In‘addition. many of the questions which appear depend .
onintormation thatis not provided. A child can read the items and all
of the responses and then select the*wrong” answer. The problemis .

2 . o
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alack of information and not a lack of reading skill. It is also possible,
of course, given the ambsiguities in many items, for a child to select
the “wrong” answer but read very well..Another issue is the chvious
cultural bias that appears in reading tests, espegially at the primary
level. Ag this level, the tdsts make heavy use of pictures which often
reflect par[icufa‘*r- experiences that are not necessarily part of the
experience of large numbers of children 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 inisolation, 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,
severai of the tests have correlative materials which can be assigned
to students who score poorly on a particular skill area. There issome
evidence that such activities will i.ncreaé‘e“scores on reading.tests, hut
there’is little evidence that such activities enlarge a child’s capacity to
gain understanding from the printed page (the way in which many
individuals define reading). The time tiken doing skill sheets on
syllabication, for example, might have been better spent reading,
Pnlarblnb one’s experiences with words | N new contexts, etc.
Having raised in an indirect manner the issue of time, | 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 most

childrer 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? Anid if a child is “targeted” under Tite |, he is likely to be

in for another dose of pretests and posttests in readirng and math. If

v

‘A groap-of reading expernts came together under the auspices of the |nlt-mmcm.nl
R('.ldm), Association 10 1973t discuss teading and reading tests, Fhey gyreed almost
unanimousty that the existing norme-referenced reading tests were mlh\ml athporetical

- base. They agreed further that there s “no detinitive kiowledge re g.xrrims, mlhm.lf‘(-

sequential lo.xrmm,s ur component skills that childeen must acquire in ur(h'r to read
successtully.”

oo
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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.

Whatis learned through ali of the testing? The guestion that must
always be asked in addition to all that has been said is: Do the rests
provide more infarmation about a child's achievement in nmost
subject areas than the child’s teachaers 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 inhecrent in the testsor
the scoring mechanisms that provides a capacity for informing
teachers of what they should do. Seu?

28
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A Moratorium?

ThuS far 1 have provided a position statement, some historical back-
ground, and a brief introducticn to test characteristics about which it
is important to know something. I now wish to address a question
that looms large an the horizon of the standardized testing
controversy: namely, ought there tc be a moratorium?

To raise the question of a moratorium among teachers, school
administrators, parents, school board members, and legislators
appears_to elicit fear, even when there is a negative orientation
toward standardized testing. A moratorium seems for many to be an

"ultimate step that might threw education into a chaoticstate. Such is

the authority that standardized teetmg, has come, over thé years, to

- wield: Nonetheless, the gauntlet has been thrown. The National
Education Association passed a resolution calling for a moratorium

on the use of sta—adardized intelligence and achievement tests in

the resolunon the NEA nas become aggres}tve in its support of a
moratorium. The Nationil Association for the Advancement of

‘Colored People issued » moratoriumn statement in May, 1975. The
Association for Childhood Education International gave supportto 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 <1976 used particularly

Kl
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vigorous language in agitating for a reconsideration ot all uses of
standardized intelligence and achievement tests.*

There are many individuals and groups who share the
perspectives of the organizations listed above but feel that a mora-
torium. if there is to be one, should be aimed exclusively at group-
administered intelligence and achievementtesting. They hold to a
belief that tests yielding normative scores van be used “if the tests are
administered on an individual basis by askilled 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 mucht A moratorium, | believe, has the
potential for encouraging the development of—and leygitimization
for —alternatives to existing standardized testing practices. Thisis a
crucial direction. inasmuch as evaluation, as noted earlier, is clearly
essential to the qualitative improvement of cducational practice in
schools 2nd the learning of children and young people. A
moratorium also holds promise far- intensifying  critical

*, reexamination of the politics of testing, the problems of misuse,**
“a“n‘d"the regative effects of standardized testing practiceon children,
teachers. md programs. The more deeply the foregoing are
uf‘jder%tood, the higher will .be the potential for future reform
efforts, - b

would 4 moratorium on standardized testing disrupt school
practice and bring an end to all evaluation? There is no reason to
believe that either would occur. Many school districts do notuse any
standardized testing program: yet th‘eir evaluation practices ‘are
intense. Will standards decline? Thereiisno evidencethat standards

. A

st should be noted thar group-administiered iptelligence tests have been barned in

California antd New York and that legislation prohubiting all intelligence testing is
pending i Massachusefts. Legislation of this sort may well proliferate, inasmuch as
intelhgence testing is even being qumliunc(! by testing proponents. Henry Dyer has
suggested thatthescares derived from intelligence tests are " dubious’ and “based upon
an impossible assemption about the equivalence: of Hurn.;rﬁéwpmiunri' and the
opporuny to learn.” William Turnbull, president af lt\e‘E(anc‘xli(»nal Testing Service,
commanted dtasympaosumon festing ( Arfinglon. Virginia, May 7, 1976) that “thesooner
we end the use of all so-called intelligence tests, the better.” :

*+Teq publishers, a5 has been noted, acknowledge mich of the misuse that occurs; a
moratorium rgight provide time for test publishers to reestablish the authority, of their
eiforts, enabling them 1o develop procedures that aswire proper use ofthiir tests and
alsg to enter inty callaboration with those who are developing afternatives to norm-
referenced (‘\“J‘UMQI procedures, :
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measures. One could even argu-- . suspe: . that school standards in
the United States have declined .. standar: ized tests have increased
in use. ’

Would a moratorium on standardized tests cause schools to fall
back on “‘unsystematic evaluation processes,” fostering anincrease
in “discrimination and ignorance?” Such an argumentis popularbut
has little, if any, empirical data to support it. A moratorium would
provide an éxcellent oppartunity 10 assess such a belief. T

To call for a moratorium is, for the most part, an appeal to moral
authority. It can’t really be more‘than that. Few wish to see federalor

" state legislation or court orders as the base for the reexamination that

cries out for attention.
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A!te_matives 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 ot include standardized tests? Some aiternative
directions follow. They are clearly not all<inclusive; and many are,in

~fact. merely reaffirmations of practices that many teachers engaged
b L a8

in before they experienced the disruptive pressures of increasing
rnumbers of standardized tests. . ,

Supporters of stdndardized tests often argue that the tests are
“objective’’ measures that serve as a check on the “subjective,”
inadegiiate asses/é‘m‘ems made by teachers. (Yet, interestingly

“enough. one source for validity checks of many standardized

measures has been teacher judgment) | 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 and schools are not often organized
sufficiently to describe children’s learning or school programs. It is
true that to engage in a systematic 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 teachers in a given schoolwarnitto look at?
What might they view as especially importantto 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 sig‘hif‘icantly to the negative ‘

i
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charact:. which evaluation has tended to assume.) | do not mean to
impsiy 17 for a school as a whole {or particuiar clusters within a
school: 1o make such decisions it is necessary to have standard
record-keeping procedures in all areas in every classroom; | do
mean that there must be some consensus about what areas will be
looked at {losely 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 informatior 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 exist—child to
child, child to teacher, and teacher to teacher—and see how much
respect there is for the efforts and feelings of others.

The Prospect School in North Bennington, Vermont, uses some
of the fallowing records for its basic documentation: children's work

{for example, drawings and photos); children’s joutnals 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,

readmg, etc., is prepared at the conclusion of each year. This pro-
vides the subsequent year’s- teacher with rather full intormation
about w‘were to begin with a child. It should be noted, however, that
within the;school communication among teachers is sufficiently high
to enable teachers to go- beyond the year-end statements to the
fuller documentatiéf'that is available in relation to each rhnld The
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year-end statements sevve as the record for a youngster who trans-
fars to another schoal. These are far more précise operationally than
test scores and are tuincally viewrd s more helpful,

Interviews

A the University o1 Norin Dakotd 2 process for documentation
has been developed that inciudes interviews conducted with
reachers, children, and parents.® These interviews have been used
gtensively s a Dase for program evaluation and staft development.
—he teacher interview provides g contexi for individual teachers to
reflact on their interzions, use of materials, relationships with
chitdren. organizatien of time and space, difficulties, successes. and
o an—in other words. the teacher’s own perspective of the class-
room. The child intenen provides another important perspective,

focusing on such isaies a5 how the child uses materials, pursues
tearning, understan b what is accurring in the dassroom. uses the
teacher. and relates “o ather children. The parent intervies. bringing
in a third perspective, is aimed at adescription and understanding of
parents’ perceptions and attitudes about what is occurring in the
classroom, the degree and kinds of their involvement 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 enormous amount of
qualitative evaluation information about classrooms and schools. No
candardized test can provide as much data or make as much
difference in what teachers do and how children learn. This is es-
pecially true when the information gathered in the interviews is
seriously considered and, discussed.

 Broadening the Base of Operations

Teachers can keep up on children’s progress in such areas as

reading, language development. and math throughn systematic ob- '

servation and freguent conferences (recorded). Cana standardized

achievement test ‘o reveal as much as carefully kept records
maintained over a period of ime? '

,

«This effort has boen supps viod. 1o a large degree. by a Ngtional Instit o of Education
research grant (No S-160 3-0979)
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Many teachers make use of informal reading inventories as a
means of monitoring rea:iing, especiz iy when they wishsome rough
comparative informatior . Brenda Engel recently devised a number
of reading tasks (similar to those used in informal reading inven-
tories! to sample the reacing level inthe Cambridge (Massachusetts)
Alternative School. Defining reading as “"the ability to get meaning
from the printed page.” she 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 individually to read
a story (approximately 100 words in length) silently. The interviewer
says: “‘Tell me what the story was about.” After recounting the story,
the child is then askex tc read the story @ o the interviewer and, after
reading, 10 add to what he had related previously. In very general
terms, a‘reader” isonewho “canread the text silently andrelate the
story adequately and/or can read the text aloud with fluency.” A
“nonreader’ isonew!indicates b cannotread the textsilently or
is unable, after readir:z the text silentiv, to convey the principal
meaning of the story and s-unable to read aloud more than a few
sight words.” A range of reading needs can be identified in the
process of this reading exercise. )

Math checklists which te: hers find usefui are often provided,
along with the varicus ma:n programs used in schools,* And

individual teachers o7 grouns of teachers cin prepare their own

checklists; they can also devise int

rrmat inventories of math

understandings.**

*Project Mathematios (M sap Slis. Wanston & 0. 19744 15 a program that provides
particularly effactive chech -ty tor teachers angd itdron, The Nuffietd Mathematis s
Project provides “check-up  guddes to deternune children’s growth in a variety of
concepts. See also Nancy Langstaff, Teaching in an Open Classroom: Informal Checks,
Diagnoses, and Learning Strategies for Beginning Reading and Math (Boston: National
Ascociatien of Independent Schools, 1975), for some exceilent ways of using informal
cherks productively. Langstafi’s case studies provide a realistic cantext and shoul:! be
uselul to teachers and principals. We need many more such descriptions. writte by
classroom teachers or careful classroom observers,in order to enfarge teachers’ urder-
standings of such record-keeping and evaluation processes.

exReaders may wonder why there has been no mention yet of criterion-refere~ced
resung. Many feelthatcriterion-referene o esting has erarmous potentaland mav be a
useful replacement for existing no cereieroaced s hievemen: testing, In mrany
respects, criterion-referenced testing programs (e an improvement. They Pavs
potential, unlike the norm-referenced testing tht has dominated the schoob. for
providing ~ome usetul information about children’s performance i relation 1 the
direct instructional purposes of trachers or of the particular miah, 1eading, or < cial
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Teachers’ Roles . ,

All of the foregoing kinds ¢ records can be particularly helpful o
a reacherin planning learning activitios that relate to a specific child
or group of children. Teachrs with whom we work feel this is a
critical aspect of their work.

For teachers to make 4 consoous offort 1o document insome of
these ways, thev must step beck and ohserve trom ume 1o time. 1o
make such observations meaningful it is necessary to have a wide
range of learning activities availeble 1o children to engage induning
the obsenanion, Othenwise the activ ties are so undifferentiated that
the obsenarior =il providie imited insight into chitdren and their
aning patterns, interest-. and needs. Being free of standardizend
osts might encee cape suet dassroom environments,

-

Children’s Roles

How can chilifren theesohves contribute to aliernatives to the
testing? \When childron partcipate in record heeping-—maintaining
wsamples of theirwriting, recording the
bosoks they Rav e reasi or the math concepts they understand~rthey
rat orly oo - rdormoton to the teacher but they have an
creased sense of whers they are and what they need 16 do to
extend their learning. [earning takes on a personal character,
encouraging students to asume greater responsibility for theirown
learn:ng (Can anv of the ~tandardized tests do as much?y

Gaily or weekly journals |

S St Gy that teachers gre actosliv oane Thes abo hasve agmificant imgtanons

Criterion-refeoenced tests have been tcaib cor rgoed around items tha lond
themaehos sy Coccements Cdicesthe intc cpretable 0 terms of specified
wert Glaser e Antoom 38 o Measurement s Learning
cefuratiomad Meccrenent ettt Thorndike, odl, Washington,
SO A ibnarean bducanon BT DUA61 T e e d o mieasur @ stmplo taehs at
e sxpes e ot huherc-devel thonabs proceses 58 hent stake and Denniy Gooler,
gl Panutoaes T Sl Fealisatzon brnear House, ed Qorkeimy,
Melateban Pabinhineg o 1900 oad o comtoree toache ¢ of shdls in solation. They
precoade s more ngataree tha o the pobmerebe sncend tests that the behaviors
seportant o the the curs adume Gt bhe develaped principativio

et ubyec ey gt bupve sthe g

gt

i
reraid

shoant chatlenge o ebskfren or asast them inthey
Prostress erad prososoty processes of leatmng and
crrare vt Peeeone cond Warren Strandbery, A
soher Colloge B ud, Pebroary, 19720 White tdo
Bavevery mueh. e cancnterion-relerenced
ottt thi et care shilfin ther formative stages,
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Parents’” Roles :

in addition to children, parents can be actively engaged in the
documentation process. For  example, parents can conduct
observations on the use of space and materials in a classroom, the
task persistence of individual children, and various social refation-
ships. They can also take photographs at various times during the
vear to record classtoom 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 contribytion to their children’s education. And, of course,
he infortmation has enormous potential for the classroom teacher,

in 5um

The foregoing supgestions, as mentioned earlier. are hardly
meant 1o be all.ipclusive: they oughrto indicate that the means tor
evaluation are accessible if teachers organize their resources for
such a purpose. Teachers need only decide what kinds of records
they want to maintain—recognizing. of course. tha they can’t do
everythip® in any One year.

The outcome of engaging in alternative processes such as those
suggested is the establishment ot a basis on which individual
wachers and schools can improve the quality of their efforts. This,
after all, is what evaiuation must do to have any meaning, and it is
what many of ys wish to foster,
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A Closing Note

Wh‘a: isvery clear as | bring this fastback to a close is that so much
needn’t have been left out. | can anticipate questions hut won't be
close enough 1o the readers to respond to them. For many of the
readers, the conrent will appear radical: to others it will appear
conservative, | have, however, artempted to produce a moderate
statement. on¢ that will encourage discussion and promote an
examination of tests, testing practives, and test uses. If the fastback
setves such putposes, my objectives will have been met.
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This book and others in the series are made available at low

cost through the’contributions of the Phi Delta Kappa Educa-
tional Foundation, established in 1966 with a bequest by George
H. Reavis. The foundation exists to promote 2 better understand-

" ing of the nature of the educative process and the relationof edu-
- 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 un-

‘derstanding 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 endowrment by several miliion dollars. Contributions to the en-

dowment should be addressed to the Educational Foundation,
Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth and Union, Box 789, Bloomington,

indiana 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 fike us to deal with in future fastbagks. Address
Director of Publications, Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth
Box 789, Bloomington, Indiana 47401. / i

-
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members). . A et
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