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In November 1972, educators from several parts of the Uni-
- ted Statcs met at the University. of North Dakota to discuss
some common concerns about the narrow accountability ethos
#  that'had begun to dominate schools and to share what many
believed to be more sensible means of both documenting and
assessing children's learning. Subsequent meetings, much -
sharing of evaluation information/ and financial amd “moral
. : support from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund have ail con- -
tributed to keeping together fhat is now called the North
¢ Dakota Study Group on Evaluation. A major goal of the
Study Group, beyond support for individual participants
4 and programs, is to provide materials for teachers, par-
» ents, school administrators and goverwmental decision-
X makers (within State Education Agencies and the U.S. Office
of Education) that might encourage re-examination of a
N range of evaluation issues and perspectives about schools
Lo and schooling. ‘
. Towards this end, the Study Group has initiated a®
continuing series of monographs, of which this paper if

L’f/ oné. Over time, the series yill include material on,
' *  among other things, children's thinking, children's lang-
' uagé, teacher support systems, inservicé training, the
L school's relationship to the larger commuhity. The intent
. is that these papers be taken not as final statements--a
i A ) new ideology’, but as working papers, written by people
. ~ who are acting on, not just thinking about, these problems,
whose implications meed-an active and considered response.
! . ’ i -
| . Vito Perrone, Dean -
o . Center for Teaching & Learning,
’ : - ' University of North Dakota
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) . The widespread usé of tests for purposes of selec-

: . tion, for deciding from Kindergarten on up who will

apass and who will fail, who will be winners and who \

. will be_losers, is pot likely to go away in a hurry. .
) For, whether we like it or not, it has become indi-
. genous to the kind of competitive culture that char-
acterizes our social institutions, including our ed-

o ucational institutions. Henry S. Dyer®
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George Hein is former di- The common practice of assigning the task of making judg-
ctor of Follow Through ments about programs or children's achievements to outsi-
t Education Development ders stems from a desire that evaluation be ‘objective',
dt;r,‘New}on, Mass. , - exempt from local influences, and applicable to any num
uring the current b £ diff . . Thi . b .
ademic semester is co- er of different situations. This concern thg objecti
inator of independent _ vity can be traced to efforts in the social sciences to at-
tudies at -Leslev College tain the objectivity of the physical and biolegical sci-
in Boston. ences, where, according to popular belief, a description -
of an experiment by one group should be such that any
other competent: scientist can repeat the experiment; where
the description of what happened should be so divorced
from local events, or time-dependent parameters (except ‘
for everts in time),that any other competent person could
. repeat them. . ’ '
< Although such a po.ition is widely acgepted in.the
physical sciences as appropriate in prificiple i
scientists know that many-t:mes y cannot repeat other
. experiments, or that it simply is not worth the bother to
make the effort to duplicatc them. What is required in
» physical science wark is: first, that the results repor-
ted be consistent with accepted theory and, secondly, that _
the results reported or the compoun repared show’ the
properties that one would expect ;;dzggﬁ\magerials in the
common ccurse of events. . ) .
In evaluating educational work, the public-can also
expect, first, that the evaluation effort be consistent
. with the practice assessed: that it show reasonable re-
sults or ascribe properties to the educational system or.
outcomes consistent with what is generally known about
children and learning; and, second, that the description
of the evaluation activities and their relation tg the
program’are such that other interésted parties can carry

Support for the prepara-
tion of th:s paper was

rovided by a Studv and out similar activities or compare thtm with their own ex- i
ravel Grant from the perience. LN T - .
Pord Foundation. o It is naive, htwever, to assume that an’evaluation .
I-gratcfully acknowledge + is objective simply because it is carried ont by someone !
he constructive crivi- not connected with the ongolng activity. ,Certainly people

ism of Jfuth Ann Aldrich, with a stake in a program must work out some way to recog-
renda fngel, Deborah njze their own enthusiasm and self-interest in what hap-

ier, tmly Roancy, ' pens and thercfore take measures to minimize this influ-
avid Rubin, frank ence. But a realistic recognition of_this problem is more

eizer, Jean Spelzer, . likely to result in relatively objective evaluations than
uth Schmitt and Lillian : . . .

dges the: reliance on outsiders. . 'Professional' outside

eber in the preparation
£ this manuscript. 7.
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obscrvers are still human and therefore as open to the
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¢ same problems of honesty and objectivity as anygne else. T,
- Byt the problems surrourding evaluation are greater
~ ""“than any methodological issue. Each kind of educational
philosophy requires its owr approach to evaluation. An
analysis of evaluatién has to ask what. the goals of the
program are, and how any evaluation strategy supports and —
influences the program. In other words, evaluation must
be considered both for itself and for its impact on the
total program, not as a separate activity oarried c1 out-
side the confines of the rest of school. Like curricu-
« lum, -tedcher training, and school organization;s evalua-
tiop activities are an integral part.of sunool, influen-
cing ‘every other part. .

~ -
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| ’/ . - Open Education Principless” . . <
| Relevant’to Evaluation ’

I can establish some sense &8f the evaluat1on and fmeasure-
ment strategies suitable to open, education by listing
briefly some of the principles on which the open educa-
“ion movement is based

S

z DEVELOPMENTAL ISSUES ' .

First and foremost, open education includes the belief-
;. " that the 1nd1v1dual growing ch11d is edu-able and stands
at the center of the educational process. .This data has,
of course, been the rallying cry of educational th1nkers »
St .in.the liberal tradition for hundreds of years. 2
*  statemen” takes on jsiew meaning, however, 'Zﬁén cu?T@ﬁf"‘”*(
knowledge of ch;&ﬂ/ﬂ
to ite
- It ‘is now recognized not only that chilaren are djf-'
- ferent from adults, but that children differ from each
other; they go through developmental stages at varying
rates and with varying learning styles. Child develop— '
~ ment eXperts no longer speak about 'the six- -year-old’, .
but "about the range of activities, ideas and concepts s
- which different individuals in a group of six-year-olys
wilk exhibit. Educators and parents have to ask whether :
the evaluation programs currently. ayailable in our “schools
take into account this variability in development.

Another difference.in learning styl: among children
is in the 'horizontal' dimensions of theii growth and de-
velopment (Bussis and Chittenden, 1973). Individual chit-
dren not only reach different stages of development at
various times in their lives, they a;so need to spend va-
rious amounts of time confirming and internalizing thosé
stagcs. Most people know the distinction between learn- \
ing the meaning of a new word and being able to use it unﬁ‘

/self consciously in speech. There is always some span of |
'time when one tentatively tries out the word, perhaps playsy

_sees its effect on others before one can yafely and natur-

‘ ally use a new expression. This learning ‘time will vary
from word to word, from situation to situation, and ac:
-cording to the need to use the word. If ong watches chim
dren learn to speak, this phenomejon is app- rent.  The
same pattern occurs, of course, w1th all the concepts and
1deas anyene acqu1res s

with it a 11tt1e, listens to the seund 1R$a sentence, and

ren's growth and development is added’ ‘\

3
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S c + Horizontal dimensions of learning db not showtup as
’ a mastery of«grgater numbe¥s of words or kpowledge of more
concepts. Insfead they manifest themselves in the rich-

- . néss of. associations that a child is'capable of, in the
r o variety of ways that a concept or word can bg. used. They

? . _ are an important part.of the learning process, ,although
L. seldom measured in evaluation procedures. . Any educhtional

B . prograim that takes individual children seriously has to

; . take this horizontal component of learning into account.
‘ . Along with the Tecognition of children's individual
rates and Styles ©f groyth cdmes a reluctance.to put ri-
. gid timetables on the acquisition of skills or knowledge. ,
. ' In recent years a few psychologists have argued-that-un-
less children learn to redd by the-age of six or seven or
acquire other school-relate skills {n the early years,
they will be permanently behind. (Much of-thls argument.
stems from the 'cultural deprjvation* perspective-on ,pov-
. - . erty, which claims :hat the difference between paor and
rich is that the 'culture of poverty' does not include
' ‘ - the appropriate formative-a&periéh;es children need to
benefig from school.) But this view has‘;ecently.been put
into question by. findings of societies whire young chil-
dren are kept \ery quiet and inactive yet grqw into ac-
tive intelligent adults—(Kagan, 1972). Given sugh diver="
2 ' »gent evidence, it is more productive to look at the vari-~
’ ation amohg individual childrén, to sg;dy their styles
and their growth, than it is to try t¢ generalize about
the maximum necessary conditions for rapid attainment of
skills and accompljshments: ¢ .
’ . Finally,advocates of open educition believe strongly
that the way in which children can progress through the
varioug stages of deyelopment to morg adult understandings
. of the world around them ig through:exposure to that
v world., Like good physical growth, which is only partly
" ©'+  determined and requires nourishing food and regular use
of muscles and 1imbs, mental,” emotienal, and social growth
requires constant, active involvément with the rest of
one's immediate world. Childrén's understanding of the
‘physical world comes about as they play with things, ob-
serve them, manipulate them and geperally begin to affect
. them. Children also learn about themsélves and other )
) . ) people, about feelings, about cooperation or competition,
by being in sucial situations and exploring their ramifi-
- » cations. This interaction with the,things in the workd
- is not only important for learning about these things, it
’ " . is essential if children are_to-learn how to learn about
% them. ' .

3

A

SOCIAL ISSUES . .

' Another set of beliefs about children, social in origin,
) ‘ makes the findings of developmental psychology cspecially
' signif#cant. A belief in the educability of all children,

‘ and the recognition of the individual® qualities of each
child,. ig essentiaily-a belief in the value of each indi-

3 4
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oeach individual, wesmust be concerned with h1s or her per-
sonal growth. ~. .

To provide maxfhum’opportunxtxes for e%ch individual
to grow and develop most fully, itsis necessary to mini-
‘mize the social influences that prévent the attainment of
these goals, and to do everything possible to avoid dama-
.ging or stifling situations. *If there is @ question of
. > nutrition oy physical health, educators who are concesned
or ‘the growth of individuals ‘wifl do all they can to see -
that children are well fed and healthy. [Likewise educa-

tors must also combat social diseases that threaten to
“hamm the individual child: eorms of prejudice or stereo-
typing .that force children into roles or categorize theém
independent of their’ 1nd1v1dual qual1t1es. Racism and
sexism, among the most ingense forces in our society, or
anv practice or tencency tRat categorizes ghildrtn arti-
trarily by some external factor, robs them of some portion
of their ability to grow and to learn. Stereotyping gets
in the way 6f seeing a child as an ipdividual, interferes

.

.. with ‘providing experiences for a child from the wiole.

range of 1if8, and diminishes 'the opportunity to follow
2 an 1nd1v1due; timetable of horizontal and vertical
growth. : ’

some specific quality they evidence at a particular time,
there is an -inevitable oxdering of tﬁose categories and a
decrease in the respect which ié¢ shoum to those Children
during their development. Two maJor components of this
trend can be ascertained. First, ‘there is an inevitable
ranking of children by the style they show. The mosw
common practice in schools, which invariably places chil-
dren into.categories judged in an crder from 'best' to
'worst', is tracking--the setting up of streams for the
children on the basis Bf the rate at which they attain
certain skills. I know of no system of tracking whxch is
not also accompanied by a valtie judgment about which are
the best children and which are the worst. Yet even the
slxghtestpknowledgezof develdpmental theory should tell

* us that how fist one learns something has very little to
do with how well one learns it or how much one can learn.

Unce .h11dren arghzlaced in categolles ccording to

vidual--child or ad/;;' It follows then that if-we respect’

¢

.

-

The almost universal outcope of sorting children is that.

they stay in the group into which they are placed, de- »

* spite the biologiltal evjdence that such catejorization at—

a particularly early age should have little to do with
later achievement.

This persistence of tracked groups, whereby the ini-
tially 'sloy' students tend to remain slow, despite the
fact that social or physical development miy speed up, is_

", perhaps among the best evidence that trackilg students is
not simplyga convenient pedagogis device bu results in
self-fulfilling and often damaging value, gudgments
There is absolutely no.reason to assume that @ child who
learns to read late wild be a poor read°r,. Just as there
is no reason to assume that a child who learns to spéak
later than another will be a poor talker. Thefp are
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velopmental trait.

* ‘To,the exte't that schools rigidly classify subject and

b .
< B
many parents who h . ciscovered that a late start in talk-
ing has not prevente®their child from becoming a voluble,

and constant chatterer later on! “If all-ci those students
who start slowly in certain school skills stay slow, it T

', suggests that the result is due more to, their school clas-

sification than because of biological necessity.

A second related point 1 the comm.n knowledge, about
the correlation between social behavior and school tfack.
By and large, the highest tracks in a school--that i-~, the
‘fastest children--are usually the best behaved, while the
slowest are the pvorest behaved. . Again, there is'no rea--- “*~
son tec believe that the slow development of mental pro- - ,
cesses-alone has any relationship to behavior. Mo one
«ssumes that children who are slow to learn to wakk or
talk, or who grow slowly,  present more serious behavior *
problems than those who do this rapidly. If.children who.
happe. to be slower in developmeng, of reading skills than ,
others, for example, end up behaving badly,the reason may
well lie in the way they are treated because of ‘this de- | g

b respect for children and a desire to seg them de-
velop to. their fullest potential also requires coopera-
“tion and mutual interaction in legrning, ratheg_than. com-
petition and isolation. Educational environments Should
maximize opportunities for children to become conformable ,
with the world," to*face it, to stricture and order jt.

process for children, they deny children the experience
they need in order to organize the world. If we atcept , -
that experience is necessary in order to understand the
world, then schools must endeavor to i lp children to un- .
derstand the connections between thing. by enabling them
to make these connections. For example, there is‘a re- . 8
lationship botween spelling and writing and reading, but
it is a lot harder to_ understand what it is if these 'sub-
jects' are always taught in isolation or in a particular
order. There are certainly connections and tremendous .
overlap between art and science and crafts, connections
whith ame variable and of different significance to bar-
.ticular people. But the only way for any of us to be,
able to make those connections for ourselves is to have
the opportunity to make cross-links through oyr work. -

In a similar manner, it ‘is#bnly possible to learn
about the social world by participating in it.’.School--
if it is an educational instjtution--must support social
interaction. This means fostering cooperation, shdring,
assistance and all forms of social relations betwee
people: childven with children, children with adults,
and aduits with adults in ways which allow the indivi- .
duals concerned to get to know each other better and tv
‘learn cooperatively from each other. Most competitive
situations have just the opposite effect: they draw
people into themseives, encourage them to become sus-
picious of others,"' to keep things to themselves--in short,
they isolate people from zach other. This isolation dis-
coutdges childreh from learning and growing.

6 ' - . N
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Competitive situations also are inconsistent with ap-
preciation for individual differences in growth and style.
Some children read faster than others but not therefore ne-

i;;" cessarily better. (The same is true of adults: reading

B R speed has very little correlation with intellectual train-

. " ing or ability, or, for that matter, with retention of

?\ : what is read.) Scme children are good at spelling out .

loud, others are poor at it. Most important, some chil-
dren can do any number of these things well at some times\
and not at others. The point is that stress on isolated
measurement of particular skills does not really enrich
our knowledge of children's growth. Instead it tends to &
make us stereotype children in respect o a few properites

. - .and to forget to ask what they are like as people and what

) other strengths, weaknesses, and interests they may have.
4 N
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General Position Statement on. Evaluation -
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1. Children go through stages of physital, mental, emo- .
cional and social=gfowth, and it is important to know
where the children are, at a given point, and what one may .
expect next. In many instances, these stages can be ex-

pressed ;g;; quantitative manner. There is no point in .
saying thdt Susan is short or that she is just so high;

one can readily report that she is 42-inches tall. Like-
wise, abilities to‘read.or compute can be described with
some precision. However, it is ulways important”io recog-
nize just what those measures mean. Being 42-inches high
at- age six is a fact, but oné that has littie relation to
worth or 'general ability, or even to how high Susan can
jump or whether she can run fast. Likewise, a sight vo-
cabulary score is just that and nothing more.

Perhaps most important to stress in discussion of
quantitative measurement is that we are interested in
these meaburements beeause of what thay tell us abo-t that
child, not because they permit easy comparisons. This
point is at the heart of all discussions about evaluation
and measurement. Any statement about a child's achieve-
ment and level tells something about’that child, and is
significant in a description of that child. So first and
most obvious. evaluation results should not be formulated
1n terms of averages, but in terms of individual results.
Os, to put the same statement in somewhat more technical .
language, what is interesting in any group measurement is-
not the mean but the variance. ,

It is also important to remember that in the assess- g !
ment of any evaluation effort, what has actually been mea- /
sured nust be clearly stated. A measurement of héight or !
weight is direct and we know what it means; many educa- ‘
tional evaluations are not. For example, students who can _,
read quite well and comprehend what they read, may receive /
a low score on a reading.test if they do badly on some
technical sections, ‘such as bleiding, syllabification,
auditory discrimination (Allen, 1974). . .

2. Evaluation practices-must respect the setting in
which the educational effort takes prace. That is, it is
necessary to adapt the evaluation to the program rather
than vice versa. When the educational endeavor is one
which advocates learning through interaction with the
world and through social interaction, it becomes particu-
larly important that the measurement of children's growth o
also involves the 'stuff' of the world and pemmits social,
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/> people invdlved, relate it to the particular educational

_ mance, whethey quantitative or qualitative, should.stress

_setting, and recognize that children are complex beings, b
with a wide set of attributes and influences.

/

. ~

¥

cooperat1ve interagtion. The whole process of evaluation

‘must also take into account the effect of the testing it-

self on the school setting and on the whole program. This

is 1mp01tant both in the measurement of children's pro-

gress and in the evaluation of programs. . °
3. All evaluation efforts should recognize the dis-

tinction between saying and doing, ketween verbal kn w-

ledge and ability to use information. If I want to find

a good mechanic for my car, I usually don't ask the mech-.

anic to describc the inteérnal combustion engine. If I

'want an electrician, I donly ask for a definition of elec-

tricity; I want to f1nd odt about the work of these -

people. Similarly, evaluation of children's work should .

take into account the doing-of that work not merély de-

scriptions of it.

' 4. The value of any evaluation is 1n.d1rect propor-

tion to its usefulness, to how muc) it can help a child's

education.. If there is any measur§ of what a child can .

and caniot do, then this should be §n a form and at_a

time when it can directly assist th people who are wor'.-

ing with that child. .
To summarize, any evaluation of ch11drnn s perfor-

the Lnd1v1dua results rather than make comparisons, ex-
« press these fasults in a manuer that is uskful te the

A
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Present Status’ of Educatior 1 Evaluation

Evaluation is making judgments about a process; education--=

al evaluation involves making iudgments about a3 sociai,
public activity. Examples of evaluation questions are:
Is this school adequate? Is tiis a good teacher (princi-
pal, administrator)? Is child '»" making reasonable pro-
gress? Sh uld we use curriculum "a" os '"b"? The way to
arrive at these decisions is to use¢ the best and the most
information possible. One major source of information is
some kind of measurement; or, to put it the other way a-
round, a particularly useful way of gathéring data néfeé-
sary for making judgments is to make measurements, to
collect data, and to présent 1t in some orderly fomm.

© But obviously tlkis is cnly one component of responsible
.decision-making. .

The passage of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act in 1965 marked the first major direct introduc-
tion of federal funds into the public school systems.
Much of this money was allocated for programs directed
towards poor and minority children. The advent of this
intense effort of federal money spent on the scheols
brough. with it a sudden cry f%r 'accountability'--for
finding out whether the money Spent was doing any good.
Although it is easy to understand why questions should be

" raised about the expenditure of federal money for educa-

“

tion. as in other areas. it is worth noting that ‘such
questions were first seriously raised c¢.ly when money was
beginning to be spent in poor districts and to alleviate
the educational shortcomings of poor and oppressed stu-
dents. ' ‘. ' ~

Also the nature of the questions was of a very in-
teresting kind. The major issue was not whether the
money was spent as the law required, that is, specifically
for rtading improvemert or for the arts or for bilingual
education, but whethei the money was actually solving, pro-
blems that existed in the schools. In other words, t¢he
stress on evaluatinb programs focused on the results that
might arise, not on the way the money was expended. A
comparabi situation would be if the massive highway fund
had been ¢valuated in terms of whcther it solved the
transporiﬂtion problemsvof the United States, rather than
whcther the money had actually been spent on highway con-
struction, labor, cement, steel, etc.:

In responsc to the outcry for cvaluation, the edu~
cational community brought to bear its best and brightest

10 ' 16‘
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minds, coneerned with evaluation. The field became more
visitle, and considerable amounts of writing and prescrip-
tion followed. Tn 1967, the American Education Research
Association (AERA) began to publish a series of pamphlets
on the subject of evaluation. Several of the articles in
the first issuc discussed 'professional' evaluation and
urged strongly that evaluation studies not be left in the
hands of amateurs but entrusted to professionals.

It is interesting 4o think about who the counter-
parts to 'professional' evaluators would be in other
fields of human endeavor. When the stress is put on the
measurement part of the work, as it often is in the lit-
erature of evaluation, then it-:is tempting to think of
evaluators as the,.analysts of the field. By this defini-
tion, they are the people who do work comparable to chem-
1sts who analyze compounds for their elemental components:
the amount &f carbon, hydrogen, and nitrogen in a com-
pound. But the analytical chemists by themselves do not
make judgments. They simply follow a procedure estab«
lished by practicing chemists and report results from the
procedures; theyagertdinly do not, or should not, make °
value judgments. A chemist would be surprised and annoy-
ed if she received a ieport from an analyst which said,
'"the compound you sent me contained 67 percent carbon, 8
percent hydrogen, 19 peércent nitrogen and 1sn't worth '
reporting in the literature!" . " .

In education, professional evaluators have a role T
which 1s much more like management consultants, consumer
advocates, or any of that range of people who try to look
at some social activity critically and then make judg-
ments about it. If there is one thing we kmow about this
whole kind of activity, it 1s that although good judgments
require careful collection of data and w.asurement as a
necessary activity, this 1s hardly sufficient. In fact,
when the preoctupation with details and data gets too
great, then the most important issues can be forgotten.

In the Bes: and the Erightest, a book about the Vietnam

' war, bavid Halberstam points out¢the limits of great pro-

“fessionals hard at work on a social problem. In describ-
ing the decision-makers in the Pentagon during the war,
Halberstam rcports that while there was much analysis,
great gathering of data, body counts, and ccnstant reports
from Vietnam, some simple general truths tended to be for-
gotten, and crucial questions remained uncxamined. Con-
sequently the data pfoved over and over that we were win-
ning the war despite the ¢ trary evidence. 4
A sccond issue concerning professional evaludtors . |
has to do with their background. If there is such a thing
as professional evaluation, then the members of this pro-
fession must have been trained somewhere, or must at least
have some identity as a profession and some views and ideas
they share as members of this professior. By and large,
people who call themselves professional evaluators in cdu-
cation have been trained in social science research in uni-
versities. Most ‘of them come from’educational psychology-. )
deprrtments or similar departments with other names. Their N
- ” .“
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. . reference point is the American experimental psychological o
tradition, especially as practiced in the fizld oPeduca- )

tion. . B

" ——pducatidnal psychology, like every field of science, .f

e has its own style of operatign and its own way of defining 3

gxperim.nts, goals, and' approaches tc problems, even its
own style of defining what a problem is. What appears to
be a reasonable approach 1in one field, however, is just
not acceptable in another. American experimental psycho-
logy, with its strong behavioristic strain, has developed —
a particular scientific tradition, with its own ndmms, -
methods, and goals. But this is S\imply not appropriate to
. the entire range of human activity. Schools are social
. institutions carrying on a complex social and cultural ac-
tivit3L they are not experimental laboratories in whieh °
controlled conditions can be established and isolated
. . ‘ events studied relatively separate from their surroundings.
’ , ) For some years I taught chemistry and biochemistry
¥ ; in a large urban-university. I taught undergraduate <«
. courses in organic chemistry and supervised graduate stu-
- dents doing biochemical research with enzymes. We pub-

’ lished papers in respeotable journals, received federal
finaneial support and the students who worked with me
successfully competed for scholarships and professional
Yecognition. Yet, a few-of my colleagues in the depart- o
ment consistently told me that I wasn't doing'real' re- : ’
> . ' - search, that biochemistry wasn't a 'real’ science, and«

that my students weren't getting-'good' er sufficient
g o training. The only way to satisfy these colleagues (who
were in the more physical end of chemistry) would have
been for us to give up our particular interest and to
adopt theirs, along with the techniques,  the particular
‘ mathematical tools, and the general styles of approach
£ - which appeared to them as the only appropriate ones. Of
! course, my critical colleagues.in physical chemistry were
being told by.some physicists that all chemistry was just
a minor, imperfect, and not very fmportant branch of phy-

K . ‘ sies, and that only the physicists were doing 'real' sci-
ence. As Kurt Vonnegut would say, ''so it goes."
LA " The experimental psychological tradition is at some

y point in this spread of the range ‘of science, wWith its R
own particular models and techniques. Whether academic
research in experimental psychology is the best model for
evaluation studies is a question. Before going into it,
however, we have to ash whether any traditional academic
research style is an appropriate model.
The moral dilemmas that enter into 'pure' scientific
research, such as basic physics, or chemistry, were made
, painfully obvious to society by the events surrovnding
. “the Second World War. Recently researchers’ in biology
have argued that certain experiments simply should not be .
carried out until the possible social consequences are )
evaluated. Thegse moral and social questions are constant-
. ly troublesome 1n all uses of social science, Unfortuna-
’ tely, traditional descriptions of scientific method are
based on vicws that fail to takc these factors 'into ac-
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- count. For centuries, scientists have developed a style:
, of 'objectivity' and a set of methodologies that have ig- -
. : - nored the social implications of research. .

This discussion assumes that academic research is

carried out by a specific set of rules and that evalua-
tion .work also follows these rules. This is a-fairly
standard textbook view of science and of activities of all
sorts: that.there are some right ways of doing it and s
some wrong ways, and that people who carry out the work .
do it coriectly, or else are frauds or failures. O0f -
course the world of actual practice doesn't work that
- way. There are some 'proper procedures', some 'correct'’
ways of carrying out’ anything, whether it is repairing
cars, running a factory, or doing research. But these
correct ways change with time, and more .important, anyone
who does work well knows there are tim2c when you simply .
throw the rules out the window and do whatever you haye !
to do to get the job done. )
° * Moreover, particularly significant measurements

somet ‘me require new instruments. Part of Galileols pro-.- &

blem in convincing people of his evidepce for the organi- . °
- zation of the solar system was {hat he was usi.g a whole

new measurement technique: he was looking at the moéons -
Was that a legitimate X

measyrement device? People had to decide whether it was

or not. Similarly, various indirect ways of looking at ’
nature--measuring electrical charge, spectroscopy, radio
waves--had to be accepted as legitimate measurement de- .
vices. In mafny cases, the advent of a new bit of science

or techfiology required that the new way »f measuring also
had to be invented and then accepted as part of the pro-
per instrumentation.

3
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*See also Michacl Pat-

ton's Alternative Eval.-
ation Regearch Payadigme
- —in this series.—
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Some Characteristics of -
Evaluation Paradigms ~ ,
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THE DOMINANT MODEL . '
It is worthwhile to look at the general nature of the re-
dearch design methodology that dominates measurement in
the field of educational evaluation in order to decide
just how ‘relevant (or’ inappropriate) it might be.* The
general model comes from that branch of psychology that
attempts to model: 1tself on research which proved particu-
larly successful in 18th century physical science, and was
then applied in the 19th century to more practical pro-
blems: “and to areas which needed a little manipulation i .
order to meet the.same criteria for research. Each field

of science has particular methodological issues which are

_difficult, and others which are relatively simple depend-

irg on the nature of the  subject matter. In observation-
al astronomy, fqQr example, it 1s relatively simple to ¢
carry out and sE}ndardize repeated direct observations. :
The phenomena iff’the sky are uniquely there. They repeat v
themselves, and ail one has to do is sensibly and patient- .
ly observe. *Also, the phenomena-are accessible every- , ‘
where on the earth, relatively stable for centuries, and
similar over large areas of the earth, so that checkirg’
observations from one point in space or time to' another
point.in ‘space or time is quite easy. On the other hand,
some kinds of experimental work .in astronomy are virtually
impossible. Bits of the heavens cannot be isolated in or-
der to take them into the laboratory and change the con-
ditions_to see what happens. -
One of the triumphs of late 19th and early 20th cen- \i

tury science is the devising of mathematical techniques i
-and exgprimental tools for work ip fields where the actual '
number 'of individual bits of experimental materials is not |
vast as it is in chemistry, or regular and beyond reach as |
in astronomy, but relatively small in quantit, and able to |
be manipulated. Some of the best work in this area was in o
the field of agricultural research,,and the classic studies
in research design now widely applied in the social sci- |
ences still refer to these methods. A standard reference °
is the work of Fisher (1935), who summariZed the method-
ology recommended in the 1930s.

. In this approach,_an sexperiment is defined in teyms
of taking two- opulations, sclected at randon, doing some-
thing to one og them, using the other as a control, and
comparing the two before and after the treatment. By im-
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t *Orie of my favorite sto-
ries about research work
.concerps ,a bright young
biologist who wanted to
repeat some experiments
bcarried out by an estab-
lished researcher on a
particular strain of mi-
croorganism that the
older -worker had isola-
ted and cultured. The
young man wrote to his.
senior colleague asking
for a sample, and was
turned down. He contin-
ued to write, constantly
renewing his request,
although all his letters
were received with nega-
tive responses. When a
colleague asked the
young biologist why h¢
képt repeating his re;
quest when he should
know that the answer was
going to be "no," he re-
plied, "I know he will
refuse me, but his let-
ters are written near
his lab, and everytime I
get one, I cut it up in-*
‘¢o little pieces and sec
what I can grow from 1t
on agar yplates. Sooncr
Qr later, I'll get my
organism.” This imagi-
native and outrageous
bit of methodological

design.

>

strategy just doesnit
fit into the“models of °
neat experimental o

plication, this approach becomes the method of doing re- _ -
search, the only methnd of arriving at new or certain
knowledge.

. Becduse of the nature of the populations available
if social science research, two problems--that of selec-
tion of experimental and control groups, and the rela-
tionship betweéen experimental treatment and results--

assume an enormous significance. I want to discuss this
research pdradigm in terms of its relation to education-
al evaluation. .

v

1 3
Applicability.

In-this research design, considerable energy is ex-
pended devising ways to arrive at a random Sample to make
sure that the population studied is some average general
one, not the result of some prejudice er odd local factor
that might influence the result. A good deal of agricul-
tural research exemplifies this point. If you want to
find out the effect of a particular fertilizer on corn
crops, you must be sure that you don't confuse the ef-
fects of fertilizer with the effects of rain or-weeding.
Also you want to know just how great the effect is.

TRe influence of this particular way of doing re-
search in educational work is indicated by the writing
in the field. Many theoreticians and methodologists de-
scribe it as if it were the.only possible way of doing
research. Ir "Experimental and Quasi-expzrimentzl De-
sign," a highly respected outline of research méthodglo-
gies (Campbell and Stanley, 1963), the' authurs recognize
that there are many cases where the 'standard’ of
Fishgr-type experiM@nts canndt be met, but they make it
clear that such situations are, at best, ‘'quasi-experi-
mental'. . )

The basic problem is not vith Fisher's or Wendell
and Stanley's definition of an experiment. They are at
liberty to define this as they wish. What is frighten-
ing and limiting is the further suggestion that experi-
ments defined in this way are the only way to acquire
knowledge, or that, no matter what the situation, every
effort should be made to structure situations so that
experiments of this kind are undertaken.* ’ .

An example from the evaluation literature illus-
trates the contempt’ which persons concerned with educa-
tional evaluation have .for whole fields of scientific en-
deavor. In the AERA monograph (1967) mentioned earlier,
Michael Scriven writes: )

We might for example be interested in the propor-
tion of the class period during which the teacher
talks,  the amount of time that the students spend
in homework for a class, the groportion of the
dialogue devoted to explaining, Jefining, opinion,
etc. (Milton Meux and B.O. Smith, 1961). The
great problems gpout work like this axe to show
that it is worth doing, in any sense. ' Some pure
research is idle research. ‘The Smith and Meux




. St . work is specifiqally‘bentioned berause it is clear-
. : ly original and offers promise in a large number of P
i directions. 3kinner's attack on controlled studies
- and his emphasis en_process research are more than
offset by his social-welfare orientation which en-
suces that the process work is aimed at valuable im-
provements in control of learning. It is difficult’
to avoid.the conclusion, however, that most process
research of this Rind ip education, as 1in psycho-’
therapy (though apparently not in medicine), is
fruitful at neither the theoretical nor the applied .
- ? level. (p. 50) o ,
The implication here is that 'process research',
B — e that is, field studies based on observational methods, is
. not even worth doing unless it is offset by a particular e
: . social-welfare orientation. ’
' This is a rather harsh judgment on a large number
g : of scientific fields, which might have particular.rele-
SR . vance to evaluation. Anthropologists, archeologists,
{ - . ethologists, a whole range of social scientists do not do -
‘controlled experiments'. The basis of their work is in-
. formed, ob%ervation, and it ’is remarkably fruitful. Jane -
. Goodall (1971) watched a small number of individual chim-
. ) panzees over a period of years, and in.the course of her
observations discovered the apes using, and even making,
tools. She could not possibly have developed a control
groups experiment; in fact, she would have had no reason
* to set up such an experiment, even if it were.possible,
because tool-making was not part of the expected behavior
of chimpanzees. Because she is in a field that accepted
. open observation without a specific predetermined behavi-
or being measured, she could make her scientific discov-
eries. <
- Another difficulty in trying to apply the agricul-
» tural, experimental rescarch method to eva¥uation arises .
‘ from the fact that evaluation is not a laboratory re- -
search activity. It is performed in the field; that is,, .
in'natural settings--in schools with live children and
adults. This makes the whole problem of randomization
extremely difficult, because the total environment can-
not be manipulated for either experimental or control
groups. ; . : ,
. - " What Data ie Generated. o .
. : s The fact that this experimental methodology i's
- hard to apply is not, of course, sufficient reason to T
T . question it. But one can ask whether the information it
- . yields is worth all the trouble. The kind of results ce
\\\\\\\\\\\\\ that can be obtained by applying experimental designs as -
- *7 described by Campbell and Stanley give only a small part ‘
“.__of the types of data that. are needed to make educationa
\\}udgpentsf Thits method focuses on comparison of aver-
A - gges;:mgpns, total sample gains, and generally on trends
whieh apply. to the group as.a whole. It is not designed
' " thb focus on\ihﬁiyidual members of the experiméntal sample.
- - N 3 \\.
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For example, in determining the effects of fertilizer on.
° a crop you look not at individual plants, put darge fields
and the weight of the resultant crop. It m3y be the case

that a fertilizer:produces amazing results by stimulating -

. 90 percent of the individual plants, although it.kills

T o the remaining 10 percent. This can still make a fertili-

fer highly desirable. But imagine a similar situation in
education! o
In some cases, it is ustful to obtain the kind.of
data that is generated by applying the experimental psy-
chology model of research. The Plowden Report (1967) pro-
« vides an example.of a situation where data gathered by the
statistical research fiethods of 'experimental design' was.
exdctly what was needed--within a context. One question
the Plawden committee asked was simply: .what is the gen-
eral level of reading attainment of English children as
compared td the same group several years earlier? " By
giving standardized reading tests to a fairly small
sample, the committee was able to detemmine that reading

., ° levels for the whole population had increased over the

time period measuved. That is a case where the question
asked was best answered by this kind of impersonal, aver-
aging procedure. The desired information was general and
. impersonal, and it only required sampling a small frac-
tion of the entire school population. Still the major
work of the Plowden Committee, to analyze the status of
primary education in England ¢nd make recommendations for
’ the fyture, depended on interviews, observation, and con- -
crete exagples. .

N ’

View of Causality R s
Another problem with the style of the dominant re-
search paradigm i§ that it is based on a rather naive and
simplidtic notion of the nature of causal relationships
in social situatiens. The basic premise, derived partly
from the behavioristic outlook of many rcsearch predeces-
sors_and partly f the kind of methodology that is ad- -
vocated, is that There will be fairly direct and immedi-
ate results from particular actions. ' Introduce program ®
"a," teaching method 'b," or organization of classroom
"c," and it will be possible to see the efifects fairly
directly and separately from other events that may happen.
It is easy enough to see how this view, can be applied in

K the study which served as a model for this type of re-
. search. Plants are relatively simple biological species,

they don't particularly interact with each other, and
they have relatively few degrees of structural freedom.
Therefore, they respond simply and directly teg specific
changes in conditions. If you water them more, they grow
more. If you fertilize them, they grow and produce more,
etc. But people just don't respond that simply to sti-
muli, especially not in open, natural social settings.

The kind of.methodology classified as 'experi-°
mental' by Campbell and Stanley is based on the assump-
tion that the effects of actions can be igolated and
measured fairly directly, and that what is going to hap-
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in anthologies.
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*Repeated reference has
been made to this parti-
cular article because it
is one of the most jn-
fluential documents that
has appeared, and con-
tinues to be included
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pen can be predicted with enough precisionsto look for

that result and directly relate it to isolatable’situa-
tions, programs, and activities that you wish to evalu-
ate. It is possible to try to arrange human studies to
approximate the simple conditions of plant life, but be-

sides the terrible moral issues which then come into g

play (see below), to attempt this 1s tp deStroy the real

wo.)1d sifuation of ongoing school activities. It ‘is this

ongoing 'work which is the proper subject of evaluation
studies. . ) ?

‘.

Moral Iséyes f
. A crucial issue of any research strat€gy, especi-
ally any which involves living thipgs, is the moral pro-
blem involved. What does 4t mean to do any sort of re-
séarch that includes humans? There appears to be a com-
mon miscoriception that as long 'as research follows pro-
per methodology, such questions are resolved or at least
minimized. Certainly some of the writing about proper
methodology ‘appears to ignope the implications of these
positions. For example, in developing an argument to
show that it is possible to do comparative studies even
in cases where absolute results cannot be obtained,
Scriven* states: o

The analogy in the medical field is not with.drug
studies, where we are fortunate enough to be able
to achieve double-blind conditions, but with psy-
chotherapy studies where the therapist is obvious-
ly endowed With enthusiasm for his treatment, and
the patient cannot be kept in ignorance of whether
he is getting some kind of treatment. If Cronbach's -
reasoning is correct, it would not be podsible to
design an adéquate psychotherapysoutcome study.
But it i¢ possible to design such a. study, and the
way to do it--as far as this point goes--is to use

-~

\“n\gore than one comparison group. If we use only =

ne control group, we carmnot tell whether it's

the enthusiasm or the experimental technique that
explains a difference. But if we use several ex-
perimental groups, we can estimate the size of the
enthusiasm effect. We make comparisons between a
number of therapy groups, in each of which the .
therapist is enthusiastic, but in each of which

the method of thgéipy is radically different. As
far as possible, one should employ forms of therapy
in which directly incompatible procedures are adop-
ted, and as far as possible match the patients al-
located to each type (close matching is not impor-
tant). There are a number of therapies on the ~
market which ineet the first condition in several
dimensions, and it is easy enough tq develop pseudo-
therapies which would be promising enough to be
enthusiasm-generating for some practitioners

18
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' Has used the approach of the anthropologist, the ques-
tioner of culture, to examine what happers and to de-

" ate education (Kimball, 1972). A good part 6f this work

cholbgical research.

(e.g., newly zraduated internists inducted into
the experiniental program for a .Short period). o
The method of differences plus the method of con-
comizant variitions (analysis o¥ covariance) will
then assist us in drawing conglusions about whe-

_ ther enthusiasm is the (or a) major factor in
therapeutic success, even though double-blind cen- .
ditions are unobtainable. ‘(p. 68)

;.

L 8

The implications of having eager, inexperienéed.
young internists practice pseudo-therapies on innocemt,
but troubled; patients involves serious.moral questions.
Similar suggestions have been made and should be resisted

. in edygation. . There are cases where children.are simply

denied bgnefits for the sake of setting up-2 control
group, or whexe for the sake of completing the experimen-
tal activities children and parents are not fully infor-
med of .a program. Adherence to a 'good' rgsearch design,
that 1s, one that is methodologicallv’sound, does not
even begin to address any of the moral questions that T
come up in a particular research activity. ° T

s

. .
ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES OF MEASUREMENT

—-—\\‘ - -
There are other scientific reseskrch methodologies that .
provide approaches to the collection of data, which are
particularly appropriate for many evaluation studies.
Increasingly in the last few decades research on schools

scribe, tabulate, appraise, and finally, judge or evalu-

was inspired by Jules Henry (1963) and his general an-
thropological -approach to looking at institutions. Since
then, a number of people have applied similar methods. .
Ph1lip Jackson's book, Life 4n Classrooms (1968), is a

proper, scientific research study, but its research me-

thods come from azdifferent\fiiid than behavioristic psy-

The power of the anthropological approach can be
estimated from the impact thatsthis type of study has had
on American education in recent vears. Serious discus-
sion of the educational scone has bgen generated by the
descriptive indictments of the schools contained in books
that range broadly from popular and impressionistjc works
like those of levndon (1965), Kozol (1967), and Kohl
(1967), through the persghslly analytic like Holt's How
Chiilven-Fail (1964), to the more scholarly, such as
Jackson's book and Ray Rist's The Urban School (1973).
All°these r.fforts have twe thiings irr common. They de- | -
scribe thg schgols from an anthropological-sociolQgical -

. perspective, and they paint an intensely glSomy picture

of school life. No experimental study, in the Eisher
sens:, could provide this, information.
If educators and the public want to evaluate a
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3 ' . - _school or some aspect of s&hool 1ife or individual chil-~ -
, : dren's growth and learning,\they have to apply the ‘tools ~
‘ g that will give them the most\and the besy information. ' -
) This requires surveying the. ejtire field/of social science,
. to pick out what is appropriat, For any major task invel-s
ving evaluation of new activitigs, it probably also means

| R "inventing new ways of getting the information. - -
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The term evaluation is applicable to a range of activities
-which- require judgments to be made. For the purposes of
. our discussion, it is possible ta organize and discuss !
these activities under three headings. Each “.as its own
‘proolems and its own techniques, but they also involve si-
milar “issues.

First is the general area of evaluating the growth
and development of indizidual children. This is, of
course, what Americaﬁ'srﬂools are about, at least what
they are. supposed to be about formally--fostering the
growth and develgpment (the learning) of individual chil-
dren. This is also the area in which the experience of
half a century of tests and measurement in experimental
psychology hds been most directly applied.,

A secénd level of evaluatinn concerns judgments
about the Zirforménce of various other people in the

school system. Evaluators ask questions about how well
teacherg are doing, how well principals are acting, who
should be hired as a schoo! superintendent, etc. Judg-
ments of this sort are related to, but not identical with,
knowledge about children's growth and development. The
kind of j6b that is being done by the teaching profess.on
as a-whole, or the Kind of service we are getting from '
school administrators as a group, is and should be reflec-
ted in the reports we get concerning children's growth in-
to healthy and competent adi'lts. On an individual level,
this generalization breaks down--there are simply too many
factors involved. It might be possible to draw conclusions
abolit the type of health service in the United States from
surveys of the general state of health of the population.

/4t ould be much more difficult to make judgments about

J/ tite competence of each individual doctor on the basis of

he average or general health of her patients.

Because the measurement of individual children's re-
sults on g;éndardized tests is sometimes the only concrete
evidence that is gathered about the way a teacher is doing
her job, there is tendency to judge her on the basis of’
those T« sults alone. Making such judgmants on insufficient
dat3, and without careful thought is a rather dangerous
practice. The recent fad for performance contracting, in
which school personnel and programs were judged by the re-
sults as measured.by pupil performance, is an erample of
this practice. /The unhappy events that rezult -+ (Report
to Congress, 18974) parallel what occurred in England late
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in the 19th century when teachers were paid according .to
he examination results of their pupiis. In both cases
the system encouraged a surge of improprieties: teachers
and administrators saw to it that a minimum levzx'of 'per-
formarice’ was guaranteed, no matter how it was tained.
The third general area of judgments is the evalua-
tion of programs. At the minimum level, this involves
judgments about a new curriculum, some educational inno-
vatica, or other specific, program brought, into_a school,

-such as Title I, Title III, NSF-sponsored‘science and math
“curricula. Much-of the recent stress on the importance

and necessity for evaluation is a direct result of the
federal expenditures in education which were directed at’
programs of this sort. Here the situation is similar to
the one that prevails in judgments about school personnel.
Decisions are desired concerning total programs; the me-
thodology that is available is about ind:-idual or aver-
age pupil achievement on standardized tests. Attempts to
connect the two by some simple caudal relationship may not
be applicable. There are a number of such Wiscrepancies
between federally sponsored programs znd standard evalua-
tions available. Many of these programs have goals that
are quite different or much broader than those encompas-
sed by standardized tests of achievement developed within
the psychometric models available. Yet, there is often
an attempt to assess the programs in temms of these tests.
To refer again to our medical analogy, it is as.if the
success of a variety of community health- rograms were
all measured on the basis of a set of standard measure-
ments on individuals concerning their general health:
blood pressure, weight, number of operations, etc. This

- might be an appropriate, although not a sufficient, eval-

uation for community health programs related to sanita-
tion or diet,-but it would certainly not be the most use-
ful information for judging a program that had as its
goal the development of mefital heglth centers or family
planning, or addressed other broady conceived health
issues. > T~

Program evaluation also ‘concerns integrdl parts.of

school organization within a single po.icy unit. ‘Thus, >

for examp.e, a new curriculum or program may be tried ‘out
in several classrooms, or within one school, or in part of
a district. Again, evaluation judgments have to be rade,
and again, the results for individual children are part
of, but mot all, the information needed to make a judg-
ment. A ‘complex of social, political, and economic fac-
tors need to be tiken i'.o account. An education program .
that, for example, inci.ised reading scores fof children
at the expense of their physical health would be highly.
unlikety to be acceptable, no matter what the standard-
ized test results show~d,~Similarly, any program or in-
novation that disrupted/the health of the school system

or the functioning gf the community would have serious
problems; the judgmdats #Hout it would reflect this, re-
gardless of what the intellectual growth and developmer .
of individua! children might be. . ’
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Questions about general educational policy repre-

sent the most complex level of programmatic evaluation.

These involve decisions about curriculum or-educstional

goals and how they are determined locally or nationally. .
It should be most obvious in this instance that results

obtained on stindardized tests of children's academic
achievement are only a fraction of the information o
needed*for sound judgments. A major function of every .o v
school system is the socialization of the young into the :
society. Only a fraction of that socializatiom is con-
cerned with academic skills; standardized tests are not
complete measures of academic achievement. - Thus, <t is
simply not possible to make judgments about the 1mportant o
functions of the schools on the basis of individual pu-
pil performances in achievement tests, apart from the1r
social and cultural context. A similar critical apprai-
sal of the relationship between standardized testing and
program-rélated assessments is found in a re.en: publicaz
tion jointly sponsored by the Natjonal Institute of Edy-
cation and the National Council of Teachers of Eng11sh
(Venezky, 1974).

The reliance on achievement test1ng of children to
evaluate a wide range of educational practice is so re-
markable that one has to wonder why sensible people would
even advocate it. Why should a teacher, who has respons
sibility for many things besides the academic achiéve-
ments of childreny be judged only by that achievement ink
dependent of her working conditions, support, local pro»‘
blems, school system goals, social pressure, and her abi- .
lity to inspire or teach or guide or socialize ch11dren
as is proper for that community? Why should a school sys-
tem,which is charged with keeping children out of trouble,
satxsfy;ng a community expectatxon providing recruits for
the labor market, training consumers, and a host of other
tasks, be judged only by the achievement on standardized
tests of the children in the system? |

It ig possible to make some judgments about the na-
ture of the society and the nature of the role school
systzms pldy from comparative achievement data between
parts of the popilation. Perhaps the most striking value
of the achievement tests which are so widely used by the
schools,is that they g1ve solid, 'objective' proof that
the schools support the racism and discrimination that
exists in American society. The one standard measure that ~
our soc1ety uses in judging our children and our education
system shows conclu-ively that we have created a system -
that hurts a large fraction of the population, much .of it

~

-black, and most of it poor. The fact that broad categor-

1es‘6f\s:udents--urban blacks or®poor whites--have sys- .
tematic mon-nio¥mal distribution of test results, on tests

that have been designed to provide rormal distributions, .
clearly illustrates that our society is treating groups

of children differently and then determ1n1ng their future -
on the basis of this treatment.
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the same information quite easily in other
course of day-to-day contac. with the children, Any

24

Wihat Do We Know About
Children, and Why?

b
-

The appropriate basis for developing any program to evalu-
ate children's growth and development is to decide what it
is, in fact, a particular audience wants to and ‘needs to
know. Also central to any evaluation decision is the
question: for whom is the information being gathered?

For centuries there was a struggle to ffee science from
what appeared to be irrelevant, and often stifling, poli-
tical and social considerations. Unfortunately, this
struggle, along with the general scientism of the late
18th and 19th centuries, led to the belief that whatever
is studied in a fgcicntific’ manner is divorced from any
social or pelitical considerations’ whatsoever. It even '
‘fade_the question--who wants to know and why?--an irrele-
vant one—-During_ a period when science was the plaything
of educated gentiemen, this disregard for social- implica-
tions of the uses of sciénce was perhaps possible. But
recent history has made us aware of the social’ and poli- '

wtical uses to which various forms of scientific enterprise g

have been directed. We need to be concerﬁéd\high stich
matters as who is interested in poison gas, Or who wants

to know about psychological methods -of persuasion, or why™ —_

a government agency is collecting data about citizens.
Although the motives and reasons for obtaining edu-
cational evaluation data are usually not as sinister as in
some of the examples I have cited, we also have to ask who
wants particular information about children and why it is
requested. Thg purposes of an evaluation effort and the
audience for whdm it is intended is often a guide to'what
is and' is not appropriate information. -
«

~

THE NEEDS OF TEACHERS

«

1. One area of concern for teachers is whether children

- —_ _____are learning direct, specific skills; sounds of letters,

IX)

mathematical operations, rules of kickball, or how t6

“look up the spelling of a word in a dictionary. This kind

6f information, in many cases, can be easily determined by

usirg\standardized,tests. It is quite possible to give a
;child a test that will 'determine if she <an read the word
"ball' or give the correct answer to the question

3+ 3=? But in most cases, a teacher can also obtain ¢
ways in the
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. teacher who has children read to her will get a reason-

ably good idea what words a child knows. Any teacher who
plays a boar. game with children that uses dice, for ex-

. ample, will find out about a child's ability to add num-

' bers up- to 6 + 6. )

‘ ) In discussing the use of reading tests, Venezky -’
states: , )

| .The number of different”instructional groups into
t . which students are placed is generally small, and -
) the differences in predictive ability of even the
<« most extensive formal tests over informal teacher
° jpdgment have never been shown to be large. (p. 7)

2. Information is needed about children's more fun:
N : ' damental growth through stages of development. Increasing
! . vocabulary or learning more 'number facts' does not cons-
titute advances in the kind of thinking the child can en-
) gage in. On the whole, it is not- possible, using simple
i questions with multiple choice ariswers, or true and false,
. ‘ ot fill in the blank, to obtain information about how an
answer was arrived at, the reasoning process that was used
to arrive at an answer, or the levels of complexitv that
are- involved. For exagple, it is fairly easy to devise
a method to determine how long a number anyone can remem-
3 ber. You simply ask'the person to repeat a number back
to you, starting with a one digit number, then a two di-
git number, and so on. But if you want to determine a
. person's reasoning process, the task becomes much harder,
. if it is possible at all. -As problems become mote com-
T plex and more interesting, the ways to attack them also
. increase in complexity and in number so that no matter
how carefully you struclure the problem im parts, there is
simply nc way--looking only at the answers--to find out
how a person arrived at the various responses to complex
questions. Any experienced test taker knows the strategy
which argues that a particular -answer must be correct (or
incorrect) because it is the kind of answer that would be
f‘\\\\\\\ - expected by -that particular test or tester, or because the
e answers on this type of test are bound to be whole numbers,
To. or because there wouldn't be two similar answers, or--a
“---strategy that a friend of mine swore she used with great
o success--"in all multiple choice exams, if onme answer is.
- significantly longer than the others, it is always the
right answer, becausé no.one would bother to make up
3 - long wrong answer." , \\‘“=\\\\ .
— . 3. Horizontal Growth: Relatéd-to the question of
- developmental growth--how ¢thildren think, how -eamplexly
they can, approach a problem--is the issue of horizontai-.
] growth discussed earlier. How rich is the experiential
o base and how rich is the thinking on any one level? This
. is such a subtle and under-explored area of development
: that there are obviously no simple ways to get at ques-
. < t. ns.about it. .
PR ' ‘4. Another area of concern for teachers is how well
children can use the skills they have.- There is no simple
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<that particular child.
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correlation between mastery of vocabulary amd syntax,
and actual reading done, or even reading with comprehen-
sion. This question of use of skills requires bot the
skill itself and some sort of context in which to use it.
Fd: reading,it requires actual readipg; for math, quanti- *
tative manipylations; for.art, the production of something
expressive; for crafts, construction of objects; for
sports, participation in the activity. It is not clear
that situations that are specifically designeu to test ) |
the use of a skill outside the context of actually doing -
something have much relationship to that skill. It is
certainly not enough to look at the results of tests to
find oul whether children actually use certain skill$.
5. Finally, there is the question of "tearning to’
learn', or learning problem-solving, heuristics, or any
- of a number of terms that have been applied. Increas- .
ingly, educators are becoming aware‘thgt education should . 1
strive to develop in people the ability to take care of
themselves, to undertake their own rontinuing growth and
development, to deal.effectively with situations.not

« Information-that_is useful to teachers is direct, -
immediate, and specific‘abﬁut~£hﬁ\gh££::::yin this year's
class. From the viewpoint of an elemé _school tea-_
cher, the disadvantages of national standard{EEH‘tests\\;'*r\\\
far outweigh their advantages. Of he five areas discugr ™ -
sed above, only the first is covered in these testing :
programs. But even this information is given in norma-
tive terms, comparing a child to some national sample,

*rather than in individual terms, helpful in working with

Also, it takes an enormous amount
At the same time,the.

of time to get back the results.
‘tests disrupt the educational work in the classroom, de-
moralize and disturb the children, and disrupt the help-

ing relationships established among the children and be- -
tween the children and the teacher. '

THE NEEDS OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS ‘ -
The situation changes when we look at the kind of infor-
mation that school administrators find useful. It might
be hoped that school principals, as part of the task of
supportiny teachers and being concerned about the educa-
tior of children, would be interested in the same sorts
of things that teachers need to know about children.
Actually, most American school principals are not head
tcachers, but organizational administrators; they are con-
cerned with staffing, busing, and discipline. They don't
have the time, training, or, for the most part, the in-
clination tp teach and to be involved in the growth of
individual children. Since principals, and the rect of
the administrative ladder ‘ifi a schobtl system, see them-
selves as supervisors of a system rather than guides for
individual children, they need system-style data: short,
concise, and easily compared. Also they are concerned

- - LN 2
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r? / :.__stressed because parents believep tRat reading cafds are .

with trends: How does performance or learning, or any
other measure, compare yeaq—to-year? How does it relgte
2o expenditure or to changes in practice, etc.?

. Concern for trenis anl comparative data is neces-
sary within any school system. It is necessary to, know
as precisely as possible how™a particular practice affects
Fesults; that is what evaluation is all about.. Unfortuna-
tely, for the reasons indicated, the information obtrined
from standardized testing is simply inadequate for many
of the decisions for which it is used, or at least for
which its use is claimed, .-

THE NEEDS OF PARENTS '

- &«
Parents are also interested in information about the
school. On the one hand, parehits want information sbout .
how their own children are pnegrqssing in school, what
they do, how they behave away«from the home setting. On
the other hand, as community meibers and tax payers, théy
want. comparative information’ and information on trends in-
the Schools-at-large. In situftions where they have be-

. .
come involved, parent concern ally go far beyone_the
limits of what is provided By *Sfandardized tests. .. ..°

Parents.want to. know whatftheir children's-¢hances
of success in 1ife might be. I§ is o Athat dne
of the reasons school systems need stamdardi: ,‘festing
is to give parents this information.’+1f ediidgfors didn't .
have these scores, parents would not have Wik iidea of
what their children's education waf*worfhygﬂhﬁﬁfit could

_do for their children in the long-run. . Presbuye. from

parents is ofcen said to be the reasém readinf :§ifores -are

It is ironic that schooil persgfinel should point to par- ,
ents as the force that supperts the tests, becguse-it was -
the school administrators-and académic experimenters who
originally sold the tests to the ‘parents. The great trend .
towards quantified statements of school-performance cameFy::
not from parent and comstinity groups but frow the scien-, X
tism' of the academy in the eafly years of this centwry
(Cremin, 1961). A . S
The problem with the belief that ‘4ndividual high
test scores lead tq success in society is that itiimtyb-"
duces the lottery concept into educd}ion. The poss{bility/‘, 5
of high test scores is held out to low-income pargyts as |
a way to provide a great future for their children when,
in fact, it would take a very high' score indeed to change
significantly the life chances of poor children. The re-
lation of school to college admission, jobs and income
is a complex one closely related to the prejudices and
discriminations in our society (Berg, 1970). It is
true that an unusually 'high-achieying' child from de-
prived circumstances--that is, a child whao does very welT
on the standardized tests--can break out of the bounds of
the economic and ‘social class in whicH she lives, and ac-

“retated to future succe§§,.»ti‘ftti into coliege, etc.”
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fuafly change her status, But thé odds against this arg

enormous. This kind of casé==and there are sSome all the‘\

time--has the same effect on redist¥ibution of ¢lasses-in-

~~-._society that the lottery has on redistribution of income.

fﬁé\iettgz% in Massachusetts, for example, provides ‘about

a 13,000,000-te~one “chance against winning $1 miilion.
-That means that after—13-million tickets are sold, one

_ person may significantly change her economic status.

There are just enough winners of smaller amounts so
that many people can support the idlusion that they too
may be a winner, that they too can change their status.
But, of course, the actual number of people who do win
something is so small as to be insignificant for any
change in class alignment. Exactly the same reasoning
holds for the,concept that good reading scores will help
populations break out of poverty or oppression. The ac-
tual’ number of children who can change their status as a
result of school success is trivial compared to the to-
tal population that, is condemned to poor jobs and con-
tinuing poverty. . A
An analysis of the kind of Amformation different

groﬁps need leads to the conclusion that the prg;ent sys-
tem of reporting children's standardized achievement
scores, at best, only assists school administrators, and
only in one of their functions: that of acquiring data

for long-term planning and assessment. Even in this ar=sa,

the results available are one small component of the in-
formation that is needed for intelligent decision making.
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" Because the measurement of childrens' achievement repre-
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sents the most widespread standard practice in the schools,
because it is often the basis for many other judgments, !

and because it is at-the primary level of the evaluation
hierarchy, I would like to examine it in more detail.

-

STANDARDIZED ACHJEVEMENT *“STS

<
- o

One of the most remarkable features of the present state
of the measurement of child growth and developmeit in the
schools is that while all thoughtful-€ducators agree that
the available tests-are terrible, almost everyone con-
tinues to use them. Meeting in Washington in 1972, edu-
cational 'sponsors of Follow ThrOqurprograms agreed unan-
imously that the available test< were 1nadequate to mea-
sure what was happening to the children in Follow Through
classrooms. Strong criticism was expressed not only by
the sponsors who advocated more ''open' programs with em-
phasis on varied learning style, affective development,
and social concerns, but also by the sponsors who advoca-
ted more traditional programs. .Many of the sponsors were
highly critical of Stanford Research Institute, the or- -
ganization hired by USOE to conduct the official overall
evaluation; for not devéloping more imaginative and use-
ful measures of child growth and development. Yet, for a
number of reasons,including social and political ones,
many of these sponsors actually used identical tests in
their own evaluations! -

The usual generalized argument given in support of
continuing to use recognizabf& inadequate tests is that
there is nothing better available. This argument is a
sound one if an activity or a process is simply not as
good as it could be--that it is inadequate. But criti-
cism of standardited achievement tests goes much further
that that: the tests are not only not good enough, they
are harmful and destructive to a number of school pro-
grams; they Are especially harmful to children.

A number of specific points, some of which I've
touched on in passing, ban be made in this regard:

1. The present tests arc discriminatory. They
have a strong socio-economic class and sex bias, and they -
favor middle-class society and norms at the expense of
poor ch1Idren and children from cultures d1ffer1ng from
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S - the majority, middle-class, Anglo-Saxon culture of the
United States. A blatant example of the sex discrimina-
tion in standardizeu achievement tests is illustrated by
a question in a primary level MAT which shows -an outline.
drawing of a man in a long coat with a small mirror at- -
- tached to his forehead, examining a child. The gorrect -
. answer for the work that describes the person pictured
- must>be chosen from four choices that include both !doctor”
° and "nurse." This not only encourages the stereotype. that
. doctors are usually men, it penalizes a child who knows . ~
, " that male nurses exist. C
"y . The discriminatory nature of the tests towards
other cultures is evident on inspetfion. ¢On the whole,
. the tests show white, middle-class. children performing
- stereotyped activities which can be recognized by con- "
- s ventional symbols and the janguage used to describe them.
- Strong evidence for the confusing and limited nature of
: the tests is found in a pamphlet by Deborah Meier (1973), i
a (eacher in New York City who discussed the tests with .
children. in school. She found that the children were con-
fused by the questions, by the unfamiliar language used,-
and by the situations depicted which were not appropriate
to their experiences in life. For example, a question on
a, primary MAT shows a smiling girl cagrying some books in .
the rain. The correct answer, to be chosen from one of
the three sentences thdt describes the picture, is
"Mary's books will get wet in the rain." But, the New
York City children argued, this could not be the right
answer. She would not be smiliug if her books were going
to get wet; so they chose things like“‘the-—rain will not
hurt the books' or "Mary is taking good care of her .
books," the two other possibilities. Many examples can '
be chosen, the point being that a significant number of
items on nationally used standardized tests are confu-
sing, and choosing the correct answer depends not on read-
ing ability alone (which the tests are supposed §o mea-
, sure) , but on knowledge and acceptance of cultural nomms.
N 2. Standardized tests simply are inappropriate for.
‘ whole categories of educational settings. The very nature
* of the, tests, the way they ‘are given, the way they are
graded, and the way their results are used is antithetical
to more cooperative open styles of education. This point .
has been carefully made by Margaret deRivera (1973). She
lists a series of ways in which the test situation itself
is incompatible with open education practice: .
. ”

1. Oren.classrcom: Children are ehcouraged or at
least allowed to share, to converse, to help one '
another. " . ’
Testing situation: no talking, nq sharing, no
helping one another. ‘
2. Open classroom: Children exercise and demon-
strate their knowledge and skills in many differ-
J ent modes: verbally, by action, dramatics, wri-
ting, etc. . '
Testing situation: the children's response mode
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.. .
is-limited to reading, listening, and ‘marking.
Knowledge and skills which they are used to R
exercising in one mode have to be.translated to T
the mode of response that fits the test. L
3. Open classroom: generally flexibility is such
that children can finish .most tasks they begin and s
can go on to something else when finished. Chil-
dren can move aveund the room. .
Teetir sifuation: no moving on % the next task
when finished, often not g¢nough time to finish a
task. Childzen must remain scated at a desk.
4. Open clabsroom: children generally work at
many different tasks, so that comparisons are
not easy and competition is not enccuraged.
Testing situation: children work on the same
task at the game time so that comparisons are
facilitated. - ,
5. Open classroom: each child is viewed as a
complex, unique individual, having strengths and
weaknesses but essentially qualitatively differ-
ent from others.- - -
Testing situation: quantitative differences be-
tween children are important, qualitative differ-
ences are lost. Success is defined by others'
failures. (The 60th percesitile mezns that 60
petcent of the children in that grade scoxe be-
low.) .
6. Open clagsroom: the child is given learning _
" experiences designed to develop a self-image of T
a competent, effective, successful person. This
is considered an important attitude for effective
-learning. .
Testing situation: the very children (those who
are'weakest in skills) whq need the support of a
positive self-image in order to continue learning,
are discouraged and frustrated by failure.
7. Open clagsroom: thoughtful, critical thinking
is encouraged. . '
Testing situation: often random guessing is a
more successful strategy than thoughtfulness since
the tests are limited in time. Thoughtfulness is
not rewarded.
8, Open clagsroom: intrinsic motivation (i.e.
learning for learning's sake) is considered the
most effective motivation for leng-term learning.
Testing s’ tuation: extrinsic motivation (i.:. N
learning for some outside reward) is encourayed; N\
learning in order to pass the test. \

3. Some serious questions are inherent in the method-
ology used to prepare standardized tests. [ have already
discussed somz of the general implications of the experi-
mental methods on which standardized tests are based, but
there are even more detailed problems associated with °
them. The standardized tests in use ir the United States
today are prepared in such a way that they are 'valid',
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.

- - 37 o

31




[ )

N <+

“tnat they will give a 'me¥mal' distribution @f results, ‘

and that they represent the most common gurricula in use.
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Each of these concepts has Sexioys probiems—By—‘vali-_ _

dity' the test makers mcan that the results on the stan-
dardized test have been correlated with restlts from | L
some other measurement. But, in fact, reading tests are
not correlated to some independent measure of the ability
to read: the correlation that is generally used is only

to other grades or tests in school. They are correlated

to other paper and pencil tests, usually of the intellir
gence or achievement ktnd. . -

The tests are also constructed to show a 'normal’
distribution of children, one smooth curve with not toe. -
many spread out at the bottom and notltoo'many spread out
at the top, and most of the population distributes around
some average value. Two main arguments are used to jus-
tify this procedure. First, it is argued that this is
generally thc way attributes distribute themsclves in
any large experimental population: if you measure the
height of many childaren of one age, you will find a
'noymal' distribution, wrih a large numbey of children
near one particular measurement (on. both sides of it),

—and the Test-of the -population trailing off to much

greater or lesser heights. Whether this holds for the

entire population in such developmental activities as

reading is not known and there is really no way to find

out. <L, .

. There.1s something quite arbitrary in the notion

that at every age and every developmental level, no mat- -

]

ter what property 1s tested, the results will distribute

evenly along a normal distribution curve; that is, some .

people cannot do it, some can do it quite well, and the
majority does it adequately. Certainly, if a number of
18-month to two-year-old children were tested to see how
many steps they could’walk in a'fairly straight line, the
population would distribute itself more or less normally,

with some children not being able to walk at all, and - o -

most of them only able to manage a small number of steps.
(Of course, even here the distribution would not, be nor-
mal, because"a few children might walk so well that the
measurement of individual steps wonld be almost silly.)
But a test of ability to walk at-age six should yield
something quite different .from a normai distiibution. . .-
First of all, we would e€xpect all children, gxcept a small
fraction of handicapped children, to be able to do the ac-
tivity. Then, to set up a walking test for six-year-old
children that would result in a normal distribution would .
mear:, first, a strange definition of "walking," and se-
condly, deliberately devising tést items (such as walking

on your hapds, or running fast or doing complicated dance
steps) so that the nature of the test would force a nor-

mal distribution of the results. This is precisely the

.situation with: reading tests. They are constructed at

evi:y level from pre-kindergarten to high school so that
the population that is tested will distribute around
some norm.
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. The second justification that test makers give for
using nofmal distributions is that the statistics and the
methodology For such distributions ale well kgown, and :
easy to work out. But even normal distributions, if that
is what the population shows, can have variations. The
horizontal shape of the curve is important: do most
people cluster around a mean, with only a small fraction
of the poprlation trailing off at the eXtremes, or is
there a very wide spread of results with only a slight
clustér around the mean? “Tests are constructed with some
spread determined that will make the grades and scores
easy to handle: not too much spread and not too Tittle.
This characteristic is particularly important when the
test is given to a population of student$ who generally‘
either don't do very well on the test or do expreme N
well: the standardized tests tell you mainly/that you - 2
can't say very much-about these children frog that parti-
cular test. But, of course, in education i is pregisely . -
the childrer who are far from the average about whom we S
’Peed the information. - . >
There are also some questions abo* the standardi-
zation methods 6f the tests. The problem of finding a - °
test population of children to standardize test items is -
really quite serious. The 1958 version of the MAT was re-
ported to he standardized against a sample that greatly -
over-represented southern and rural school districts at
the -expense of northern and urban districts (Hunter ard
Rogers, 1967). In order to evaluate a test item, someone

or some group of people must go imto schools, find thou- .
sands of children, give them the sample test, and see =~ ° %“
what fraction of the children get the correct answer. >

Now anyone who has worked in schgufs knows that gaining
entry to classrooms to do any sort of tesearch or study
is not a random process. It imvolves a certain amount of
political work, getting to know school system people, and. -
choosing school systems ‘and -individuals who ‘are cgopera-
tive. School officials, quite reasonably, want to know -
where strangers go and what they do. So the work that
must be carried out to standardize a test already raiges
questions about the nature of the. sample.

Further, to obtain an appropriate body of questions, -
:he test makers not only average angd manipulate the dif-
ficulty of the questisns, they also design the content so
that it willy reflect the most widely used curricula. And,.
since shrewd publishers develop curricula with an eye to
matching the tests, that is, contain the most-used words, _
etc., a vicious cycle ensues in which the tests and cur-
ricula (developed by the same groups) justify each other,
while having little relation®o the lives andhachieve-
ments of children. Any examination of tests will reveal
that the vocatulary, stylg, and material content are very
much school-er ented, and not life-oriented.  They certain-~
ly do not contain any vocabulary or structure correspon-
ding to black lingtish, as described by Labov and others
(Labov, 1972). But neither do tkey really contain the
language of any children. Tho test words and stories are
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a bland melange of the dull fare.found in.schecol readers,
One even looks in vajn for evidence of the newer curricu-
la that have been introduced into the schools. It is

widely assumed, for example, that the 'new math" hasc ta- .
ken.over the schools;\that set theory, other-than-base -*

' . ten system, and-various mathematical definitions have be-

come important. This certainly deesn't show up in the -
tests. As members of Educational Developmental Center's
(EDC) Project One Rave shown in a recent -avalysis of the -
math tests, 50 to 70 percent of the questions deal with
simple computation in the base ten system and the rest of .
the material is heavily directed téwards simple.defini-
tions. The few questions that deal.with modern mathema- .
tical concepts are often. ambiguous or misleading,\and :
sometimes just wrong. i o

4. Hierarchy of Knowledge. The last shree points
all deai with consequences of assumptions inherent in the
development of the tests, rather than with their general

- characteristics. The process of constructing test: items

[aY

"
“

" ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

--definitions, problems, words--procteds under the’as-
sumption that there is a clear hierarchy of knowledge: ~
that some things are harder than others, that $ome ac-
tivitiesoﬁré, and should be, learned later than others,
that the kind of problems, that children can solve or the
kinds of material they can read can be strictly graded

and categorized from simple to complex. This assumption
runs counter to several important principles of learning
theory suppdrted by open educatjon practitioners. *I have
already discussed-these individual differences: , learning
styles, horizontal grofth, and individual rates of dev-
elopment. )

5. Standardized tests used in the United States
today are exclusively paper and peﬁ§j1 tests which mea-
sure nothing but simple reading skills, the naming ‘of
concepts or objects, and computation 'skills. Despité the
titles to the-sections of the tests, very little elsé is
measured. Most reading tests Have a section entitled
"Comprehensien.' But one way to answer the questions is
not to read a paragraph and comprehend it, but simply to
skim the paragraph, look at the questions, and then find
the salient information. The tests certainly do not mea-
sure the comprehension of ideas; at most, they may deter-
mine whether the person taking the test knows the mean-
ing of a word. The math sections have such titles as”
"Concepts' or "Problem Solving," but the concepts usually
are definitions or names and.the pyeblem solVing is more
often a reading problem than anything else.

6. The fact is that the standardized tests that
are given dre just plain bad, They are not even good
tests by their own standards. For example, the Primary
Form F of the MAT shows the childrer a math ptoblem with
the following figure: ‘ ,

o

»
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A child is asked c¢o "Look at ihe line segment at the top
of the borx. Fill in the space next to the statement
which is true." ;
The statements are: Kk ig greater than n
m is less than J
J ie equal to k
Jd is less than k
dk
It doesn't take too much mathematical knowledge to know
that you cannot define a line segment by one point. The
statements are meaningless. .
I have ricked this ore example because it is not

just a case 0. ~ question being vague, ambiguous, or i
misleading. The question is simply impossible t¢ answer ’
at a1l. It may seem like a small matter that ome out of .

a set of 40 questions in a test which has a total of 114
items. is,inccrrect, but in fact the consequences of an
impessible question are quite significant; one question -
can make a surprisingly larg difference in a grace equi-
valent score. But a more mpbrtant point is that these
incorrect questions, as we.l as many more that are ambi-
guous and strange, appear on the tests at all.

7. Probably the most specious argument made in
support of stand rdized tests is that evaluation is too
important an ac.ivity to be left to individu¥t teachers

~and schools, and to the dangérs of a great variety of

standards and a good deal of sloppy measurement. Every-
one knows how hard-it-is to make up good exam questions, .

.the~axg§233;egoes, so better leave the process to the
'expert fe-test out the questions on large sample popu-

lations and ponder them_carefully.

But the experts seem & e up with grossly inade-
quate measures. My first contact with tt2 world of stan-
dardized testing was as a chemistry teucher in a private
high school. I had a very bright, small class and we T
worked hard. Many of the students were the children of .
Laltech faculty, they were interested in scienc and had
good trajning. At the end of the year, I ghve hem ¢ . »
standard® z~d examination prepared by the ubiquitous ETS,
organize - especially for independent scheols. (As far
as I know this test- 1s still being given.) But the test.

I {ound. contained som2 questions that were simply incor-

rect: a drawing of a laboratory experiment sh .ed a to- o
tally unsafe situation which might blow up at any moment, .
and some that were simply irrelevant? What is the Solvay s
Process? The latter was, in fact, an industrial process
already becoming dbsolete at that time. ! In my youthful
enthusiasm and anger, I showed the test/to a number of

faculty members--prestigious chemists,/members of the

National Academy of Sciences, and leaders in their field.

They -all agreed that the test was stgbid, wrong, ambigu-

ous, and inappropriate for a reasonable chemical educa- &
tion. Yet when I wrote to ETS abour it, I got the same .
answers that the supporters of tests still give: They
also had consulted experts who saw nothing wrong with the
test, they had gone to a gnod deal of troubl? to standar-

‘ , . 35 .,
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dize the test questions, and they simply couldn't go
« about changing them. *
,’ . ) o
' WHY ARE TIE TESTS SO BAD? ‘

But the major concern abop¢ the tests and their influ-
s ence does not depend on lﬁ%‘particular criticisms that can
be levelled against them. dhe tests fail by the very
standards of the experimental paradigm within which they
are mad®™¥ that is,_ they are poor tests with ambiguous and
. Incorrect questions. What is of greater concern is the
. way the tests succeed within the wider framework in which
: . they are used: namcly,’ they, are one more component in the
: .sorting syste» of American schodls. They contribute one
element (alt .ugh not the only one), one necessary condi-
“ tion (although noct 2 sufficient one) to sge to it that
. : the schools contin. the society as it is. Society uses
. schools to c~rt out and classify, to reward those who
. ‘ come from the middle-class and keep down those who are
already poor; and the tests help in this major social
effort. rhey _couldn't do it alone, they sin ' “-ontri-
bute. And as ioug 7as they do that job, which pens to
. be independent of the specific test items, unr' .ted to
whether or not there are ambiguous questions, they can
| ‘continue to be used and used effectively (Karier, 1977).
The research paradigm within which the tests ave -
constructed is actually very good for determining major
trends, making gross distinctions: distinguishing between
those who can read in general and those who cannot, be-,
tween those who can compute reasonably and those wko
really struggle with nunbers. This sort of distinction is
. easy enough te-make,—and-since the iest " sign is good .
enough to determine these gross differences it doesn't =
really matter too much if a few question’s are ambiguous.
Actually the ambiguous juestions dlso serve an ipportart
function: they.make the tests better at the kind of cla=-
sifying for which they are used. The tests don't do veiy
well at describing irdividual styles, levels of achieve-
ment ,- 6r usable knowledge, but they do test the ability
to follow instructions, to mot think too deeply (that's
. " one way to avoid the ambiguities in many questions), and
to do reasonably neat clerical work at a steady pace with-
out thinking about it too much.
One measure of the extent to which the tests don't
- . accurately reflect the abilities and knowledge of indivi-
duals is e numbcr of exceptions to expected results.

. Every person active in educati has her own store of an-

~ -

ecdotes about Jane who did podgly on an MAT, but could o
the work; of Frankie who could read only on the second
grade Tével, but after two months of help could read on
tho sixth grade level; of janice whose IQ rose 25 points
in a year. In some cases,where peopl. have luoked care-
“ fully at children dna worked sensitively with them, vhole

! ‘classes and groups have made phenomenal increases in their’

} IQ scorcs ¢r their grade lével achieveaent over relatively
v .
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short- periods of time. In Reading, How To (1973), Kohl
reports the case of Lillian, a child whose performance
improved so much that it required the threat of a law .
suit to force the sch.ol to accapt the results of three

_ reading tests. This phenomenon is further documented by

a report from the Far West Laboratory for Educational Re-
search and Develdépment (Rayder and Nimnicht, 1973) con-
cerning some of the results irf their Follow Through pro-
gram classes. The authors demonstrated that the children
in classes in 14 school systems across the country in-
creased their gverage IQ score< on the Wechsler test of
intelligence by significant amounts over a three-yesr.
period of the program. They went from scores that were
m..ch belows the average for the cc itry to scores that
were above ihat norm. The authors concluded:

First, intellijence tests are not reliable measures
of the abilities of these children....second, the
problem of cumulative deficits is with the school
not the child.

In other words, standardized tests are one link in
a long process that tells poor children, and especially
poor black children, that they are on the bottom of the
heap and should stay there. That is why American schools
continue to use tests which are inadequate even by their
own stated goals, and which have become one of the prin-
ciple instruments through which schools serve to maintain
social and economic inequality.




Evaluaiion-Alternatives

REFORM OF STANDARDIZEDR TESTS

One approach to "the major disaster area in education,” as
evaluatiom was recently called by James B. Macdonald (1974),
would be to improye the standardized tests. From the fore- |
going criticism, it is obvious there is room for a great |
deal of improvement. The questions cuuld be better, the
standardization could be more representativeé, and the val-
idation against criteria more appropriate than the ones -
that are used. More imaginative fise of the available tech-
nology could vastly improve even pdper and pencil, machine- Vs
graded examinations. Jf it is accepted that there is more

than one way of doing a problem, why not present the al- -~
ternative ways on the test and-grade anyone 'correct' who, -
simply, solves the problem, w~niihever way he or she does

it? The whole notion that the scor’ng and administration

of the MAT is done on a basis of total correct answers in

each area without any further modificat on is really quite
absurd. Why not a choice of questions, ¢r gquestions which
relate to a wider range of skill, or the possibility of

more than one correct answer in some zases? Moreover, is

there any reason at ail to limit the corcept of standard-

/

. ized -achievement to paper and pencil tests? Why not

standardize a much broader range of activities if this
were desired? e
Unfortunately, any effort to refcrm the tests has o
two major drawbacks. First, it ignores the analysis of
why the tests are so bad now. To assume that awnieving
better standardized tests is simply a matter of making
changes in the tests themselves is, I believe, to be -
naive about the education world and abont American society.
It is highly unlikely that all the people who put the tests
together, suggest the questions, write the language, tTry
them out on children, standardize them, and finally pub-
lish and sell thém are all totally unperceptive and uned-
ucated. The tests and their u.e are deeply ewbedded in
the fabric of American society and must be rejected on po-
litical grounds, not modified at the technical level.
Secondly, anv pronosal for 1 major effort to produce
new testing mechanisms is rewiniscent of the program that
was launched almos® 20 years agd-to_produce new science
and math curricula. Scientists and mathematicians who
turned their ¢ttention to schools were horrified at the
state of the situation: the curriculum was simply bad,

~ -~
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- ““they said, full of .error, wrong concepts, incorrect state-
// ments,‘?ﬁnrnugﬂ) stress on rote learning, simple drill, etc.
y They set out to reform cducation by updating and correcting
) // . the curriculum, to maké-it. 'better'. One of the major
v . learning experiences for those "inyolved ia that curriculum -
)}f\ o refoim was that tew curricula, although-a necessary condi-
tion for better school experiences for children, was hardly
a sufficient change. In fact, much of the aew curffculum =
was'‘neatly fitted into existing school structures (indeed ™. -
- , it was designed for this) and instead of the curricula
. - changing the schools, the schools absorbed the new curri-
N - cula without much medification in the essence of the
. scheuiing provided -for most children. In many ways the
new curricula was simply ignored. While the rhetoric of
the New Math has had wide acceptance in the schools it
would be hard to kn .t from many of the day-to-day activ-
ities in the classroums, and difficult to discern it om .
the items which appear on the standardized tests (Sarason,
. 1971). ) »
To try to 'correct' or save education by simply out-
. fitting the schools with bett.. testing procedures is in-
adequate as a strategy. As in so much else, parts cannot
easily be separated from the whole. To bring about funda- .o
mental change in the schools, the entire prqgram must be
reexamined: curriculum, evaluation, teaching style, views
- of learning and knowledge, etc.

There is obviously some merit in developing a more
reasonable and wider-ranging approach to standardized tes-
ting, as long as one neither expects the task to be simple,

i - nor hopes to change education by this alone., The area of
developing alternative tests is a wide-open field; remark-
ably little work has been done in it because the standard;
ized achievement tests and their companions, the widely i
used intelligence tests, so dominate the field that little
.else has been tried and certainly little else has been -
carried vary far. An appropriate analogy can be made with
the automobile industry. At one point, in the early de-

) velopment of automobiles in the United States, a wide
range of design and approaches to the problem of mechani-
cal energy-driven vehicles were explored: diffetent en-
gines (electric and steam) as well as other fossil fuel
(such as diesel fuel) competed with the high-octane gaso-
line model. But the gasoliné-powered internal combustion
-~ engine was so successful, it spread so widely over the
. market, that many other tec:nologies were simply not fol-
lowed up very much. Today we know a great deal about the
gasoline engine that uses rather a lot of gasoline, and
very little about the alternatives. Its commercial success
and relatively low cost (which was related to that success),

along with the low value placed on the various problems it =
represented (that is, as long as there was no gas shor s
simply made it unnecessary to do

other work,
There-is, however, another f:gggggnszfffﬁis analogy
which is not quite so innocent. g with developing

its technology, the automchi industry evoived policies
that channeled and directed research, labor, and expendi-
L

»
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. tures in the direction of privat~ automobile travel and

;\“‘\\5 away from mass transit. Decisions that had profound effects
P, . on our society served to benefit a particular sector of

. ‘\\\\\\\\ pr1vate industry, namely the sponor of those décisions.

- ~ ~~-. _As the Boston Globe ubserved in commentlng about a recent

I Senste_ §ngomm1ttee report:

S

‘//— GM, Eqrd,xand>ﬂhry§1er resﬂgﬁéd American ground trans- ,°
: ‘ portation to serve corporate wants instead of social

— . * neéds. This study suggests monopoly in ground
- - vehicle production has led inevitab a breakdown - «j
o
|
|

—— . on the natign's ground transportation.
— .- The report further documents how, begxnnlng in
- o7 - - the 1920s, General Motors began to buy up rail and
electric urban transportation systems and then re- B -
“‘~~‘ﬂ“\\\~ placed them with buses or diesel loccmotives, which
e . Lt m%nufactured {March 19, 1974). |
- ’9\ —_— . \
: e The same report,the GZobe reperted on March 3, 1974,
e AIEEfﬂecuments thqt changes in styling in the automoblle
_ i industry th the years were not necessarily ted to
] 1mprovemen;:ngh?ﬁﬁrxuggy (Rothschild, 1973). relat —
C It may well be quéEt*engg.whether there are similar
. ‘ interests involved in the.contin use of large-scale //;::::>%:
: standardized testing programs in our ur ’
companies that produce standardized tests are
~— the big three autdmobile manufacturers: they domina ~
their market and dictate what i /;,and‘lsn't profitable, but““\\~\\\\;
their outlook is 11m1;edﬂby'uhat they have found success-
ful. Commercial Self-interest makes them unwilling and
o unlikely to speculate on different projects that would
T undercut their own positions. ‘And, like the big three

~

r_# automébile manufacturers, the pub11shers who produce test-
ing programs are not isolated from the rest of society.
* . They have connections in schools of education, foundations,
and government that work together to maintain the status
- ' quo, just as the automobile industry has connections in

research institutes, regulatory agencies, and government .
One strong argument continually made for maintaining
- . the present evaluation system is the cost factors involved.
| It is sxmply a great deal cheaper to give the MAT to every
| - child in the school system than it would be to introduce
i ; ’ ’ any of the alternatives that have been suggested. It is 3
| . undeniably correct that it is much cheaper 1in dollars and |
cents for any particuler school system in 1974 to byy MAT
booklets for every child and give these tests than to es-
tablish some sort of individual observation system to de-
“-————__ _termine the status of each child. But the total expenses
are so-different that they cannot be compared because it
is a little I*ké\eempgrlng the cost of gas for your kit-
chen.stove and the cost oftastalling a nuclear-powergd
technique for preparing food. A ki _that already has
a gas stove will also have appropriate codiiﬁg~utgg§i;i,
a iine leading in for the gas, and stores nearby which——
. . sell fond that can be .easily prepared by gas stoves in a —
- ’ short time. To compare the real costs of two totally dif- :

l
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ferent approaches to food preparatiom, -one would have to
take into account the-tnvestment- that has been made in all -
these things-and the development costs that went into set-

--ting up a food distribution network to cater to that style
of cooktag. '

The cost of feeding the present testing machine is
quite small in comparison to setting up another one, but
that does not mean the total investment in it is small.

In fact, school systems spend a great deal of money on
testing and evaluating children. Besides the cost of the
millions of test pooklets, which are not reusable, there
are a number of personnel in the school system, especially
the city systems, but smaller ones as well, whose job is
to give the tests, organizing the test-taking, etc. Tea-
chers and children spend a good deal of time giving and
taking tests. In ,ome Follow Through sites, as many as
six weeks of the spring term were totally lost while the
classes went through the agony of taking the various re-
quired tests dictated by the city, the program, etc. The

. whole experience simply-disrupted all instructional acti-
vities for a month and a half (that is about 18 percent of
the totul school year). Nor do the above costs include the
human and social factors: how the tests affect programs,
how they tyrannize teachers and demoralize students. Also
not included is the incredible inefficiency of testing.
Typically, children are tested sometime in the fall and
spring and the comparative results are released very late
1n that year or, often, in the next year. Teachers cannot
even use the tests for their own teaching purposes; they
can only be used as a weapon by outsiders, after the chil-
dren have moved on to the next grade.

ALTERNATIVE STRATLGIES FOR MEASURING CHILDREN'S LEARNING

_._In terms that have been made familiar by Thomas Kuhn
(1979), there is always a.prevalent paradigm in any sci-
ent1fic dctivity (perhaps in any human activity) within
which a majority of.the work is carried out. But there is
ustally a small minority-ef work going on outside jit, and
the major breakthroughs in scitnee occur when a new para-
digm replaces an old one. Likewise, in-eyaluation work,
the vast majority of activity falls within The-accepted
experimental-psychology-research paradigm, but there-has
been a small ongoing ‘tradition of work outside that para-
digm, and open cducators are waiting hopefully for the
over-throw which will allow a breakthrough in our views on
evaluation. There are indications that evaluation alter- .
natives are becoming more popular (Eisner, 1972; Parlett
and Hamilton, 1972, etc.).

An older Amcrican evaluation effort (Aikin, 1942)
1s worth discissing briefly because it transcends the
paradigm. In 1932, the Progressive Educatiqn Association
launched a major effort to determine what, if any, influ-
ence progressive education practice had on students. A
large group of stjﬂcnts from 30 high schools scattered
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T education--especially in the first two years in ' ..

N~

'”“ﬂuring‘gpis time and used the fact that they were part of

¢

around the country were followed throughout high school
and college for a total of eight years. The evaluation
activity involved a number of factors besides standardized
measures on students. The staffs of participating high -
schools were particularly concerned about their progirams A

the spudy To-exapine and modify their activitie%, and the

colldes involved agféed-ta waive admission standards fo

the students involved. The s?ﬁﬁ?‘iedsigkgeetings betweei

the cooperating schools and colleges, and Tt-stimulated

curriculum changes in both. LT
The actual evaiuation work included questionnaires,

';ecprds, unobtrusive measuves, interviews, etc. The best

description of the evalu~iion/education activity-can be
obtained from quoting ‘he summary of their neglected five-
volume work: -

In the comparison of the. 1,475 matched pairs, the
college Follow-up staff found that the graduates of ——.- —---
the Thirty Schools _
< :

1. earned a slightly higher total grade average; -’ e
2. earned higher grade averages in all subject

fields except foreign languages; .
3. specialized in the same academic fields. as did

the comgarison students;
4. did not~differ from the ~omparison group in the

number of times they were placed «n probation;
5. received slightly more academic honors in each

year; ' . .
6. were more often judged to possess a high degree ‘

of intellectual curiosity and drive;
7. were more often -judged to be precise, systematic,

and objective in-their thinking;
8. were more often judged to have developed clear or

well-formulated ideas concerning the medhing of

o

9. more often trated a iigh degree of re-
sourcefulness in meetiffg sit tionsa‘/ B

10. did not differ from the compariso in abi-
lity to plan their time effectively;

11. had about che same problems of adjustment as the
comparison group, but approached their solution
with greater effectiveness;

12. pqrticipated somewhat more frequently, and more
often enjoyed appreciative experiences, in the -
arts; . - . )

13. participated more in all organized student groups
except religious and "service" activities;

14. earned in each college year a higher percentage

I of non-academic hotors (officership in organiza-
tiens, election to managerial societies, athletic
insignia,-leading Toles in dramatic and musical

-\pgesentationsi; . i T
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The graduates of the most experimental
strikingly more successful than their matches.
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- 7~ -principle this s

—_ fully done, i lead to a much more satisfactory ap- | .
L T proach to tg g strategies. But there are some serious 7
e T difficultif The ultimate in criterion-referenced tests =~ —
// T ST -’,'é“faEF—IfseIf. If you want to know whether a
S~/ stude _Aan repair a car, you have her repair the car.
s Buts 9f course, the whole idea of standardized tests is to
stitute some simple easily reproducable and generali-

/

ferences in their favor were much greater than the

differences bgtween the to;a}/iﬁirty Schools and

theii comparison group. For/these students the Z N
differences were smaller less ‘consistent than

the total Thirty Schools/and their comparison’
_group. (p. 148) 4

Other work ha;éyé;n carried on in an effoxt
op evaluation alterpdtives. 3
fied as follows:  / .
- 717 Differgnt ‘Standardized' Tests.
has been preposed is to mdve from 'no
to” 'criterion -referenced tests. In gfif
tests, itegé aré not correlated wi
ren do on these tests gF:with same standardiza-
ch. simply compares child with each other.
i#h actual ability to carry =
pdized test can tell you where
e re:;/of the population that

/ A norm-stand
y'child stands relative tg
/was used for the noxﬂﬁy;"
/" -a criterion-referenced #
do something-that J

.

#s quite good, and, in fact, if care- -

zable activity for the things you really want to test for.
/Tﬁg more complex the activity-that you want to evaluate,the
/" harder_it is %o make a reliable ¢riterion-referenced test.

This is reflected in the fact that many tests that are re-

ported to be criterion-referenced leave some question about
the relation between what is tested and the activity, or, .
more commonly, have defined a trivial activity,or one that ! .
only has reality in the world of tests,as the crfiterion
that has been used as a reference.

It has long begr a standard procedure to have 'lab’
exams in experimental science subjects. Many biology stu-
dents remember vividly the difference between recognizing
a drawing of a microscopic object on a paper-and pencil test -7
and identifying.-it under the microscope in a practical ex-
am. Much of the knowledge that children gain in school is .
of the practical, hands-oa type, and could be tested accors
dfﬁgiy,\\lzkii particwlarly inexcusable that science learn-
ing is evaluated .almost exclusively .by paper and pencil-
tests which essentially measure reading ability and little
more. Even the definitions that are so prevalent” of the
science portions of standardized tests usually measure only
two things-—whéther the student can read the name of some
scientific object or principle, and whether thétudent can
associate that with a related term. Neither of thése shil}s

. .
, .
. .
/ /
‘ . ’
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/ /éovers a 51gn1fxa?ﬂ< fraét1on of what.could be considered
? ; scientific litetracy. ,Also, the line drawings wh1ch/accom-
/- pany many test itemy” for younger children are only a par-
- tial subst1tuté‘f naming; they are highly styliZed and
/ symbolic represgfitations, not even photographs.
ﬁ( ¢ Some, fegéarch groups have substituted objects, pho-
. ! .~ tographs, Adiagrams, and mauipulative materials for paper
/ and pengi test problems. This makes it possible to dis-
N 7 i cover umber of things about ch11dren s ab1l1t1es in-
d yaa ‘ Y dependent of their read1ng skills. First, a child who un-
e s 0 . dergfands the principle of an eleetric circuit, cap light
/ < ulb if given the proper materials even if she could not
v answer a written question about the subject. Secondly,
. " /’/ nsing materials-tells you something about-the way a child
' o goes about a problem. A Are groups of objects simplyv enu-
L j/ 7 merated or grz sub/‘groups a@dedpor muitiplied? The actual
/ . ,,/

way a child mani erial informs the observer

ch more than any particular ans-

7 Most people who bother td do this

ildren usually come ‘away profoundly im-

4 1m1ted notions y have of how children
Thxs tzpe of p;dbéem is just a% objective

est, 9t ay least it can be made .
jective.

a recent am61t1ous ev uat1on effort (Comber and

»
fitries ere given en .extengfve stapdard1zed science tests
ord:r/tz assess seipn
he extrensive technita] document which reports the results
all pased on paper a
able reading ab}I/

1n varjpus kinds of school science, wass/the attempt ”
1ng only- very simple and easil i e ma-
Unfortunately, only t i elected
evidence

/ /
! s / from these suggests that su  tests mea-
S .~  sute quite different abilities from hoSe assessed
; d by the more tragitiona those designed
S ,//, to assess practical as possible without
//7 Y ‘ < resort to acthal apparatus. follows that if* stu-
- R experience/is ‘to become an essen-

ence, as y Science tea-
{ then the further develop-
1 pe highly desirable, if not

R . K Materia}s c be used to make possible open-ended
- e forpS of evaluagjdon By ndt determining beforehand what quec-

4 o '7t’ n is to be sk/fyzf’them. Such an evaluation was per-
; k

worth (1970) for the African Primary

y / Science Pypogram. ., try1ng to'find out whether exploration,
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discovery, and work with a wide range of materials had any
appreciable cffect on the children, she carried out a study
in which she took two groups of children: tlose who had
had exposurc to the APSP coursc (a materials rich, manipu-
lative scicnce program) and thosc who had had only tradi-
tional educatien in school. She simply placed them in a
$oom with lots of matertal (not the same.materials used in
the APSP courses), and watched what-happened. She noted
that the test group--thosc who had been exposed to APSP--
were more inquisitive, did move things, more connected and
scquential things, asked morc questions of their environ-
ment and used it mocc adeptly than a group of ¢hildren who
had not been so cxposed. It should be relatively easy to
extend this approach to evaluation to the day-to-day life
of American schools.

In this approach, the observer 1sn't .certain before
doing the work just what behavior will oscur in the experi-
mental children. It is.an open-ended evaluation: an ef*-
fort to say, "let's sec what these children do." In this
sense,it is an application of the most sensitive and sen-
sible cvaludtion strategy of any one of a number of acti-
vities bascd on the approach of the 'clinical interview'.
Obviously, the only way that we can ever measurc the new
or novel things that chiidren do is to have an assessment
instrument that lecaves room for observing new and uncx-
pected behavior.  This requires both the input of enough
matorial from the obscrver te give the child something to
work on, and cnough freedom on the part of the, respondent
to take advantage of it. The'style represented by the
Pragetian interview of finding out 'where children arc at'
is perfect for this approach. Using this same approach

) ‘ it is also possible to find out where groups of children
= == — . __arc with respect to certain concepts, or tvpes of pro-
blems, or stvies of knowtedge:— -——--— - oo - —— )

Deborah Meier's revealing study about children's re-
sponses to the MAT is an example of the use of a clinical
interview to find out what children know. [In this casc,
the material of the cvaluation was the standardized tests
which the children worhed on. By talking with them,it was
possibie to find out a great deal about their knowledge,
assumpt rons, frames of . referonce, ctc.

5. Cheek lists for teachers to guide them in evalu-
ating childgen's learning arce powerful. evaluative tools.
ome l1sts are available to cover reading achicvement,
math shills, and <c:sence hnowledge.  lListy of this sort
have a tremendous flexibility of use (although they are
.1s0 subjoct to the danger of overly rigid application),
ti ¢y do not require elahorate test administration proce-
duces, they can be individually applied 4nd they provide
information directly to the tcacher. One big différence
between check lists ard more formal tests is that they
usually are not considercd total descriptions, but guides.
In fact, 1f they get too detailed, they become less usc-
ful. A list of reading uccompli<hmcnt§ nced not cover
every technical detail of a child's reading mastery, but
it will give a tcacher a sense of where that child has
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arrived at and what the child needs:help on. At the same

time, it serves to remind a teacher of skills or pagts of o

@ process that may be missing from a child's repetoire.

An example of such a diagnostic, open-ended reading guide

is presented in Evaluation Reconsidered (Norris, 1973). o v
4. Record Keeping. A classic means for evaluating

children's growth and development is some systematic re-

cording of facts or events that involve then. This is

the basis of any sensible evaluatior of childran. It is

a method that all parents use informally. We observe our

children, note the changes they undergo, and judge their

development on the basis of these changes. It is fairly

. easy to note major differencés with a small number of

children, 5o most parents don't keep records of when their
children first walk or talk or perform certain intellectual
feats. In a school, where there are more children per .
adult and the adults concerned with the children change
from year to year, more formal records are necessary. The
problem is that most schools kéep rather dull, and not very
useful records: most often some adult assessment of the
general level of the child and a compilation of standard- .
ized test scores. The anecdotal records are usually spotty -
and incomplete, while the standardized reading scores are
simply not helpful, even on a cumulative basis.

-Used more imaginatively, record keeping has vast e

~ work of the Burecau of Educational Experiments, founded in
. 1911 (recently reprinted),contains .explicit discussion of
efforts to assess children's growth through record keeping
before World War 1 (Winsor, 1973). In the pionegring re-
form movement in the Vienna school system between the
World Wars, report cards were abandoned and, instead, each
child was given an elaborate form which recorded aspects
of her social, intellectual, and emotional development
(Papaneck, 1962).

A.more: contemporary extensive and thoughtfud effort
of documenting children's growth and development has been
carriedsout for nearly a decade by Pat Carini (1973) of the
Prospect School, North Bennington, Vermont.* By keeping
a variety of recoerds, she and her collecgues have amassed
an impressive amount of revealing information both about
general aspects of children's growth and specific infor<
mation which is helpful about pa-ticular children. In- \

~cluded among these are: }

Children's work: e.g., grawings, photos, etc.
Children's journals (generally only for children
aged 11 and older) )
Children's notebooks and writtea work
Teacher's weekly records .
Teacher's reports to parerts v ‘ -
Teacher's assessment of crildren's work ‘in math,
reading, activities
. ‘Curriculum trees ¢
Sociograms

<
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) P Records are another 'objective' form of evaltredon,
, . and the longer they .are kept, the more objective they be-
: come. A single estimate of how much time a child spends
r,’ .in math activities may be way off, but 10 such estimates
in a month probably average out fairly close to a correct
figure. One component of any successful record-keeping
. activity is longevity. Almost any measure OrT record be-
comes interesting and able to tell you something 1f you
keep "it long enough. °"Historians have long ago learned the
power of such apparently 'trivial' data as vital statistics
wnen available over long periods of time.
. Of course, the establishment of a record-keeping ‘sys-
. tem is not an easy task. Who does_the work, who stores
them, who looks at them, what do you record, when, how,
etc.? All these are questions that have to be addressed;
: -’ then someone has to see to it‘that whatever proledure is
. adopted is maintained censistently for long enough so that
. information can be drawn from it. But this sort of evalu-
ation has proven to be an extremely useful way to know
what chiidren are doing, what they are capable of, and the
- areas in which they need help. Records also provide in-
valuable information for program evaluationg.

EVALUATION AT THE PROGRAM LEVEL

The ‘whole field of evaluation is much larger than the con-
cern for the evaluation of individual children's growth
and development. To the extent that the present. methods ’
used in the schools to measure children's achievement are
inadequate, this inadequacy is magnified at all other le-
vels of evaluation. The public schools simply do not have

thorough unbiased . hods developed within their setting
for systematically owing and recording children’s de-
- . velopmér: and progress, and what the next best steps for

them might be. Also, the public schools have not devel-
oped adquate systems to support teachers making day-to-
day decisions about the best opportunities to provide for
children. The present system, with its tabulations and
aura of objectivity, simply permits administrators to
- feel they know what is happening and can make rational
decisions. -A number of schools follow the barbarous cus-
tom of posting the standardized achievement test scores
— 1n the principal's office By grade and teacher, so that
the teachers can all be compared in terms.of the results
d so that, presumably, they will have an incentive to
raise' the standing of their class. It is certainly the
case ih many schools that teachers believe, with good
o - ceason, that their future salary increments and promotions
depend on these results. The test system therefore be-
comes yet another competitive situation in the schools,
with higher scores becoming the production goal, like
’ Stakpnovife ‘practices in Russian factories under Stalin.
Yet is it not usual for descriptidns of programs,
statements of educational aims, and official instructions
to ersonnel'to include broader goals than simply the

Q ' 53 r ' 47
EMC 4 P ! * . .
'

{ -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

K 4

. tionaires, other psychometric tests, cost sesy wom-
munities' reactions, hunches and political consi ations.

", evaluation system will either reflect this judgment or

“ERIC
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attainment of certain scores on children's achievement -
tests? These gdals may cover affective growth, social sit-
uations, 1nterest personal growth, and a w1dé ran_< of
other issues, ~ If these larger issues are taken ser1ously,
then a wideT range of evaluation strategies must be, employr
ed. Where this imperative has been recognized,every con- ;
ceivable activity ﬁa& been usegl at one time or another to,
assist in making Judgments intluding interyiews,. Ques-

Becguse the range of activities that mMay be involved in .
the wider rdnge of evaluation situations is so broad, no
specific critique is possible. b

Often the political situation 1s such that-even
though the funds avatlable are not suff1c1ent for a thora.
ough analysis,a 'formal' evaluation must be carried out. <
As there is no easy approach, some. hodgepodge of act1V1ty
is thrown together ‘and called evaluation. It is in these
instances that it becomes ‘transparendly clear that the
so-called objective evaluatiom is preoccupied more-with = _
political and social issues than methodological ones. of
primary concern are questions about who wants particular
programs, about what their benefits are on the basis of"
broad social terms, .about what people haye to gain or lose
by the implementaticn of a program or, by the hiring of a
teacher orof a superintendent, etc. This is .ot to deny
that a considerable body of data, measurement, and mater-*
ial can be relevant .to 'decision making and should be gath-
ered and used as much as possible. Rather, it is to say
that there are no totally objective approaches ‘tq, decision
making, as it involves people's most basic beliefs, pre-
gud;ces, and feelings. °

In summary, to improve the situation of evaluation
in American schools, two things need to be accomplished.
First, the scope of what is ‘considered evaluation has to
be vastly broadened, and th1s work has to become an inte-
gral part of the educational ‘experience. Evalyation is
2judgment and to make Judgments the relevant information
must be assembled. It is-foolish to limit what is mea-
sured and recorded about children or programs to those’
few bits of data that happen’to be available from present
standardlzed achievement tests., If evaluation is looked
at from the point of its relation to the rest of the edu-
cational program, one can recognize how separate the two
are at present. It becomes especially clear that childrx 3P
are hurt and discouraged by the present system, while
teachers are simply not assisted in their difficuit tasks.

Secondly, - judgments—bf evaluation are part of an
all-encompassing political-socials atmosphere. One cannot
expect that the formal part of evaluation will deviate
very far from the more general, informal judgments that
are meted out by the averall society. 1f the society de-
cides that black children arg not as worthy as white chil-
dren, or that girls arc inferior to boys; then the formal

its results will be ignored. We can oniy hope to bring

48 ' .




about major ‘changes in the ways in which evaluation is
-carried out at the same time- that we bring about major

changes in the structure of educatior and in’ the society
as a whole. i
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