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X “Girl ‘number twenty,” said Mr. Gradgrind, squarely
‘pozntmg with his square forefznger “I don’t know that gzrl
Who is that girl?” -
. “stsy Jupe, sir,’ " explained number twenty, blushzng,
standing up, and curtseymg R
“Sissy is not a name,” said Mr Gradgrind. “Don’: call
yourzelf Sissy. Cdll yourself Cecilia.’

“It’s fath\er as calls me Sissy, sir,” returned the voung .

girl in'a trembling voice, and with another curtsey.
* “Then he has no business to do it,” said Mr. Gradgrz'nd
“Tell him he mustn’t. Cecilia ]upe Let me see. What is your
father?”

“He belongs to the horse-rzdzng [the cxrcus], if you'

please, sir.’
Mr. Gradgrind frowned, and waved off the objection-
able calling with his hand. .

" “We don’t want to know anything about that here. You. -

mustn ¥ tell us about that, here. Your father breaks horses,
don’t-he?”

“If you please, sir, when they can get any to break, they

do break horses in the ring, sir.”

“You: mustn’t tell us about the ring here. Very well,
then. Describe your father asa I'orsebreaker He doctors sick
horses, 1.dare say?”, ‘

“Oh, yes, sir.’ .o

“Very well, then. He is a veterinary surgeon, a fatrier,

and horsebreaker. Give me your definition of.a horse.”
A(Sissy Jupe thrown into the greatest alarm by this
. demand.)

“Girl number twenty unable to defzne a horse!” said Mr.

* Gradgrind, for the géneral behoof of all the little pitchers.
“Girl number twenty possessed of no facts ‘in reference to
one of the commonest ofammals’ Some boy’s definition of a
horse.” ...

* ok ok kX X
“thzer, _said Thomas Gradgrmd “Your defznztzon of
a horse >

“Quadruped. Graminivorous. Forty" teeth, namely'

. ‘twenty-four grznders, four eye-teeth, and twelve incisive.
. Sheds coat in the spring; in marshy countries, sheds hoofs,
too. Hoofs hard, but requzrzng to be shod with iron. Age
known by marks in niouth.” Thus (and much more) Bitzer.

‘Now, girl number twenty,’s said Mr. Gradgrind, * you
know what a horse is.’

re
-~

—from Book the First, “Sowing”: Chapter Two,
“Murdering the Innocents” of Hard Times by
Charles Dickens (1854).




T WHAT’S WRONG WI’I‘H' STANDARDIZED T ESTING’ ’

y

by Bernard McKenna

In the social sciences, economics is known as
the dismal science. In education the “dismal sci-
cnce” has to be standardlzed testing.

e Its hlstory is ominous.
" ® Much test content is unirhportant or-
irrelevant.

e The structure and formats of the tests
are confusing and misleading.

e The process of administering the tests is
demeanmg, wasteful of time, and
counterproductive.

‘e"  The application of statistics that " result
from test scores distorts reality.

e Itisdifficult, if not impossible,'to ensure
that test results will be used either to
improve student learning or to help

" teachers improve instruction.

“The paragraphs *that follow develop each of
thcsc points.

Intelligence and achievement testing began in
the United States about the turn of the century
and is closely associated with developments in
France. The story is well known of how the French
minister.of public instruction commissioned Alfred
Binet to construct a test to identify students whose
aptitudes were so’lowsthat they should be placed in

_ special schools: Binetisoon found himself opposmk

., @

those phllosopliers who supported the idea that
intelligence is a fixed quantity. He said, “We must
protest and react against this brutal pessimism. 1
But the Americans who were influential in
bringing the- Binet test to America, Lewis Termar
of Stanford Umverslty and Henry Goddard of the
Vineland Training School i in New Jersey, espoused
the “‘brutal, pessimism.” Terman’s translation
became the widely used Stanford-Binet IQ Test.
The U.S. Public Health Service commissioned
Goddard to administer the Binet test to immigrants
at the receiving station on Ellis Island. The test’,
results “showed” that 87 percent of Russians, 83
percent of Jews, 80 percent of Hungarians, and 79
p cent of Ttalians were feebleminded. Conse-

>

.
L3

quently, the percentage of alicns deported “for
feeblemindedness rose by 350 percent in 1913. A
history to be proud of? A record leading to enlight-
enment? For shame!

. The next gathering of destructive test data
was during World War I when mental tests were
given en masse to draftees. Analysis of these results
1mmed1atcly following the war resulted in their dis-
criminatdry use against Blacks—to ° démonstrate
that Blacks had lower IQs than Whites.[And so it

.goes. Brtween then and riow is a history/of further

“refinement”’ of cssentlally thé same content and
formats, of the misuse and abuse of the same kmds
of IQ tests that so destructlvely dealt with imimi-
grants and minority groups jn the early 19005‘
and during World War L

The history. of standardized ~achievement
testing is only slightly less dismal than. that of IQ
tests. Edward L. Thorndike developed the first
formal achievement tests in 1904. The main reason
for achicvement testing was not'eto assess student
progress or improve teaching but to establish the -
profession of psychology as a science separate from
philosophy. Never mind the students and teachers
and their needs. The psychologiéts saw the oppor-
tunity to be considered scientists if they came up
with precise measuring tools with which to ply
their trade. Thorndike wrote that “the nature of
educational measurement is the same as that of all
scientific measurement.” And so the course was
set, a coursc that has never been reversed: The
evaluation of student progress would be considered
in the same redlm with measuring toleranceés of
automobile pistons or the trajectory of missiles.

The near panic among the American public
created by Russia’s launching of the Sputnik in
1957 'led to vastly increased testing programs. This
overemphasis on the use of tests resulted in several
published warnings of the dangers of such pro-
liferation. Testing Testing Testing, by a joint com-
mittee of natiopal educational associations, and:
The Tyranny of Testing, by Banesh Hoffmann,
were among them. But these warnings went un-
hceded. And before the end of the 60’s, evaluation

A




guidelines of Title I of the Elementary and Scéd_ﬁi
- dary Education Act resulted in even more stan-
dardized testing.” .

" By the carly 1970’s, the situation had become
so oppressive that warnings were once again_het-
-alded. Anational task force of the National Educa-
tion Association ‘and two substantive and pene-
trating issues of the National Elementary Principal
(March-April 1975, July-August 1975) were. among
those sounding the alarm. Even as this article goes
to press, the Reader’s Digest carries a warning piece
on the potential dangers of standardized testing—

and a report out of London discredits a British

“psychologist’s studies of identical twins, a major
source for the conclusion that IQ is jnnate..

At the same time a movement called per-
formance-based education calls for more testing,
much of which is or promises to” become stan-
dardized in one form or another. One is reminded
of. the refrain, “When will they ever learn, when
will they ever learn?” - -

“*Ralph Tyler’s observation that standardized
tests get “small answers to small questions” is apt.
The content of the tests evaluates little more than
the ability to recall facts, define words, and do
routine calculations. Obviously, not all these things
are unimportant, but even in the reading and
mathematics parts of these tests, many of the
questions are inane. The mathematics sections
emphasize mechanical calculation at a time when
inexpensivé clectronic calculators are available to
the general public. And the tests make almost no
provision for evaluating a student’s ability to
estimate or to measure real things—important skills
needed for functioning as workers and citizens. As
one prominerit mathematician has put it, “The
concepts sections of most of the commonly used
achievement tests suffer from the fact that they
trivialize the concepts.” Large percentages of the"
items in standardized tests, particularly in 1Q tests,
are limited to word definitions, all of which are
learnable and tell little about students’ general
aptitudes. Further, the words to be defined are

* often obscure, infrequently used or encountered in
reading, writing, and speaking. - ‘

If the content of the basic skills tests and IQ
tests is poor, that in the social studies is infinitely
worse. For example, the sociaf-studies part of one

- nationally prominent test reflects little of con-
temporary curriculum change and improvement in
this subject arca. One review states that it totally

’
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neglects “the art of discovery” and “process,” both
very much a part of accepted teaching strategies
toddy. And of science test i*ems; a scientist-
researcher says, “They are incorrect, mislecading,
skewed in emphasis, and irrelevant.” »

« The content of standardized tests ciphasizes
getting “right answers,” almost totally neglecting
the thought prdcess by which the answers are
arrivéd  at. Interestingly, a recent Gallup poll
indicates that a major cducational concern of
parents is that the schools help students think for
themselves. g

Much clse that is wrong with the substance of » -

standardized tests can be only briefly cited here:

e Test content does not reflect local-

instructional objectives or specific cur- -

riculums. .
Much, of .the content is unimportant or
irrelevant to anything students neced to
know or understand. S
Test content measuges mainly recall-type
learning, neglecting. the higher thought
processes—analyzing, ~synthesizing, and
drawing ‘generalizations and applying
them: to new: phenomena. o
The tests"give an incompletc. picture of
student learning progress, because items
that all or almost all students have
learned -are removed from the tests in
order to keep the norming procedure
statistically sound. )

The test maker uses a language that is
not commonly used in other activities in
the real world.

Test items are unduly complex and re- - -

quire too many different manipulations;
sometimes instructions for the items are
unclear. ’

Test vocabularies .and illustrations are
often unfamiliar to those who are not of
white middle-class cultiires or for whomi
English is a second language; that is, the
tests are culturally and linguistically
biased. . ‘

The test formats are unimaginiative, restrictive
of creative thinking, and confusing. The multiple-
choice mentality that is sometimes referred to in
jest (“A, B, C, or none of the above”) is-more than
a cliché. Large numbers of items-in most stan-

~
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dardized tests are multiple-choice. The assertion
that students become more able to think for them-
selves by lcaming to respond to multiple-choice
items offers a simplistic solution to a complex
problem. In fact, there is some evidence that the
reverse is true. Because each multiple-choice item
must appear somewhat plausible as an answer in
" . order to minimize guessing; more than one answer
can often be logically assumed to be right. This
works “particular hardships on those who think
most creatively and innovatively. T
~Because of space limitations, test illustrations
- and pictures frequently are out of proportion: An
eraser is about the same size as an automobile,
houses are smaller than people, ctc. .
The need for speed in taking the tests imposes
an’artificial structure that is not characteristic of
real-life tasks. Obviously, students.need to learn to
work rapidly and accuratcly. But in the real world,
not much is comparable to answering 40 multiple-

‘choice items in 60 minutes, or whatever.

Standardized testing uses up inordinate

amounts of precious instructiondl time. Thousands
of hours ga into testing that might better be used

in individualizing instruction and planning for

teaching. In terms of cost efficiency, the testing
business runs into hundreds of millions of dollars,
the results of which provide little or no help to-
students and teachers. .
Testing situations generate fear, imply mis-
trust, and generally threaten and demean students.
The emphasis on competition, the pressure of time,
and the measures used to discourage cheating cause
students to have lowered self-concepts and to feel
insecure and mistrusted. . '

) Testing settings are frequently physically
intolerable: Time periods of testing are too long,
instructions are blared out on public address sys-
tems, and large groups of students are herded into
cafeterias or auditoriums where they work on their
laps. . R

In spite of the evidence, the test makers say

that there isn’t much wrong with the content,

structure, and formats of the tests. And while they
admit that there are abuses in reporting, inter-
preting, and using the results, they assume little
responsibility for this. They argue that if zaminis-
trators and-teachers would just interpret and ase
the results properly everything would be all right.
Well, everything wouldn’t be all right.

«
2
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_and structure_froni usage, large problems of usage
“would still remain. Let us examine some of them.

_ “good” average (or.above or below average) is, it is

9 : ;
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Surely practitioners can imprave test inter-
pretation and usage, but proper interpretation and
usage are almost unattainable because of the kind
of substance-and formats mentivned in the pre-
ceding paragraphs. It is nearly impossible to -
separate content and structure from ushge—-—content )
and structure,.in large part, determine usage. - -

Even if it wer¢ possible to separate content

The standardization process in testing leads to
reporting of results in terms of averages (norms).
This distribution of scores along a range ensures
that half the students will be below average no
matter how well they do. Since there is nothing
beyond subjective judgment to determine how-

possible that “below average” represents good pro-
gress om some tests and “above average” represents -,
Poor programs on others. . .

On the matter of interpretatibn of results, a
major fault with st;mdafdized testing is attributing
to the findings--much more meaning than they
deserve—assuming that verbal and quantitative
scores stand for general, intelligence, for-example.
Guilford and his associates confirmed long ago that
the intellect has many dimensions, of which verbal
and quantitative abilities are only a part.

The statement of a prominent psychometrist
that if she had just one measure of intelligence it
would be vocabulary represents the kind of narrow
point, of view. about interpreting test scores that
does disservice to both those who are tested and
those who use scores to make decisions that may
affect human beings throughout their lives. On the
achievement-test side, a student’s ability (or in-
ability) to respond “rorrectly”. to more than half
the items on' a standardized achievement test in
biology or social studies tells too little of his or her
potential in cither of thesc subjects to. be a basis
for broad-range decision making ‘ '

Yet decisions are made regularly on such .
narrow data, decisions that may limit or deny stu-
dents’ opportunities. On the basis of standardized
tests results, students are categorized, grouped, and
pigeonholed; placed in classes for the retarded; ex-
cluded from particular courses of study; prohibited
from pursuing advanced programs; barred from
particular institutions; and even denied job oppor- .
tunities. And all this, sometimes on as small a basis”
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as twc or three wrong answers, answers to ques-

tions that themselves may be highly questionable.

Even when test results are not used in formal
decision-making proresses, they affect practi-
tioners’ expectations of particular students. “Mary
‘18 in the lower quartile. There is not much use
spending time on her; she just doesn’t have it,” is
an attitude that-test results create. But Mary may

“have it,” and the reasons for the low test scores
may have’been the particular testing situation or
_Mary’s physical or emotional situation at testing
time. Or Mary may “have it” in many ways not
evaluated by the tests. But since the tests them-
‘selves create the impression that they measure.
what’s important or most of what’s important,
Mary may nbt get much attentjon after scoring low
on them. . )

" -Decision making on the basis of standardized
test scores goes far beyond the classroom. School
administrators use test scores in comparing class- *
rooms and school buildings and make decisions on -
‘programs-and _personnel accordingly, school boards
~-and legislatures use scores to determine the alloca-
tion of resources, and the. public judges the overall
quality of education on the basis of the scores they
read about in the papers. None of these uses is
appropriate. All of them assume that the tests
indicate much more than any group-administered

standardized test is capable of. o

Most important, for students and teachers;’
- the test results are too broad and general to pro- .

vide diagnosis of individual student learning prob- .-

lems, and they don’t help teachers select the most
appropriate- teaching methodologies for individual
students or groups of students.

The schools and colleges of America should
not use group-administered norm-referenced stan-

dardized intelligence, aptitude, and achicvement
tests. As Jerold Zacharias, prominent physicist and
professor emeritus at' Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, pointed' out in the National Elemen-
tary Principal, it is not sufficient to “retreat to
catch phrases like ‘I know these tests are-not very
good, but they are all we have.’ There are many

-other ways to assess a child’s general competence. ~

They may not look numerical or scientific, but
they are known to every teacher and every school :
principal who reads this journal.” .
Among such other ways are objectives-
referenced (criterion-referenced) tests of which
teacher-made tests are a part, individual diagnostic
inst‘rumcnt_s, interviews of students to determing
their progress and learning needs, evaluation of the
products.of student work and their live perfor-
mances, simulation, ¢ontracts with students, stu-
dent self-evaluation, and peer evaluation.
~ Almost no one wants less rigorous evaluation -
of student-leaming progress. if the American
schools are to respond effedtively to agreed-on
goals and objectives, more and bettér evaluation
procedures will be required. But one thing is cer-
tain: Large-scale mass-administered standardized
testing programs will not accomplish this misston.
~ Most teachers are well aware of “this. They
need to use their expertise, professional judgment,
and influence with other educators and the public
to end such testing programs in their school sys-
tems. .And individually and collectively, they need
to ‘influence the testing industry, stat¢ education
departments, and other groups to reallocate their
large resources to research, develop, field test, and
disscminate a broad range of alternatives to stan-
dardized tests for evaluating student learning
progress and to help teachers improve instruction.

.10




Take a lo:)k at this multiplc-choicé»qucsti(;n:

Scientists study three basic kinds of things—
animals, vegztables, and i
. people s
stars - ’
~ minerals . .
'+ foods
. religions : .

“Animal, vegetable, or mineral” is a way to
divide up the world in the game *‘20 Questions.” It
has nothing to do with what scientists study. In
fact, scientists study (among other things) people
and stars and minerals and foods and (if you in-
clude archacology):- religions. The description of

science implied but this test question is nonsense.
- No sense.

‘That question is from a standardized achieve-
ment test for elementary school children. (We'll
mention later the meanings of stdndardized and
achievement.) . .

Now look at this question from another test:

If Yaof 6 is 3, then % of 8 is .
Never mind the arswer (which is also pre-

sented as multiple-choice): What does the question -

mean? If.., then ... usually means that one thing

follows logically from something clse. What is the -

logical connection between % of 6 and % of 8?
There isn’t any. No logic.

Here is a third question from the same page of
the same test as the preceding one:

Different melons weighed 12 1b, 10 1b, 22 Ib,
15 1b, and 16 lb. How many pounds did the
middle-sized one weigh? . °

Before answering the question, think of a
cantaloupe or honeydew melon in a supermarket:
What does it weigh? A small one, 2 or 3 pounds; a
big one, 7 or 8 pounds. The question says “12 Ib,
101b, 22 Ib, 15Ib, and 16 Ib.” Good grief, they are
all huge! None of them is middle-sized. They are

< _unreal. No reality.

. No sense, no logic, no reality. That is the
impression you get from reading through test after
standardized test. At first you think there must be
some mistake, sume one or two test makers who

"\
N - A
N THE LOOKING-GLASS WORLD OF TESTING
i by Edwin F. Taylor
- . » ) * X

2 ’ 2

b
do a particularly poor job. And some testsare truly -
terrible, But\all of them I have rcad are at least
bad- \ b : %

Test makSrS clearly live in some sort of fan-
tasy world. That would be all right by me except
that, my children and yours arc judged by their
standards. In ordé{' to succeed on these important
tests, our children inust adopt their crazy logic und:
distorted view of reality. -+ .

From the outside, the tcéting business seems
useful, helpful, nofmal, and impressive. Most -
people want to know'how well their children arc
doing in school and hdw well their school is doing
in comparison witn other schools. Each test has
been tried out with thousands of children (“stan-
dardized”) so one expects that all the bugs have
been worked out of it. .

But the tests thémsclyes are secrct, in the
sense that parents and other publi¢ groups cannot
examine and discuss them. And as soon as you
look inside the tests, you realize that instead of
being useful, helpful, normal, and impressive, they
arec none of the above. One feels like Alice in
Through the Looking Glass, who stepped. into the
fantasy world behind the mirror over her fireplace.

Then she began looking about, and noticed
that what could be seen from the old room was

. quite common and uninteresting, but that all the

rest was as different as possible. For instance, the
pictures on the wall next the fire scemed to be all
alive,” and the very clock on the chimney-piece
{you know you can only see the back of it in the
Looking Glass) had got the face of a little old man,
and grinned at her. ~

In this chapter we take a very brief stroll
around the looking-glass world of standardized
achievement tests. (Achicvement tests examine
what you know or do, as opposed to aptitude or
intelligence tests which examine—supposedly—
what your potential for learning is.) To keep:the .
story simple, we wili quote examples only from
tests for elementary and junior high school stu-
dents (for children up to age 13 or 14).

As you look at one of these test Guestions, do
not congratulate yourself for knowing the “right”

11
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a at is to be trapped behind the lookjng
glass. Instead, think about the logic and reality of
"the questidp itself, the number of different ways it

can be integpreted by children from a variety of -

backgrounds\ how many of ‘the given multiple-

- choice answeys could be correct, and whete a child
must look out for a trick, a trap, or a simple mis- -
take by the test maker. N

Two of the questions that began this chapter -

are examples’ of looking-glass arithmetic: the
manipulation of numbers. But numbers themselves
.beconie weirdly distorted in standardized tests. Try

this question:  * . _
- '

<

Ce et e ) R
»  How many hundreds are in 20 tens?.

Never mind the ariswer itself: What possible use
will the answer have® Does apy scientist, doctor, -

lawyer, shopkeeper, or homeowner need to know -
how to answer this question? The test maker, will
mention’ something about “place value,” which
means that children should realiz¢ that 29 + 1
equals 21 and not 30. But if children have this kind
of trouble, you help them with th«* rather than
teach them some jargon. ‘ -
Apart from its uselessness, the question con-
tains a linguistic trap. Since 20 tens cqual 200,
therefore there are two hundreds.in 20 tens. So the
“answer is 200, right? Wrong! But never mind.
Here is another question about numbers, in
fact the number zero. v L7 :

‘46 Which of these are names for zrro?

e

IL . 0+10

II. 0x10

HI.. 010

A. Ilonly

E. landIlonly
C. -Iland Il only
D. ILIlandIII

. First of all, what does “names for zero”
mean? I know four names for zero: null, coid, zip,
and zilch. None of them appears among the
answers, so try again. Apparently 0 x 10 is a name
for zero. This name for zero is called Roman nu-
meral Il. Another name for zero is called III. The
answer is “II and IIL.” This aaswer is called letter
C. In order tp answer the question the poor child
has to keep in'mind simultaneously all these names

*

-

.
-

a:;d names f:)rinamcs.- He or she may feel like Alice
when the White Knight explains the names for his
song: . : ’

-

- “The name’ of the song is mllc“d ‘Haddocks’
Eye{. » -

said, trying to feel intérested.

e

»

3

The Original Looking-Glass Achicvement Test

“Can you do .Addition?” the White Queen
asked.’ “What’s one and one and one arid one and

. one and one and one and one and one and one?”’

“I don’t know,” said Alice. “I lost count.”
= “She ca'n’t do Addition,” the Red Queen
interrupted. *“Can you do' Subtraction? Take nine
from eight.” - -

. “Ninc from cight, I ca’n’t, you know,” Alice
replied readily, “but—" - .

. “She ca'n’t do Subtraction,” said the White
Queen. “Can .yolt dv Division? Divide a loaf by a
knife—what’s the answer to that?”” '

“I suppose—"" Alice was beginning, but the
Red Queen answered for her. “Bread and Butter,
of course. Try another Subtraction sum. Take a
bone from a dog: whatre  ns?”

Alice considered. “The bone wouldn’t remain,
of course, if I took it—and the dog-wouldn’t re-
main: -it would comé to bite me—and I'm sure /
shouldn’t remain!”-. * -

“Then you think nothing wovld remain?”
said the Red Queen. : -

“I think that’s the answer.”

“Wrong, as usual,” said the Red Quee.. *“The
dog’s temper would remain.” )

“But I don’t sce how—"

“Why, look here!” the Red Queen zried. “The
dog would lose its temper, wouldn’t it?”

Perhaps it would,” Alice replied cautiously.

“Then if the dog went away, its temper would
remain!” the Queen exclaimed triumphantly.

Alice said as graveiy as she could, “They
might go different ways.” But she couldn’t help
thinking to herself, “What dreadful nonsense we
are talking!” .

_ “She ca’n’t do sums a bit!” the Queens said
together, with great emphasis. .

>
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- “Oh, that’s the name of the song, is it?” Alice - °




. .f‘Né, you don’t understand,” the Knight said,
looking a little vexed. , That’s what thé name js
called. Thename really is ‘The Aged, A ged Man.” ”

“Then 1 o'1ght to have said, “That’s what the .

schg is called'?”’ Alice corrected herself.
. ©  “No, ycu oughtn’t;'that’s quite another thing!
The song s called ‘Ways and Means’; but that’s

- - only what it’s called, you kriow!”

who was by this tifre comnletely bewildered.
“I was coming to that,”the Knight said. “The
Song really is ‘A-sitting on a Gate'; and the tune’s

“Well, what i5 the song, then?” said Alice,

~

my own invention.” R

Here is an example .of what my colleague
-Judah Schwartz calls “A is to B as C is to almost
anything”: CT - ‘

Pullman was t6 railway cars what— * *
~ Whitney was to o
- . Goodycar was to rubber
L &% " Yefferson was to cotten
’ Boston was to bean
« v don’t know ’

-

Since there is no unique relationship between

.different kinds of things (such as a person and a
product), the item asks, in cffect, “What am 1
_thinking?”” The result is to penalizé inventiveness.
Boston .produced beans just as surcly as Pullman
" produced .railway cars. Tests are full of this kind of
question,wpartjg:ularly‘ the college, entrance exami-

* nations.

-~ Inno field is the unreality of the test maker’s
world more apparent than in science. Here is a
looking-glass question about mirrors:
-What does this picture of a boy looking at
himself in a migrer.illustrate?
~ ~focusing”” . ‘e
—transparency
—dispersion
. —rcflection
. ~[don’t know]

This is one of many, many examples of a
multiple-choice ‘problem in which .all the choices
are correct. The picture.of a boy looking at himself
in a_mirror illustrates focusing on his eyes (and

- ours!); it illustrates transparency of the glass; it

illustrates color fringes duc to different speeds of

] . ’ 1
\‘l‘\~ - - v ¢

3

new facts?

~ - -

.

light of diffcrent wave-lengths in the glass (called
dispersion--the original figure is two-color with
blue and black, so is “in color”); and it certairily
illustrates reflection. If I cannot choose onc among

these correct answers, will I be given full credit for -

choosing the answer “don’t know”?

Along with “content,” the -enterprise of
science itself as, pictured in achievement tests is
scriously distogted. One example began this article.

E)

Here is another one:

‘Which method

is used by scientists to discover

[ S

talking and listening -
reading and writing . .
*-. revising and amending - -
- experimenting'and observing

What does facts mean? Experimental data?

. Then clearly “experimenting and observing” is the

correct. answer. But experimental data are not
“discovered” as-some kind of surprise: They are
recorded as the result of planned experiments.
Maybe  “new facts” ‘means- “new thcorics.””. New
theories can be discovered, but how are they’

 discovered? Under what circumstances have you -
‘had new idcas? While talkingor listening or reading

or writing or revising or amending or expexi-
menting or observing? Yes! And while dozing or
waking or sitting or walking or bicycling or. ... In
truth, this question seriously misrepresents the-

enterprise of science. Ih order to answer the™ques-

tion at all, the child must adopt the fantasy world

.of the test maker. .

Are all test items as bad as the ones we have
shown? No, but a significant-percentage ‘are, the
percentage being greater or smaller depending on
how you set your sights. Banesh Hoffmann, aithor

- of The Tyranny of Testing, has a standing offer for

test publishers: On any standardized achievement
test not concerned mercly with trivial facts or
routine arithmetical.6perations, he guarantces that
reasonable people will agree that at least 10 per-
cent of the questions ate sefiously faulty:.

He is clearly being conservative: It should not

be difficult to find significant faults with 20 per-

cent of standardized test items. Indeed, if one is
allowed to object on principle to crowded graphic
layout, a scparate answer sheet, or the :multiple-
choice format itself, then the failure rate for test

~
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questions themselves can approach 100 percent.
But even if only 10 percent are faulty, this con-
" stitutés a serious indictment of these tests, since a
variation of 10 percent in number of “correct”
answers can oftentimes determine whether a child
is placed at the top or in the middle of his or her
“reférence :group.” ’
Why @re achiévement tests so bad? I believe
that the primary reason is the test maker’s goal of

lining up “children along a single line by asking, .

“Who has‘tl'\e higher score?”” The inhumane notion
that people can and should be’' compared with one
.another along a line is the fundamental error ‘that

- leads to the looking-glass world -of testing and its

.. perversion of .our éducational system.

This notion also Icads to the brainless pse of
statistics 'in the development of tests. The stan-
dardized test is constructed inijtially by selecting
questi
“item writers.” The preliminary.version is the
tried out with different groups of children, caéh

group large enough to-provide- “statistically sig-

" nificant” information on whether or not cach test
item discriminates between children in the way

*.that the test makers-wish to discriminate. Typi-

cally, a revision o_f the test is tgied out with a large
sclection of children in order to “standardize” the
results for different groups. .
° ."The test ‘items that survive this selection
.process are those that make the “appropriatc” dis-
criminations between -children and not nectssarily
those ‘that are logical, -correct, or clearly laid out,

or that actually test the skills that society holds to.,

be important. . )
This entire process of test developmient can in

principle take place without any child’s sitting down,

with a sensitive adult to try out the questions and
discuss which of the difficulties are important and
relevant and which are’trivial, irrelevant, or caused
by the form or layout of the test itsclf. Uatil test
.makers get a 10‘5 closer to real individua children,
the children who take their tests have the terrible
choice between remaining real (and failing) and
becoming part: of the test maker’s dream (and

. losing their own reality).

" If we know how tests come to be as bad as
they are, why do they remain so bad? I believe that
" the.answer is summarized in one word: secrecy. So
much time'and effort go into trying out cach test
item with- large numbers of\ children that it

; becomes a valuable property ip/its own right. To

’

s from-a large reservoir composed by

z
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make such an item public is to destroy its power. to
compare children with one another. The result is

that parents as a group cannot see the tests by .

whigh their children are judged. Until parents and
teachérs can compare notes and seck advice on
tests” exposed to the light of day, there will be no
opportunity for their natural outrage to lead to
tests -improved in content, humanecness, and
gonnection to the real world. - .

What- shall we make of all this? Shall wt laugh
or shall we cry? In our outrage shall we demand an
end to all achievement testing? Some parents,. .
teachers organizations, and school boards may |
decide 50, and their choice should be respected.
Others will continue to-feel that children and
teachers need to know how well they are doingand
that schools nced to report to parents and other
taxpayers how well children have mastered the
skills that sdcicty thinks essential to its proper
operation. In order to do this task humancly, test

development and use must be altered funda- N

mentally. ' . ] -

. The first and..essential step is to stop com-
paring one child with other children (so:called’
“norm-referencing””) and instead to try deter-

mining whether a child performs the necessary .

tasks well enough (“criterion’ referencing”). The

best example from the adult world is the auto-. .

mobile driver’s test: The driving skills. you are
cxpected .to demonstrate are not secret, and you
cither do weH enough now or you have to try again
later, :
Second, test develapers must sit down with.
children individually, watch them take the test,
and talk with them afterward about which ques-
tions were clear and important and which were
confusing or demeaning. The children who try out
the tests must be from diverse cthnic and cultural
backgrounds, both because tests must not dis:
criminate on these bass and .also because all
children will benefit from the use of tests that are

‘made understandable_for as wide a variety of

childyen as possible.

Third, the uscfulness of tests must - be judged

by how soon after completion children and teach-
crs know which answers are in error and what mis- -
understandings may have
correct answer. A .
Fourth, for tests of “practical skills” such as
classifying, describing, narrating, measuring,

estimating, graphing, mapping, and doing word

f *

resulted in a given in-
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problems, test makers must show that performance
on the test compares with ability to carry out simi-
lar tasks in settings as ncar to real life as possible.
Finally, when skills can be clearly related to
test performance, parents, teachers, and adminis-
trators must speak Tor society by deciding what
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level of performance on each test shall be called
“good enough.” As a check on this process, tests
must be made public, at least after they have been
given locally. .

It’s a long road back through the looking.
glass, but some of us are starting down it.
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THE WAY IT IS
by Charlotte Darehshori

3

One of the“main goals of education is to
implement humanistic programs_in our schools.
Yet mcorporated in these programs as one of the
evaluative tools is one of the most dehumanlzmg
practices in educatfon—stan ardized testing.

- While most of us talk in terms of indi-
vidualized : approaches, we employ tests that are
constructed to compare child with child, class with
class, and school with_ school We use tests that not
only give us ‘a basis for comparing children, but are
purposefully built to “fail” a certain percentage of
them.

We tell parents not toycompare their child
withr peers or siblings because this could be
damaging to the child’s self-concept; we tell chil-

“dren not to ‘compare themselves with others. How

then can we justify our practice of using stan-
dardized tests that make just such comparisons?

~ As a teacher, I have found it harder and
harder to Justrfy standardized testing philo-
sophically, but it is even more difficult to justify
the cruelty of subjecting young children to the act
of testmg itself. . “.

In g;vmg standardized tests we placc chrldren
in positions over which they have no control, then
we direct them o perform illogical tasks and to act
as if everythmg were perfectly logrcal

. Taking a standardized test is a brzarre expe-
rience for beginning first grade students. Its
scenario comes complete with written parts for
both teacher and student: For the first time in the

children’s school careers—perhaps in their lives= . .

they are mteractmg with an adult, who is readmg

-_from a script that dictates what, how, and when he
\ormshe will react to them. In this play, which is

only too-real (its results will follow the children
throughout their school careers and influence the
way some people think of them), all human needs
are put aside when the children and the teacher
step into their Toles. -

The' children have had virtually no practice
for their role. The teacher, in contrast, carries the

- script around and reads from it word for word.

-3
.

Going through this performance begins a ,
dehumanizing process for student and teacher
alike: Witness this typical testing scene in a fi rst
grade classroom in September 1975. '

. . .Meet Melanle, a first ‘grader. She s bright,
somewhat shy, but loves sch&ol. She has begun to
make friends, partlclpates in class activities, and-
seems to be starting a successful school career.

About the third week of school comes- testing
day. Melanie walks into &; room, where the desks
have been pushed apart a
to prevent the children from seeing each other’s -
papers.

She sits«at her desk. The teacher gives each
child. a test and a Number 2 pencil and.tells the
children to work on their own..If they don’t know
an answer, they are to mark-the one they think is
best. The test begins.

Melanic has no mrsgrvmgs about this test. Her’
teacher has never placed her in a farhng situation,
so’she trusts her completely

* The first item on ‘the test has a picture of a
tub. The teacher reads, “Find the lettér that has
the sound you hear at the end of tub.” R

Melanie begins to feel uneasy. The.test looks
different from the practice test she had yesterday.
There are lots more funny looking letters and
arrows and bubbles to mark in.

“Find the letter that has the sound you hear
at the end of tub,”, the teacher says again.

Just as Melanie starts to become frightened,
she sees that one of the letters has already been
marked in.

The teacher reads, {Look at the picture of the
stamp on the other srdp of the page. This time
listen to the sound youhear at the beginning of
stamp ”

Melanle sees a pictufe of a s(,amp Besrde it are
three arrows_with bubblgs. st is beside one of
the bubbles;’a ¢/, beside nother, and a.bl, beside

the last.~

placed in straight rows
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Her stomach begms to feel funny; shc holds

- the pencil more tightly.
The teacher goes on, “Yau should have

marked the s-t. You hear the sound that s-t makes
‘at’ the beginning of stamp. You do not hear ¢/ or

b-I. You should not have marked these.”

The teacher’s aide is walking around the room
looking at papers. She comes to Melanic. “Melanie,
do ‘you understand how to mark your-answers?”, -
"" "Melanie looks ‘up at the aide. *“I know I’ni
supposed to mark in one of° these circles. We did
that yesterday, but I can’t tell which one to mark.”

“Just take a good guess and go on.” :

“But, I don’t know, Lcan’t read yet.”

The aide pats her on the shoulder, “Just do
the best you cad.”

"’ The teicher goes on, “We are rcady to- begm
If you do not understand what you are to do,. raise
your hand. If you are not sure of an answu[mark
the one that you'think is right. If you chang¢ your
answer, erase the wrong one. If you want me to
repcat any guestion, raise your hand.”

By 'this time, Melanie and most of the other’

children are so confused by the maze of instruc- |

]

tions, they can’t even formulate a question. |

‘- : . -y !
- Sirice no one raises a hand, the teacher cony
tinues, “First we are going to listen~for sounds, at

the end of words. Is everyone rcady for Number [?

Look d& the plcwre of the drum.. Mark your.
answer.’

/ Mclame stares at her paper. She doesn’t lgxxow
.what the teacher is asking her to do. She Jooks
around; feeling panic. Since many of the ch}ldrc
now have their .hands up, she puts hers up.*The
aide finishes with one of the: other chlldrcn and
.comes to her side. “I don’t know ‘what }o do,”
Melz} ie whispers, tears-in, her eyes. The alde can

- only repeat what th¢.teacher’has said.

/ The teacher" goes “throdgh 21 more ltcms, in-

“ cluding ones in which the children have to be able-
‘10/ dlstmgulsh between ¢, u, and ¢ as the sound
heard in the middle of first, and u, o, or e as the
sound heard in the middle of rug.
' Everyone greets recess with cheers. The chil-
" dren arc exhausted; the aide and the gcachcr are
. exhausted. -,
.. After recess, the'children come back into class
and sce the test booklets still-on their desks. They
groan and prgtest. The teacher gets them scttled
down and bcgms the routine again.

I
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i In a situation like ihe one above, the ¢ rl(frcn

" tend to feel that they are failures; they nivc

suspect  that something may be wrong with the

“ test. The teacher, too, is a victim in this testing

process, because he or she is made to feel that any

‘ ptoblcm in carrying out the test is caused by the.
" way he or she has administered it. ACCO!‘dlns to the

t¢sting manual, “the teacRer or examiner who
makes the announcement should guard against -
arousing anxiety in the students,”

i
During testing week some children remove /

themselves front the intolerable situation by either
“playing sick” or actually becoming sick. .

£~ "On the second day of testing, Melanie did not
want to come to school, but.her mother felt it was
lmpor;ant for her to go and “not get in the habit
“of staying home just because. ;something she didn’t
like was happening.” In this way Melanie’s mother,
; like many other parerits, hLlpcd to support the
practice of tcstmg, fcclmg that it isa necessary evil,
The parent thus joins with_ the schooJ in further
convincing the child that somcthm;, Is wrong with
_ the child, not with the test.

Melanie, however, had an asthina attack dur-
ing the math portion of this test and got to_go
".home anyway. During the rest of the year, she was

frequently absent and very reluctant to try new

tasks. - -

In the second gradL, the same pattern con« i

tinued: Melanie’s experiences with testms seem to

have changcd what started as a positive school

experiefice into a negative oge. v o

Unfortunately, this student is not unique.
Two or three days of testing lrcqucntly damage the
self-esteem of many first graders. It is hard to over-
state the negative impact of this test-on young chil-
dren.

-Other chlldrcu dead w1th st.mdardwcd testing
by not really trying, by just marking answers and
going through the motions. On the¥reading com-
prehensmn part of the test given above, the chil-

dren were required to read sentences such.as “The -

prince took a drink and ch.mbcd into a frog.” Only

two children in this class were able to read at all. .

The children were given 15 minutes for this”
part of the test. Most went through it marking any
‘bubble—{hat—suuck.lhur_fanc.)’_.uul finished the test
in two or three minutes. Some made nice designs
with the bubbles. Only the two little boys who
could read took more than five minutes for the
-test. One of them became. frustrated bccausc the

17
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teacher wouldn t help him- with a word, so he put
his: head down on his desk and refused to finish the
test. ,

The cffects of tests on chlldren are traglc and
cruel. The vicious cycle of labeling and testmg fol-
lows  children throughout their school experiences,
influencing -both teacher and parental attitudes
toward them—and, what 1s worse, their “attitudes
toward themselves.

. Much has been written about the effects of
testmg on teachers’ attitudes toward students. We
must now contend with a third"party in this un-
healthy situation. Federal and state programs re-
quire increased parerit participation, so parents
have access to information which they mlght not
otherwise be aware of. R v

Usually -parents whose child has low scores
believe-either the child or the school is failing.

Teachers who kriow the: limitations of these

. scores are'reluctant to tell parents a first or, second

Q

E

_class both have failcd. This year neaxly

RIC
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‘grade child is ranked “beloWw average.” Provndmg

this information to the parent only perpetuates the
labeling of young children: We must question, how-
ever, any use whatsoever of a score that is so
tainted that we_ wish te withhold it from a child’s
parents. If a score is that misleading and damaging
in its effects, we must examine the wisdom of even
having it available. ' B

We must also question the educational sound-

niess of writing objectives based on raising scores on
standardized tests. Suppose. a school gets govern- .

ment money for a program to bring all students’
scores that are in the lower two quartllcs up to the |

scores that says our students . are fallmg acadcm-

-~ ically.

upper two. The tests are_constructed, however, to

obtain a certaip distribution of scores among all

* four quartiles. The two lowcr quartites will by

definition always contain a certain proportion of
students’ scores, so the programs arc dcstmcd to"
fall short of thelr objectives.

It is difficult for a teacher to\have workcd
hard all year only to get the results of standardized
tests and find that, tcchmcally, the eacher and

very child
in our s¢hool is in the lower two quart? s in read-
ifig or math or both. Since the main goul of the
program at “our school is to bring these ‘children
into the two top quartiles, the. program ha failed.
4 The tecachers and staff of our school can
accept thls failure mtellcctually bccauso\ we feel it
is only a “paper failure.” Fmouon.tlly,\however, :
we become frustrated when faced withya list of

These tests also negatively affect the programs
that they evaluate. In schools where the staff is
professnonal and sccure, the influence of these tests
is minimal as the staff tries to-keep the children’s
rieeds in mind and teach to these needs, not to the
tests. Even so, the need to compare skills~achieve-

.ment with that in other schools gives the tests .

influence. Because evaluation techniques and stan-
dardized_tests *have not- kept pace with curriculum
dcvelopment and theories of child devclopmcnt
that influence is rcqresswc .

In other schools, the situation is worse. At
one school where I taught, great emphasis was
placed on the test results. Predictably, teachers did- *
everything possible ‘to improve the test scores.
Since the only two areas evaluated on the.test were ",
math and reading, teachers concentrated on these
two areas almost to the exclusion of a?t\[socml
studxes, and music. Recess and lunch txchcrc cut
down in order -to give more instructional time in
math and reading. Testing was mampulated to
iake the pretest scores Nower thari the posttest
scores. For pretesting, all ¢ ts were given in
one day, on a Monday; for posttesting, they were
given at a more leisurely pace on Tuesday, Wednes-

day, and Thursday-—-days when the children were
usually more settled. - - .

Tests and work sheets covering the material
on the test fmally came to be the curriculum at the
school. The pressure to look good ox tests brought
about wide fluctuations in students’ test scores—"
gains of two or three vears one ycar and regression
the next,

It scems, then, that little of value is derived

,V_from these tests, other than using the scores as
& criteria for deciding which schools will get federal

money for new programs. (Why not throw darts?)

1

To studcnt teacher, and parcnt the tests are
equally (\lcvastatmg One teacher at William Penn
Elementary School (Bakersficld; California) put it -
very succinctly, “How do standardized tests help
me in the classroom? Well, they helped three chil-
dren ruin their pants and onc child have ..n asthma
attack.”
Teachess
cffects of sta
they refused: 1o
woulld result.

have talked about the damaging
afdized tests for years. Perhaps-if
ive the tests, changes and reforms

[
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One immediate change: could be to exclude

r

actually have the skills that these tests arc

supposed to be testing. Teachers could use their
judgment to decide who should take the tests.

. Because these 'tests are not diagnostic and are

" supposed to be more valid (although this, too, is

questionable) for a group than for an individual,

- test results should not be linked with an individual
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children “from standardized testing until _they

-y
v

-,

¢

student but only with a group

On a longteym’ basis, test manufacturers*

should design -tests based on the developmental
levels of young chlldren-not adults. In cwriculum

we realized .years “ago that the child is a unique -

kind of being andinot just a smaller version of a
grown-up. Merely. updating the old model of the
standardized test as testing compames have done in
the past and continue to do is not enough.

Y
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Upfl the spring of 1976 the Cambridge

Alterfiative Public School, then in its fourth year,

hdd generally avoided administering the stan-
dardized tests ordinarily requlred of Cambridge

"~pubhc schools. At that time, however, pressure

‘from the school department was increasing; the
assistant superintendent for elementary education
feltzthat he needed concrete evidence of the
- quality of the education offered at the school. -
With .parent support, the school had taken an

antitesting position (similar, on several points, to,
that taken by the NEA). The school felt that
scheduling standardized, tests disrupted the educa-
tional process, that the tests made many children
anxlous, that the tests penalized minority children,
and that their influence on teaching and the ¢ur-
ticulum. could be disastrous for an innovative
school. But the school community (teachers,
admlmstratxon, and parents) also had. a strong
interest in carrying out some form of evaluation in_
order to corroborate their - confidence in .fhe
" school. S0 much for the situation.
At this point, at the requést of a parent-staff
_ committee, I was employed as an mdependcnt
" consultant to” try out some means of evaluation
that might be satisfactory to both the school com-
munity and the'school department.
X We settled on the third grade*for the alterna-
“tive evaluation, because it was a well-balanced
class in regard to age, sex, and tace. Four teachers
. would be directly involved since the 29 children in
the grade were fairly evenly divided among four
classrooms (each contained mixed ages). Most of
the children involved had been in the school from
its inception. s

—1In order to keep the size of the undertaking
manageable during the first experimental year, we
identified three areas of the cugficulum for assess-
ment—math, reading, and art—and procceded to
make an overall plan, to outline an lmplcmentatlon
schedule, and to desngn the actual instraments of

evaluation. -

' The evaluation was to be carried out over a
five-week period' toward the end of the school

-~
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ONE WAY IT CAN BE : .
by Brenda S. Engel _ - Y

~

year. We hoped the instruments of evaluation
would do the following:

3
T

e Give each child various ways to demon-
strate his or her abilities.

. e Take into .consideration the. varied
economic, cultural, and linguistic back-

.- grounds of the children.
e .: Elicit. original responses and creatlve

. thmkmg . LN
. Assess significant aspects of education.
Gain information about children’s learn-

ingas directly as possible..

.

We also hoped that the evaluation would .
cause a minimum of disruption in the school and .
that it would not be a negative experience for the
children. The actu(al work of the assessment was to
be shared amohg a'number of people with diffcrent
jObS in the school or with different relationships to!
it.

When the evaluation was .completed, we
..> hoped to present a report m{clear, rcadable, and
~usable form. We planned to make it more descrip-
tive than judgmental, both noncomparative and
nonnumerical, and useful to teachers as well as in-
formative to administrators and parents.

The matrix shown in Figure 1 describes what
we intended to assess and how, we intended to do

-it. The Areas to Be Assessed-are listed across the
top and the Means of Assessment down the left-
hand side. Teacher statements led the list 6f Means
of Assessment. Each teacher gave opinions (which’
we determined through lengthy, interviews) of each
chifld’s progress in cach area of learning: his.or her
understandmg of the decimal system, sense of
~estimation and of probability, and so on across the
matrix, ending with the child’s ability to solve
‘original problems. = - -- .

The teacher statements bcgan the evaluatnon
process and supplied the guidelines, in both. con-
tent and approach for conductmg the re;té)f the
assessment. The ‘teachers’ opinions of each ‘child’s
abmty in -cach curriculum area set the stuge for

»
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abilities in the spcc1fied arcas as simply-as possible.

22
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., 8
what followed, particularly for our observations of,
and interviews with, the children.

The second Means of Assessment—classroom
observations—was necessarily open-ended and
directed more toward quality of work and involve-
ment than toward skills. An observer spent about
half a day in each of the four classrooms, focusing
particularly on the third graders and recording the
observations in anecdotal form.

A parent committee drew up and distributed
parent questionnaires, the third item in the Means
column. The arcas checked on the matrix represent
only some cf the subjects covered in the ques-
tionnaires; other subjects were matters of general
interest to the school and were not part_of the

" assessnrent. >

The oral and written tests weré ‘made up
specifically for the occasions (i.e.,, nonstan-
dardlzcd) .They were to inventory the children’s

Following is an example from such a test. It

_was designed to measure children’s ability to

estimate as part of the mathematical skills assessed
on the‘“matrix.

"About how much does your teacher weigh?

Which do you think welghs more, 2 blcyclc or
a horse? |

About how long is your thumb’

‘About how high is the cellmg in this room?

About how long does it take you to brush
your teeth?-

About how long will it be before you are a
grown-up?-

About how long is summer vacation?

About how many children are there in thlS
school? -

About how many pieces of bread are there in

a loaf"‘

Q
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Classrooin teachers, with the help of graduate
student$, gathered the next items on the list—
collection of work saniples (current}, previous test
results, and summaries of school records.

Finally, when all these data were assembled in
folders, we conducted an interview wish each child
to fill in any gaps in the informatiza and clear up
possible ambiguities or contradictions. -

Most important, cach area of lcarnifig was
examined in a variety of ways designed to cross-

. ~

-

.
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check each other. No judgments were mad¢ on the
basis of a single means or single occasion.

- Another central and challenging consideration
was the form of the final report, which had to be

designed for the requirements of widely different

constituencies: the school department, school
administration, teachers, parents, and children.

The school department was interested in a
concise statement focused mainly on skills. Par-
ents, although they varied in their cxpectations of
the cvaluations (some lookiny for cognitive; othcrs,
affective ascessment), were primarily interested in
detailed reports on their own children. Teachers
were looking for confirmation of their own percep--
tions, for further insights, and for implicatioris for
the curriculum. The school administration shared
all these interests. The children themsclves, if thcy
were at -all aware of the nature of the process, were
looking for pcrsonal reassurance. ’

Our reporting system ha}i three parts. a sum-
mary shect for each child,”a key (with school
department expectations, not norms, underlined),
and documentation (folders containing resuits.of,

“or notes on, all the Means of Assessment). By

glancing at only the summary shecet, one could gain:
a general impression of achievement; one could
read the summary sheet in detail, using the key to
identify specific skills; or one could scrutinize the
actual evidepce on Wthh the summary shecet was
based. b

It would be misleading to suggest that all of
this does not add up to a substantial amount of .
work. Having gone through this process once, how-
ever, those of us involved now believe that the
same approach could be carried out in a variety of
ways and over differing lengths of time.

A tcacher, or group of tcachers, could-custom
design his or her own matrix, listing the subject.
matter to be assessed across the top (as shown in
Figure 1) and.the feasible means 6f assessment down
the lefthand colwmn. The matrix itself, once it has

“been filled out, can provndc the fram(.work for the
»assessment process. For instance, onc might limit
the means to teacher statements, parent question-
naires, written tests, and work samples. Similarly,
one could limit the areas to be scrutinized. (It is
important, however, to assess cach area in at least
threc ways.) Later, then, when the time comes to
write a test or plan a questionnaire, one has only to
look across the horizontal row from a particular
means to identify its content. Classroom teachers
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can formulate the specific questions to be asked

without much difficulty.

"“After the scheduled information has been
collected for each child, the teacher can fill in a
report for each child, viewing the assessment as a
more-than-adequate substitute for the usual reports

and tests—not zs an addition to them.

How to assess the assessment in relatiofi to
our expectati’ as? At this point, it is important to
reeiphasize that the purpose of this altemative
evaluation was to compile as informative and as
comprehensive a picture of cach child’s abilities
and skills as possible—not to compare _childrcn’s;

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

achievements or rates of growth with those of
» other children. In this context, the findings have
promise. : -

The children, by their own-accounts during
their interviews, scemed to enjoy the process,
which was neither seriously interruptive nor
damagirg. With the. additional specific information
about each student gained from the assessment,
teachers felt that they could do a better job of .
individualizing the educational program .for cach
child*Pérhaps most important, the assessment itself
did not violate the "educational climate we were
trying to protect and to which we were committed.

- w—
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF GROUPS CONCERNED WITH STUDENT EVALUATION SYSTE\IS*
"~ by Rernard McKenna

1}

The roles and responsibilities delincated
below for specific groups of persons particularly
concerned with student cvaluation are based on
findings of and positions taken by the NEA Fask
Force on Testing. (The report of this task force is

contained .on pages 81-90.) These recommended 5. Work to influence test makcrs and the
roles and responsibilities are considered essentials local and state school systems and sccure
for achieving the following goals: from them a firm commitment to evalua-
) ™ tion programs that- will lead to the im-
e Sound and fair development of evalua- +  provement of instruction.
. tion systems 6. chp parents and other interested com-
&  Appropriate distribution and -adminis- munity groups, informed aiout trends
. tration of evaluation systems and promising developments in evalua-
"~ & Accurate and fair interpretation of the tion proccdures and ahout unsound test-
" results . ing practices.
‘®#~ Relevant and constructive action pro- 7. - Negotiate for, or otherwise rcach agree-
' grams based.on the results, . ment with the school administration on,
T s provisions guaranteeing teacher lead time’
A. Teachers, Individually or Collectively for preparation for testing, appropriate
Through’ Their Associations, as Appropriate, testing conditions and scheduling, and
Should Do the Following: follow-up time for scoring. Provisions
should spell ‘out teachers’ appropriate
1. Seck represcntation on school district, - role in the test-scoring process, c¢.g., 'to
testing industry, and government (state remedy the inordinate amount of "time
and fedcral) dccnslon-makmg groups for . spent on hand scoring:
test development (e.g., Educational Test- 8. Thoroughly familiarize themsclves with
ing Service, National Institute of Educa- tests to be given (assuming they have
tion), become involved i item analysis been furnished with appropriate back-
’ and selection, and provide feedback on ground materials and sufficient time for
content and fofmat of tests. lcarning about administration of. the
2,  Plan and necgotiate for, or othcrw:se mstrumcnts)
reach: agreement with the school admin-. 9. Develop an undcrst.mdmg of thcir stu-
- istration’ on, relcased time and district dents’ cultural and socio-economic back-
in-service education programs to prepare grounds and sensitivity to their indi-
members in the use of tests. . vidual”needs and problems in order to
3. Plan professional activities in the arca of avoid, the possibility of irrelevant and
tcstmg for all- mcmbcrs of the associa- biased testing. : o
tion, ' 10. Periodically (review- tests to determine
4.  Seek and participate in in-service.training . - their relevancy to instructional goals and

in the arca of testing to learn to con-
struct and cvaluate teacher-made tests,

.

7
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poscs, to keep abreast of latest rescarch

. findings, and to develop the ability to .

.analyze and -riticize standardized tests
as they relate to school and district pro-
grams and goals.

objectives and- thcx{ timeliness, and

F
v

*The -term gwluat:on systems is used instead

of tests because it is belicved that a wide varicty of

> alternatives to tests should and can be devecloped

through research "and tryout lcading to their
validation for evaluation purposes.

to learn about objective- or criterion-
referencing, to learn about altermnative
assessment tools, to learn appropriate re-
porting procedures, to develop an aware-
ness of the variety of tests and their pur-

- »
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recommend to the school administration
" and the testing industry abandonment of
. irrelevant and outmoded tests.

il. Secure by appropriate.mecans—from the
school or schoal district administration, -
as decmed nccessary—the right to deter-
mine what tests will be administered,
when' they will be given, and at what
intervals. They should also secure the

. right to determine exemptions from test-

ing. .

12, Securc by appropriate means—from the
school or school district administration,
as deemed necessary~—the right to deter:,
mine proper physical arrangements and
time frames for testing as appropriate for
themselves” and their students. Time

allowed should be sufficient for

. thorough oricntation of studénts to the.

test being given, and for scoring and re-
. porting results. © SR B

13. . Be responsible for providing a non-
threatening attitudinal atmosphcrc for
students during testing sessions, given
the proper conditions.

14. Assure that machine-scorcd results are

. validated by hand scoring a sample of

tests.

15. Take an objcctlvc approach in inter-
preting test résults, never using them as a
weapon against studzsnts.

16. Seck to ensure that test results are not

' used 10 categorize students into homo-,
gencous groups or as a criterion for stu- *
dent admission to programs of their
choice. .

17. Strive for accuracy in interpreting test
results, relating them to socio-economic
factors affecting individual students.

. 18. Have respect for student privacy in inter-
preting test results and manifest that
respect by working to secure schqol dis-
trict pohcncs guaranteeing  students’
pnvacy in the ceporting and dissemina-

. .- tion of tert results, which should not be
for public information.

19. Urge strict enforcement of the federal
Privacy Act af fcctmg pupil records.

20. Work to secure legislation which will pre-
vent publication of test scores.

Q
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21. Work to sccure legislation which will pre-
vent the use of test results as a basis for
allocation of local, state, or fedéral edu-
cational! funding.

22. Assurc that test results are not compared
ameng classrooms or buildings or with
other districts or régions.

23. Recport oa test results in a manaer appro-
priate-*to 2 varied audience—students,

- . parents, mcdla, profcsqlonals.

24. Recommend yeneral and specni' c pro-
gram improvements to the schoo! and
school district administrations, and to
cffect the improvements, identify the
needed resources and rcmcdlal measures
and programs.

Secure through the appropriate means—
from the school or school district admin-
istration, as deemed necessary=the stipu-
lation that test results will not be used in.
evaluating teacher performance. (Teach-

ers should be held accountable for con-
ducting the best instructional process
possible under existing conditions, not
. for guarantecing learning.) .

- 26. ‘Take a pasition in favor of the inclusion

2

25.

. of courses in tests and measurements in

all teacher prcparauon Jprograms, and
pro\ndc input on. testing *problems and
“issues to their Tepresentatives on profes-
sional govemance hoards or commissions
to help in the formulation of standards
and requirements for teacher education’
and licensure. (Thcrc is httlc, evidence
that most prcparmg institutions or states
specifically requirc or. encourage class-
room teachers to acquire the knowledge
and skills necessary for using tests.)

-

L5

B. Other Professional Associations Should Do
the Following:

1. . Search out and synthesize information
) on all issues associated with the develop-
ment, use, and abuse of tests and com-
municate to the members any informa-
tion affecting them or their students.

‘Organize study committeer, of members
knowledgeable in testing to develop
pollc1<:s, guidelines, and procedures for
testing. Such -commxttccs should seck in-
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put from all- members and consultation
fromn experts in the field.

Serve in a .vatchdog” capacity .on the

introductiori and administration of cur-
riculum-related tests to assure their
‘approprlatencss for schools, and com-
municate regional concerns tothe testing
industry. .
Pursue needed changes in school .éur-
riculum programs as identified: through
the results of testmg, this in cooperatron
with other associations in the region
which represent com,parable educational
and socioeconontic conditions. .
Identify alternatives to standardized test-
ing. .

Provndc baa.kground information and
regional concerns to those responsible
for drafting or introducing state legisla-
tion, and work for passage of legislation
.to regulate types of tests and uses of the
results. These efforts should include call-

ing for the testing of students in their

dominant language (except, for example,
proficxency tests in English).

Urge strict enforcement of the federal
Privacy Act affcctmg pupil records.

refuse to take a test known to be racially,
culturally, or otherwise biased. )
Seck a role in determining the conditions
of test admlmstratlon-—méludmg sched-
uling, preparation, ‘length, location,

. facilitics. (Many tests are administered
under adverse conditions, with* little
attention given to the total physical
environment and insufficient time allow-
ed for ortcntatlon.)

Call - attention to any physical or atti-
tudinal.pressures in the administration of
tests shich they feel threaten them or
their performance.

Insist that they be grvcn a thorough ex-
plandtion of test results in a meaningful
way and in language thev can under-
stand. - - .

Take a position on the use of test results;
demanding guarantees of privacy and the
right to determine’to whom the results
will be released, insisting that results not
be used to demean or Categonzc them or
to deny them admission to programs of.
their choice, and urgmg strict enforce:
ment of the federal-Privacy- Act, which
-affects pupil records,

Scek a role in deciding on alternatives
for meeting student needs as identified

Students, Indwrdually or Collectively as Ap- through the results of testing, insist on
propriate, Should Do the Following:  +~ the right tc choose from among alterna-
- - tives, and become involved in the

1. Seck.a rolc in the developrhent of tests 4 planning of remedial programs.
through represéntation on school, dis- . ; M
trict, and testing industry committees Local Student Action for Education ‘and Stu-
and by prowdmg. feedback on test con- dent NEA groups might assume the leudership role-
tent and format.” * " in involving all students in the-evaluation programs
Take- positions against the usc of mea- of the school ‘or school district and seve as-the
surement instruments that they fecl are *  yojce rof student opinion and the vehicle for their

biased and will lead to unfair results on protection against the adverse effects of evaluation. .
the. basis of race, sex, ‘socioeconomic P .

status, language, or culture, and make A

these positions known to the school and D. Minority Groups Should Do thc" Followmg
school district admlmstratlon and the - - -
testing industry.: 1 Actrvcly seck rcprcsentatn*c‘.mvnlvcmcnt
Make Jevery effort, assuming they have ) on testing industry and ‘school system
been afforded proper orientation, to decision-making groups for test develop-
thoroughly understand the purpose, and ment and use.

intended uses of. results, of any test to be Urge test makers to (a) revisc. tests in
administered in which they .will be in- ) consideration of minority” differences,
volved. Students should have the right to climinating culture-related items from

AruiToxt provided by ERIC
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current tests and working toward .cross-
eultural. instruments, (b) research ethnic
and regional test requirements and with-
draw,tests found to be inappropriate to,
the population being tested, and (c)
explore and recommend alternative
. forms of student evaluation.

3. Request from the testing industry docu-
mentation on norming procedures and
“population bases for norming,

4. Keep members informed of improper
test procedures and seek support or legal
assistance where tests and results are mis-

¢ used.

5. Urge minority students to refuse to take
tests which are.found to be biased and
urge minority - teachers to- refuse to
administer such tests. =~

6. Work to prevent the invasion of student
privacy in mterpretatlon and use of test
* results.

7. Work for legislation to prevent publica-
tion of test scores and for enforcement
of the federal Privacy Act affecting pupil
records.

8.  Promote legislation to prevent the use of

test scores as-a basis for allocation of
. local, state, or federal educatlonal fund-
- ing. -

9. Take strong positions and action against
the .use of test results for tracking, to
denigrate minority intelligence, or to
deny students entrance to programs.
Expose the erroneous contentions of

Shocklcy and Jensen that some groups in -

society are genct1¢ally less mtelllgent
“than others.  (The typical group test is
considered (a) an unreliable measure of
mental ablllty and (b) to be" biased
against minorities, having been stan-
dardl)zed on a different kind of popula-
tion.

* 11. Actively seek changes in curriculum (m-
cluding textbooks) to reflect minority
-concerns and diagnostic services based

. on student needs as identified-by appro-
priate testing.

Seek commumty support and funds for

appropnate new qr experimental educa-

tion programs based on needs identified
through means other than testing.

>t

13.-

*14.

15.

The Testing Industry Should Do the Follow- .

ing:

1.

-~

27.
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Become lQVOlVCd in plannmg and pro-
- viding -pré- and in-service education for
teachers <%0 orient them to minority .
problems and needs related to testing, -
Seek public awareness of and. concern
for minority problems in testing, and
pressure’ community media to help keep
the public informed, especially on issues
related to proper interpretation and use
of test results.

Form coalitions for acticn in the
development and use of tests.

Include in test development substantial®
numbers of persons from all groups that
have an interest in and knowledge about
testing, particularl ly representatives of

* classroom teachers’and minority groups.

2.

3.

4.

Be responsible for producing culturally
fair and bias-free tests that contain rele-
vant items.. =~

Work with all concerned groups in con-
stantly monitoring, updating, and re-
vising . their tests. The industry should
immediately withdraw out-of-date tests
from the market,-as recommended by .
. those who use them.

Take regional. diversities into considera-’

. tion_in constructmg tests to ensure rele-

vance of fest items.

Correlate tests to current and developing
curricula.

Improve sampling techmques and broad-
en samplmg bases.

Undertake in-depth research- and
development to perfect a wide varicty of
altématives to standardlzed norm-refer-
enced tests. :

Provide with each test copy a cover
document specifying what- the test is
designed for (to reveal depth of subject
knowledge, to-verify reading comprehen-
sion, to establish equwalency, etc. ) and
what groups (e.g., early childhood,”
“later elementary”) it is appropriate for.
The document should alse include a re-
ledse form for student signature-testify-
ing that “I understand the purpose of

~




9.

10.

11.-

12.

"3

1.
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the test...” or “I am taking test under
protest. ...”

Provide an up-to-date mahual with each |

standardized test, issued in English and

other appropriate language editions -
depending on the student population.-

The manual should give clear and com-
plete information for administration of
the test, including proper physical ar-
rangements; define proper and improper
uses of the test, warning particularly

. against using the test for purposes of ..

teacher evaluation; explain various ways
of interpreting results, providing 'infor-
mation on the basis of normingto ensure
proper interpretation dnd mcludmg a
“Surgeon General's warning” on the
dangers of misinterpretation; delineate
limitations of the, test. :
Provide with each test, not just bcnch
.marks, but a range of scoring norms.
Constantly monitor the distribution of
standardized tests to ensure.proper use,
respond_promptly to charges of misuse,
and refuse to sell tests or report scores
where misuse isevident.

Provide in-service trammg for teachers
and administrators in, the use of stan-
dardized tests; prov:dc consultants. and
test administrators to assist teachers in
glvmg tests and developing sensitivity to
testing condltloné"and have representa-
tives available as resource persons for in-
terpretation of te;f results. :
Provide information on the use of stan-
dardized tests -and interpretation of re-

. sults to schools of education and urge

~ them to include courses in tests and
measuren;mts in their required profes-
sional preparation for teachers. Such
courses should include instruction on

- limitations of tests, potential bias, and a

broad range of alternatives to testing.

Develop rccommcndatlons for curricu-
" lum revxsxons gs related to test results in
-order to help teachers in plannmg re-
medial programs:for students. .

Establish an extensive. PR program to
keep the public informed on testing
issues’ and developments, issuing infor-

N\
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mation matcnals in Enghsh and othcr
language editions.

School Administrators Should Do thc Fol-
lowing: .

1.

8.

"of the geographi

Ensure that, }vhcn/appropriatc, all tests
to be administered reflect the uniqueness

are administered and that locally
developed and standardized tests reﬂect
updated curriculum. e

region in which they -

Involve teachers, students, and parents in,

decision makKing related tp the testing
program. .

Ensure that all tcachers who must’ad-
minister tests arc’prov:ch with adequate

.supplies for the students, proper physical

arrangements, and thorough orientation
time,’including practice testing.
Provide released tithe for tcachers for in-

service training in the administration ol

tests. .

Ensure that test results are not used to
label students, that the confidentiality of
scores is protected in a. professional
manner, and that the federal Privacy Act
affecting pupil records is enforced in
school buildings and districts. -

Make available to teachers or spccnahsts
tools for diagnostic purposes and train-
ing.in their use.

Keep parents informed about t,esf rcsults

‘(using nontechnical language) -and keep

the school board informed about the
limitations and possible misuses of tests.
Continually evaluate the total testing
program. .

Appropriate College and University Pcrsonncl
Should Do the Following:

1.

29

<
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Serve a research function, providing to
NEA and other concerned groups and to

_faculty in the school of education their

findings on the use and misuses of stan-

dardized tests (ircluding their own test-

ing devices), test bias, and altematlvcs‘

Serve in a consultative capacity to the

testing industry, providing information-

on student population and needs, new
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curricula, college admission policies, schol-
. arships, equal opportunity programs, and-
the like.

- Serve in a consultative capacity to school
systems_for in-service teacher education
and for decision making about curricu-
lum changes based on the results of test-

ing" Ca ‘ ) 3

Seek_the involvement of practitioners in

decision making, relating to professional

"preparation in tests and measurements.

Monitor test results from school districts

in-their region in relation to new direc-

tions for open admissions, equal oppor-

tanity -programs, scholarships, etc., and -
~~. keep junior and senior high schools in-

formed about the relationship of test
scores tc -admission policies and program
choice. o
Form gtoalitions to influence legislation
and provide expert tcstimony on the
proper uses of tests and test results.

»

H. Government Agencies 5
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The U.S. Congress should legislate ré-
straints on the use of tests that prevent
equal.educational opportunity,

The approriate féderal agencies should-

e Provide quality control of testing

: by taking steps to restrain the test-

ing industry .from publishing tests

that are improperly consriicted

- and by monitoring instruments-to
‘ensure their constant updating.

®  Provide technical assistance and in-

" * formation -to -educators and the

_public regarding test development

. and use. : ' '

ks

S _Education agencies at all levels should—

H

]

Increase research efforts in stan-
dardized tests and alternatives. *
Assure that teachers are involved in
decision making about the use of
revenue-sharing funds as they apply
to the school system’s testing pro-
gram. '

State education agencies should—

e Provide consultant services, finan-
cial assistance, and models for
quality inservice education for
teachers on the proper. administra-
tion of tests and on limitations of

" test results. .
Provide for .alternatives. to stan-
dardized tests for state assessment .
programs.* . . .
Prevent the improper distribution =~
and administration bf large-scale
assessment program materials by
instituting sanfpling procedures as
opposed to blanket testing.

Local education agencies should—

‘e Provide released time’ and ‘quality

in-service education for teachers
and other school personnel on the
administration of tests and use of
results,

. @  Prevent miisuse of large-scale assess-
ment instruments by instituting

sampling procedures-as opposed to
. blanket tesiing.

¢ _Involve teachers.in decision making
“on_test development. '

e. Provide_the funds for innovative
progamd velop alternatives to
standardized testifig-and interpreta-

 tion. \\ :
"Provide the funds for longTr&ange_\ .
experimental testing programs. -

%
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The NEA Task Force on Testing, .in its first

[interiin report, states: . .

Thé Task Force believes there is overkill in the use of |,
standardized tests and that the intended purposes of °
testing can be accomplished through less use ofistan-
dardized tests, through sampling techniques where
tests are used, and through a vancty of alternatives to
tests. . .. . ‘

Representatives of the testing industry and others
. told the Task Force:that sampling of student popuila-
tions could be as effective as the blanket application .
" of tests that is now so common. Some suggested that
. such procedures, in addition to mcrcasmg the assur¢@
"+ ance of privacy: rights, would conserve time, effort,
and financial expenditure. i :

The blanket use of tests (every-pupil testing)
in some state assessment and local testing programs
appears to require inordinate amounts of time and
resources on the part of teachers, other personnel
involved in test administration and interpretation,
and the students themselves. @

. Criticisms of the blanket use of tests have
come from a variety of prominent researchers,
evaluatorsy and other educators. :

evaluation of the Michigan accountability system,
concurred that in that state: .

-
“

Statewide tcstmg as presently executed also raises the
. qucsuon of the feasibility of evéry pupil testing. This
practxcc appears to be of dubious value when the cost
of such an undertaking is compared with the resulting
benefits to local level personnel.’... The local, and
hence overall, costs cbuld be rcduccd by a matrix
sampling plan which requires that each student tested
take only a_few items. ... In the long run, a matrix
sampling plan_will -be thc only one feasible from a

"+ cost and time standpomt. The cost and time required

CS I

-y

for every pupil testing for the whole state would be
horrendous. . . . We feel that it [stnct adherence to a
statewide tcstmg fnodel] will result in uscless expen- -
ditures of monies and manpower, in addition to pro- :
ducing unwarranted disruptions of the cducahonal
programs within a great numbcr of schaols.?

In a piper entitled “Cntena for Evaluating
State Education Accountab:lxty Systems,” the Na-
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tional Education Association has laid ddwn fifteen

basic principlCS, one of which'is as follows: e

If the state desires test data for its own planning pur-
poscs, it "should usc proven matrix sampling tech-
niques: which will not reveal schools:and which will
greatly reduce costs.

Matrix sampling tcchmqucs can gtvc an accurate .

picture ‘of the statc by various catcgories much mote _

cfficiently than testing.cach chifd with an cnurc
mstrumcm .

It was with such admonitions as thes¢ in mind
that this chapter was written. And while some

dents in one way or another for particular pur-
poses, it would appear that there is gross over-use
of blanket testing procedures.

To help teachers and other educators better -
. understand’ some .main considerations related to )
sampling, the NEA obtained permission from Dr.

Frank Womer, Michigan School Testing Setvice,
University: of Mlchlgan, to reproduce material from
a monograph of his on dcvelopmg assessment pro-

. . grams.4 In addition, Dr. Womer prepared, espe-
‘Housse, Rivers, and Stufflebeam, in thelt‘"‘

cially for this paper, a section on item sampling.
Dr. Womer’s recommendations follow the excerpts
from his monograph

C * K K ok ok ok
, .

A .
Determining Whether Sampling Is To Be Used

The decision whether to test an entire popula-
tion or use a sample involves a combination of con-
cerns. Clearly there are policy considerations; clear-
ly there are psychometric® considerations; clearly
there are data collection considerations; and clearly
there are cost considerations. The best possible
staff and consultant thinking on this question
should be brought to an advisory comm;ttcc for
them to consider very carefully. -’

Probably ‘the most crucial considerition is a
policy one, since psychometrics, data collection,
and cost generally would argue on-the side of




sampling rather. than using an cntire population.
If it is deemed wise for policy rdasons to test all
students in a population, that preference, typically,
will have to be weighed against availal.le resources
and technology; so we will consider first the polic‘{r
implications of the two choices. .

One needs to look carefully at the purpoSes
and goals of a specific assessment program in deter-
mining whether sampling is appropraate. If all of
the specific\ purposes and objectives of an assess-
can be met by group results, then
be considered. .

-~ The only. assessment situation’ that clearly
calls for common data collection on all members of

" the population is when it is deemed essential, for

improved - decision making, to have exactly the
same test information for every pupil in a given
grade in a state (or other assessmentl unit). It is
exactly this sitiation that has prevailed for years in

local school districts that. have every-pupil achieve-

ment or ability testing at some grade level. His-
torically, thé compulsory/state testing programs
were examples of this situation; the voluntary pro-
grams were not. If a state mandates common test-

_ing for all students it is taking over a role that local

or this may be bad depending on one’s point/ of
view of the role of a state department of ct(z ca-
tion. It'certainly has important policy implications.

There are many facets to this point, but it
should be.kept clearly in mind .that-it is not neces-.

districts traditionally have Yeld. This may be gz/ad

sary to iest every pupil at a-given grade level on - -
identical material in order to geta good picture, of. %

education outcomes of groups of students; itlis
necessary only.if one feels that each teacher in an
entire statc at a given grade level must have the
same information for each pupil. -
Probably the greatest advantage of sampling-is
that for a given amount of effort (and money) one _
can gather more usavle information than by using
an entire population.If the goals &f an assessment

" . program aré€ to gather statewide information only,

it is hard to conceive of any reason for ‘testing all
students in a given grade. For examplé, if there are
50,000.third-graders in the state of Limbo, and one
wants to gather state statistics only, it is very
possible that a sample 5,000 students (or even 500)
would be sufficient if they are sclected by a
probability sample. .. .6 Or,’if one can afford to

" test all 50,000 third-graders, and if it is .deeméd

E
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wise to do so, one could select ten 5,000-pupil
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- more uscful for one 6f two purposes:
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samples and sccure .information on ten ‘subject
areas,.or one c?ﬁld go into great depth of informa-
tioh gathering in two or thfce subject areas. The

combinations of possibilities of sampling pupils

and content arc almost endless.

¢ If one wants district-level informatjon, then
sampling becomes a different situation. In a school
district with one third grade, sampling of pupils is
hardly possible for most assessment purposes. In
school districts with-many third-graders, sampling
could provide a greater variety of information than
common testing on every pupil, in the same

fashion as-at the state level. Specific decisions of -

how_far to carry sampling should be made only
after advice from a sampling statistician. Sampling
is a highly developed technical field, and the
implications of any decisions to sample or not to
sample must be reviewed by compeient samplers.
Other compromise possibilities exist. One
could- test all, students 'in a population with one
short test, .while using a sampling approach for
“other fests, This apprpach would provide some
common information ,on all students but would
allow for greater depth of data collection” over a,

s

subject arca. . - N
. ~

Principle:” Sampling of pupils and/or content should
be given very serious consideration for all large-scale
assessment projects. The only situation where it may
not be yseful is one where it is deemed cssential to |
collect common information on all'students in a
statewide population of students. Sampling should be
uscd to ‘maximize the collection .of usable informa-
tion for stated assessment purposes at the lowest
possible cost and effort,

v
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[Sampling with total tests is less complicated to
administer, but since it is likely to he subject to crror
in administration and consequéntly less reliable, in
some cases item sampling may be morg useful. There-
fore, Dr.-Womer was asked to prepare an additional
statement on the purposes and poteptial of item
sampling. His statement follows.] .,

Item Sampling

The process of item sampling:in testing is

°

1. To increasc the amount of group test
results et_hat can be obtained from stu-
dents in-a given period of time, or

™
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2. To decrease the amount of testing time
" necessary ‘to- obtain large amounts of
group test information from students.

For either purpose, it is essential to keep in
mind that item sampling is useful for gathermg
information -about. groups of students. Thus it is a
technique for use with relatively large groups, not a
classroom-sized group or even three or four classes

‘within a building.

. Example 1
A school system has 500 students in the sixth
grade. A standardized reading test is to be
administered for a one-shot systemwide survey.
The test takes 45 minuteg to administer, which
.ishall the time that can be takcn from a busy
schedule at the end of the year. .

Staff are unhappy that only reading is to-be
surveyed. Some major changes were made in the ?

mathematics curriculum three years before and
they. feel it would be valuable to survey this
subject also. By randomly selecting only 250 of
the students to take the rcadmg test, the other
250 could bc«-g;tvcn a 45-minute mathcmaucs
.test at'thc same time. . o

1

Exzmpfc

A school system has 1,000 fourth-graders. lt is
desired to do an in-depth study of student out-
comes for 100 different behaviaral objectives in
mathematics. Each*objective requires the use of
cight quesnons The total of 800 questions
would require one student to spend perhaps 15
hours of testing time to attempt all of them.

By randomly dividing up the objectives and
items into five different subtests (cach.with 20
objectives and 160-items), each subtest could be
administered to 200 students (randomly
selected), This would require only 3 hours of

‘~testing time per student (manageable) rather
than 15 hours (unmanageable), and group results
_ would still be available for all 100 objectives .
" (800 items).

N

- In either example the results w111 be usable for
rn'oup analyses. -Any s!lght reduction in accuracy
due to samphng error is apt to be much less than
errors due to increasing testing timé of students
beyond some reasonable amountngystematlc errors
due to fatigue, disinterest, poor motivation, teach-
er concern, and other conditions of testing can
easily outweigh a small samplmg error.
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A TEACHER VIEWS CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS y

- N

~ Recently, Students and teachers have been
" questioning the use of standardized tests, including
their. administration, ranking, scoring, and report-
ing procedures. We teachers deplore the use of tests
to rank students and recognize that use of stan-
dardized tests does not, in fact, improve educa-
. tional programs. '

In response’ to these negative reactions, test
developers have offered the criterion-referenced
test (CRT), which tells something about an indi-
vidual student without reference to' the per-
formance of any othzr student. Despite this
advantage'of CRT over norm-referenced tests, we
teachers must still ‘consider several things as we
become" part of the national movement toward
_criterion-refcre}\ced tests. We must also sseck
rclevant and cohstructive. action programs to learn
about alternative assessment tools. '

Given the CRT methodology, teachers must
have assurance that the test’ items are direcily
based on the instructional objectives that are in-
cluded in their students’ curriculum. Neither stu-
dents nor we teachers should be assessed. on test
items that reflect” educational. outcomes not’ in-

cluded in the local instructional program.

' It is important that ohjectives be developed at
the local level and that they take into considera-
tion the fact that all learning cannot be translated
into CRT items. Evidence is fast accumulating that
cognitive processes are measurable but that higher-
level thought processes are very difficult to
measure. Thus we find ourselves measuring very
simple tasks. As teachers, we must be aware that
the test questions direct“’ related to instruction are
limited to assessing mastery of specifics and do not
. dssess a student’s general ability: L

Indeed,. if we are. permitted to formulate the
instructional objectives for our own students, we
must use caution in selecting the objectives that
mect the personal needs of the particular children
we teach. Selection of improper objectives can lead

- - by Jean S. Blachford L . b

to highly detrimental coﬂsequcnccs. ‘Narrowly
structured objectives may be readily ‘mastered by
students, but they are grossly unfair to students
and to the teacher. Those students who are taught

. only through a set of rigidly applied performance

objectives are being denied the broad experience of

.varied learning styles and creative teaching

techniques. .

‘ N $x
Consider, for example, what might happen ifj
students were required to ?aster in a 10-weck
period -the following seven objectives taken from

an clementary item, bank in the skill area of

’
rzi

language arts comprehension:
] - A

-Retell a story

Use a given word in a written sentence
Name the class of a group of pictures
Identify synonyms LA

Identify antonyms
Sclect a picture to match a sentence '
-« Recall facts for who, what, and where
questions.

O CUsh 00 N b=
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If students miss the established mastery level,
the teacher faces this dilemma: Have they missed
by only a little? On the other hand, if students
master the objectives in an outstanding manner,
the teacher may not know whether their- per-
formance indicates a high ii} ~lihood of success on
subsequent objectives or whether the CRT items
were written in such a way that competency was.
assured. : T :

Two other problems that plague teachers arc
related to the way criterion-referenced tests are .
devcloped and how their results are used. L

Onc is- that test items are developed in a
hierarchy of difficulty which almost assures that
certain percentages of students will not be able to
respond correctly to some items. This flies in the
face of the very philosophy of instructional objcc-
tives? that all Students should be helped to achieve

«
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" all objectives as fully as possible and that a major
purpose of testing ought to be to determine which
studepts nced more work on which objectives in
ordt{f:at they may achieve full mastery.

' e second, which is closely related to the
first, is the use of cutting scores, pass-fail points, or
minimal competency levels. Reporting and decision
me\kmg based on such measures can result in the

_-/use of criterion-referenced tests for the sorting and

class:fymg of students—a practlce that has been

? ! A
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found 56 objcctlonablc with means, quartiles, and
similar statistics in norm-referenced tests. -

Finally, if we are to pursue CRT as an 4id in
'mcetmg the instructional needs of our students, we
must insist upon proper in-service education in the
preparation of test items_that are attributable to
our instruction. The items must be dcvclopcd in
such a way that each item will require a specific
response. We must be thoroughly instructed in
sound and fair development of CRT items,
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Standardized achievement tests used in, most
schools today are known as norm-referenced tests.
They are constructed in such a way as to maximize

- differences among students so that one“can be
compared to another. This is done by providing for
-~ maximum_discrimination between high and low
. scores. The purpose is to rank a student among his
“or her peers.. Hg:ncc, scores are reported in such
- terms as “Chris Jones is in the ninety-fifth
percentile on verbal rcasoning.”” While norm-
referenced tests are useful for sorting people into
_categories (io the dismay of many), théy are not
useful for improving educational programs. -
Recently a new concept has been promoted
"~ among test makers and the educational public
called “criterion-referenced testing,” also termed
- ‘‘objective-referenced testing.” At least three
" factors have contributed to the emergence of this

‘

the inadequacy’ of traditional tests for diagnostic
and instructional purposes; and third, there is some
clamor for evaluating instruction and teachers.as
part of the accouritability movement. Although
criterion or objective-referenced tests may have
poténtial "for - diagnosing learning problems and
improving \ifistruction, they are not useful for

" * on variables in’a student’s background rather than
: on what he or she is taught in the classroom. Evﬁn

- Kansas legislature to cut off funds to districtﬁ

whose children did not score above the nationa
" "average on such tests. Fortunately the bill did not

pass.’ 1 \ . ] :
Criterion-referenced tests, instead of com-
paring one child to another, presumably measure
the child’s perforimance against a specified criterion
or objective Thus all children might be able to
achieve the criterion and eventually score 100
percent on the tests. The criterion-referenced test,

Y
v

" ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GUIDELINES AND CAUTIONS FOR CONSIDERING bRI’I‘ER!ON-REFERENCED TESTING
. - by Bernard McKennu .

new concept: First, there is a strong and rising,
dissatisfaction with tests in general; second, thercis .

evaluating feachers. For test scores depend largely .

. 50, a few ycars ago a bill was introduced in t e
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in concept, is much like the kind of test the
tecacher gives in the classroomn on Friday to*
evaluate learning of - specific objectives - taught

. earlier in the .week. e
Conceivably "the external. critefion toward
which the test is directed could he a’ number of
things. -For example, one could have a criterion-
referenced test for measuring the skills of a brick-
layer without reference to how others do. For .
example: Can he or she lay bricks? Mix mortar?.
The higher an individual scored on:the test, the
closer that individual would be to acquiring a
bricklayer’s skills, regardless of how many other
people had the same skills. ) ;
4 Test makers, however, have shown little
inclination to develop tests directed toward such
criteria.. Establishing a sequence of skills and
validating them is a laborious, difficult, multiyear
~ task at best. Staying with the example of the brick-
“layer, they wpuld have to conduct studies;to show
.that good bricklayers score high on the test; that is,
they would have to evaluate the test. Test makers
instead haveé resorted to a conception of criterion-
referenced tests as those which yield measurements
; “directly interpretabic in terms of specified per-
formance standards.”3 In practice, this means that
the criterion toward which the ‘test is directed is
, usually a prespecified objective.or objective stated
. in advance, e.g., “A bricklayer must be able to mix
% mortar.”. . ' .
" Thus criterion-referencéd usually means in
practice objective-referenced. In fact, those who
have mdst strongly propagated criterion-referenced
-testing are frequently the same persons who have
propagated behavioral objectives. In typical
procedure, objectives are established and test items -
are written . t6 measure those objectives. Test
results can be reported in terms of what specific
objectives cach . individual student was able to
achieve, which presumably is useful for instruc-
tional purposes. In this way, it is argued, tests can ¢
N ~ ) T RN
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" be tajloréd to specific objectives the way a teacher
tailors test questions on what he or she has taught.
The distinction between criterion-referenced-
and norm-referenced tests is quite blurred. Most
tesc makers use similar procedures to construct
items for both types, or use the same ltem, and
employ test statistics for norm-referenced items in_
selecting items for criterion-referenced tests. There
are no clearly defined and commonly agreed upon
procedures for constructing criterion-referenced
tests, and many of them are in fact norm-refer-
-enced tests in disguise. The distinction becomes a
matier of emphasis. rather than bemg clear-cut.
Frank B. Womer defines a criterion-referenced

test as—: ; ) 5.
...one which is designed to provide information
about actainment of a specific objective (criterion),
which emphasizes direct measurement through the
use of differing formats, which may use items at vary-
ing difficulty Tevels, which must have content
3 validity, which must minimize guessing, and which is

. pamcularl)' useful for instructional and evaluative
purposes.

Womer’s “differing forinats” term indicates
he is keen on test items which call for responses
other than. multrplechorce. Mdny criterion-refer-
.encéd tests continue to be made up mainly of
. muluple-cllmce items,

A main advantage claimed for criterion-refer-
enced tests is their utlllty for improving educa-
tional programs. In view of the confusion among
test makers themselves about the concept, con-
‘struction, and utility of the tests, some cavcats are
in order for those considering the use of criterion-
referenced or objective-referenced tests:

1.  Common deficiencies in ' sting need o be
communicated both to the profession and to
the public. Neither criterion-referenced tests
(CRT’s) nor objective-referenced tests
(ORT’s) eliminate the most common
deficiencies of tests ix: general.

|
|
|

CRT’s and ORT’s for the most part still
measure simple tasks at the expense of relearnin
abilities and higher-level thought processes. 1
Complex performances are so difficult to measure
that test items reflect only the srmpler tasks. Such '
things as Binet’s categories of mental imagery,
imagination, aesthetic appreciation, and moral
sensibility are almost totally unmeasured.

P
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decision-making groups respond only to those

x

2. Teachers should examine carefully the deriva-

tion of the objectives for ORT’.

- g

ORT’s can be no better than the objectives on
which they are based. Unfortunately, the methods
for. deriving objectives. are often ill- cousidered, .
hasty, and grossly inadequate. There s an.inclina-
tion among test makers to slide over the problems
of deriving objectives in order to get to item con-
struction, a task with which they are more familiar.
Yet appropriate objectives are just as important
and just as difficult to arrive at as are test items.

There -are at least four ways to choose objcc- oo
tives.? First, choosing by expert judgment means '
that a small group of subject matter experts
decides which objectives should be measured for a
given field. This was essentially the origin of
National.’ Assessment tests., While few persons
would deny the relevance of the judgments of
subject matter experts, few would contend that
such judgments faithfully or completely represent .
what should be taught. By no means do they fully
représent the judgments of teachers, parents, stu- »
dents, and others vitally concerned.

A second way of- choosmg objectives is by .
consensus judgment which requires that various
groups—teachers, administrators, parents, school
board; etc.—decide what objectives are most
important. (For the purposes of this chapter,-
“objectives” refers to specific student learning out-
comes.) Unfortunately, the immense problems of
such prioritizing have been slighted. Frequently

¥
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objectives that are presentéd to them by a single
group (e.g.,  school administrators) or a limited .
number of groups., Correcting important objectives
that have been omitted is not taken into account.
If “critical objectives do not emerge'from thc objec-
tive-generating process they are ordinarily lost for-
ever. For example, there is likely to emerge a high
preponderance of content-bound objectives that
dre- easily measurable. More subtle learnings are

_neglected. Attending to the objectives that are -
casily identifiable severely limits .the range. of

decision-makers’ thinking and _results in deter
mining and limiting the curriculum.

“The rating of priority statements themselves is
severely dependent upon how abstractly the objec-.
tives arc specxfied (i-e., how global they are), the .
types of criteria on which the objectives are rated
(i.e., rated in importance: how much money will
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be spent on them, how much time and effort will
be spent, and the natyre of the groups doing the
rating).5 11 Test makers have had liétle experience
polling the opinions of nonprofessional groups, so

surveys for the purpose of developing or rating the .

importance of objectives are likely to be highly
classbiased. Actually, such surveys are seldom
done. Objectives generation and measurement are
likely to be treated in the most cavalier fashion.
Test-developers who would never think of in-
cluding an item without ficld testing it sometimes
accept and discard’ objectives with abandon. A
common procedure is to have the objectives re-
viewed by a small group of citizens and educators

-and claim that the objectives have been approved

by the public. Those citizens involved are too
frequently upper middle-class and the educators
are sclected in such a way that they are not broad-

ly representative.

A third way of deriving objectives is through
curriculum analysis. Oné can inspect materials such
as textbooks or courses of study to determine what
is being taught and then write objectives and test
items based on such content. Much of the impetus
for CRT’s came front c:arriculum developers like
those who pioneered Individually Prescripted In-
struction (IPI) as part of their efforts to develop
tests that, mcasure exactly wha the materjals
teach. This procedure also has its limitations in
that it is likely to emphasize only content-related
objectives. i .. '

Fourth, objectives can be chosen by in-depth
analysis of those instructional areas which one

wishes to test. Onc tries to determine the contents .

and behaviors in an area .of instruction and to
associate objectives and test items with contents

* and behaviors. In other words, by task analysis the )

instruction is broken into discrete learnings. The
most ambitious efforts along this line have re-
suited in instruments called “domain-referenced
tests.”l, 4, 8 . -

Domain-referenced testing (DRT) attempts to
define domains of behavior—categories of behavior

* onc might test and teach for—and to represent

these domains by an extensive pool of test items
which measure human performance in a particular
domain or domains. In one sense, domain-refer-
enced tests appear to be an attempt to escape the
triviality and absurdity of much of the behavioral
objeciives movement. If one must delineatc a high-
ly specific objective for each aspect of student

s
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behavior, one might generate thottsands: of such

s objectives. In onc project an attempt to define'a
.complete sct of objectives for the high school was

given up after 20,000 objectives hud been written.
A complete delineation becomes an absurdity and
most such lists become trivial,

Domain-referenced testing aims at overcoming
these problems. by defining important categories of
content and. behavior so that only objectives

representing particular domains become important, -

Other objectives are merely subsets or examples.
The instructional bencfits of sich a scheme
promise to be large since one could practice on
other objectives and test items from the domain to
leam the behavior. One could “always construct
another test from the innumerable objectives and
test items representing that domain. .

DRT’s exist more in promise than in practice.

No doubt the task.analysts will confront the same
formidable conceptual problems as have psycho-
logists who try to categorize mental behavior and
curriculum developers who try to define the struc-
ture of their subject. Even the most sophisticated
schemes of human mental abilitics, such as Blcom’s
Taxonomy, tend to falter when subjected to

cmpirical examination. Human mental processes °

defy categorization which suggests emphasis on the
long-debated principle of téaching to the whole
child rather than to specific skills. -

8.  Teachers should have an extensive role, from

the beginning, in deriving objectives and
should beware of co-optation.

Most teacher and public involvement in
Jeveloping objectives has béen: cursory at
best—more for the purposc, of legitimizing the
objectives than for determining or implementing
them. For example, objective-referenced tests were
developed for the state assessment program in
Michigan and employed onfa mandatory basis at

sclected grade levels. For !the selected “grades,

subject specialists from the state education agency
set up a small committce developed goals which

‘were later reviewed by subject-matter associations.

Then scveral one-day large group meetings were
held around, the state to give people a chance to
respond. .

Despite this effort to involve them, many of
the teachers and administrators who participated in
the group mectings felt that they had not had

.
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adequate input on the objectives.6 They were
preserited with a list of objectives and asked to

respond .after a cursory review. Most teachers in

the state never saw or heard of the objectives. In

spite of promises that -the objectives were only for

experimental purposes, the state agency developed
tests based on them and administéred them the
following year, claiming educator endorsecment.

4. Which objectives are selected and retained for
testing is critical for ORT’. Teachers should
be intimately involved from tlie beginning in
selecting objectives.

Sclection of final objectives’ for lcstmg is as

:lmportant as gencratmg themn, and teachers are

frequcntly provided only cursory participation in
this “activity also. In the Michigan assessment pro-
gram over four hundred objectives were generated

.for fourth-grade mathematics, yct only thirty-five

were selected for testing. The limiting factor was
the amount of time requiréd for testing each
objective, for it was deemed advisable not to
exceed five hours of testing time. Which ObjtcllVCS
were: excluded? Why? If only the most important
objectives were included, liow was their impor-
tance determined? What wg)uld be the instructional
effect over time of excluding the other several
hundred objectives? In most cases of objective
dcvclopmc'xt the .objectives are reiwritten and
screened by state education agency officials, select
citizens’ groups, and test makers, For example, in
Hlinois goals derived from pubhc hearings were

" —sclected and extensively rewritten by several

groups before being presented as public goals.

5, The ways in which test items are constructed

should be examined. When possible, teachers
should employ their own test experts to help
them assess the procedurgs.

ThcAusual number of items to measure one
objective scems (0 vary from three to five. Good
results have been obtained with five. Since even the
most specific objcctlvc can’ be measured by
thousands of test items, selection is important.
Sophisticated test makers use a systematic
sarapling plan that produces itéms for sub-
categorics of the objectives.

Of at least equal importance is the typc of
response the item calls for. Traditional tests use

FCUIN

multiple-choice answers because they are casy to
score by machine. However, if the purpose of the
test is to describe and diagnose classroom léaming
ard provide usable information te the teacher,

multiple-choice answers may be much less desir- .

able. The degree to which a test is a faithful sample
of learning behavior is more important in an objec-
tive-referenced test than in one which merely
strives to differentiate among students,

A group of items constructed by teachers is

" likely to be more relevant to, the instritction of

those particular teachers. Items written by

measurement experts from a matrix of content and

behavior are likely to be technicilly bet’er. but less

relevant, _ * -

6. CRT’s and ORT’s vho‘uld be thoroughly field
tested. Teachers should refuse to use tests
that have not been thoroughly fi cld.tqstcd

While this may seem a rather obvious caveat,
the fact is that many objective-referericed tests
have not been extensively tried out. Even where
tried out, frequently only a handful of students are
involved. Tests with so little fieid testing should be
resolutely avoided. The test developer should be
required to present details of the field test—the test
developer who can’t probably hasn’t conducted
one, which is an all too common occurrence.

7. Test (Icz'clo/)crv should present wm’cncc of
the test’s religbility. Teachers should not use
tests for which cvidence on. reliability is un-
avatlable. - .

" For un “ORT, cach sct of items used to
measure an objective might be considered a test in
itself. These should be Treliable measures in and of

themselves. The usual reliable determinants are test

statistics~ which are measures of intemal con-
sistency developed for traditional norm-referenced
tests. They are based on variations in individual

test ‘scores—item difficulty and the diffevences— ..

between the top scorers as opposed to bottom
scorers, for example. The reliability will bc‘hi‘gh'cst
when about half of the students get an item right _
and half get it wrong—a norm-referenced concept .
maximizing discrimination among test takers.
Using these traditional techniques causes the
tests to discriminate in the same way as do items in
standardized tests. Unfortumately, the ORT

>
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dcvclopcrs have not been able to solve this prob-
lem. The ulternative is to have no evidence of
- reliability, which to many is cven more un-
acceptable, Perhaps the best policy is to insist on
some measures of reliability, ones for which the
test developers supply a public ratipnale which can
be assessed.

8. Tlxe test makers should present evidence of
“the validity of the tests.-Teachers should
mspect the validation procedures canfully

V.xhdny—whlch depends upon the ability to
‘answer the question, “Does the test measure what
it is supposed to?”—presents another difficult
problem -for the maker of criterion-referenced
tests. For traditional norm-referenced tests,
validity is often established by how well the'test- -
. predicts concurrent aczdemic grades. But this

"~ makes little sense for CRT’s. Test developers are
usually left trying to moke logical assessments of
content validity ‘based on how the tests were
developed. .

If the test is ObJ(.CUVC referenced, one can

s« assess whether test items adequately measure the

R objccuvcs and whether the objectives themselves

" are valid for what the test is trying to measure.

"t 7 If the test purports to measure the effects of
classroom instruction, then the objectives must be
the ones mught and thc:ust items miust besensitive
to instruction. The Michigan assessment ptgram
tried a sensitivity index to determing’ if corrcctly
responding to an item .was deperdent on instruc-
tion. The index didn’t work in this situation. A
highly specific objcctivc might be valid for one
class but not for anrtlcr, and a test which pre-
sumes ta be valid for-assessing instruction in a -
whole state has the problem of demonstrating that |
its items and objectives were constructed in such a
way as to be appropriate statewide—not an easy
task. The whole problem of validity is an un-

, Tesolved one, but the burden of, proof should fall

on the test maker, not the buyer. ]
No matter what the derivation of the test or
what it is called, unless it covers what a particular
teacher has taught it- cannot be a valid measure for
that teaching situation; it is a measure of someone
else’s objectives. On the other hand, if the test is a
mecasure of ijcctlvcs which the teacher developed
but which he or she is willing to accept as indicative

»
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of his or her instruction, then the objectives are
valid for that teaching situation. v

9.  “Minimal competency” or nastcry” cut- oj'j'

- points for students should be viewed with

some  suspicion. Teachers should question
arbitrary standards and substitute their own.

Item diffi culiy on tests can be manipulated
casily by test makers. Whether a student scores 30
sercent or 88 percent can be built into the test
itsell and just as casxly changed by assigning
arbitrary values to test items. Since there is no
objcctlvc means by which tests can establish a level

¥

of satisfactory competency, the setting of such:

standards is extremely arbitrary. What'is minimal
tompetency in reading? When has one mastered
reading? On the other hand, one may be willing to
accept the opinions of certain groups as standards
if thicy are clearly recognized as group opinion and
subject to all the deficiencies that implies.

" Nonctheless, many CRT developers continue
to build highly arbitrary standards into their tests.
For example, the Michigan assessment.is based on a
minimal skill concept that declares a student must
achicve 75 percent of the rtinimal objectives. In
the first year of implementation somie of the dis-
tricts where the highest academic achievement
might be expected were able to achieve only 30
percent of some objectives. The 75 percent cut-off
was cvidently without justification.

"

e

10. Many objective-referenced,, tests are really

norme-referenced tests in disguise. No teacher
_should voluntarly administer a test that he or
she does not understand,

If one constructs objectives such as “reading a
newspaper at a fourth-grade level,” the norm is
obvnously built in. If one then sclects test items
using traditional test statistics, like item dlfl"culty,

and uses items from norm-referenced tests, the

result is a test that discriminates among students
but has the appearance of being referenced to skills
rather than students. It becomes a norm-referenced
test that looks*:like a criterion-referenced test.
(Some test _experts claim that it js impossible to
vonistruct anything other than a norm-referenced
test.) It is also possible to use ORT results jn a
norm-referenced manner if one courts how many
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11. The public and the profession should be made
aware that CR or ORT’s are not panaceas.
. Test bias problems remain the same with CR

or ORT’s as with norm-referenced tests.

Lower socio-economic groups will score as
poarly on criterion or objective-referenced tests as

they do om “norin-referenced tests, Basic factors .
such as malnutrition and lack of motivation toward .

school and test taking are untouched. by change
from one type to another. What CRT’s might offer
some students is a reprieve from being told they
are inferior. (In some districts test scores .re
attached to the report cards or .cven reported in the
newspapers) Since “self-confidence seems to. be
critical in schooling, lack of stigmatization could
be an important advantage Another advantage
might be to spcll out in greater detail where certain
educational weaknesses of students lie. Actually,
CRT developers have done little that might result
in preventing racial, social class, school-building, or
neighborhodd bias in;their tests.
‘ [y
12. CRT’s could cost more than traditional tests,
depending on the thoroughness of develop-
ment. The costs of tests versus their utility
should be carefully conszden(l

Traditional norm-rcfcrcnccd tests alrcady
exist and do not neced to be dcvélopcd so if CRT
supcrlorlty can’t be posztncly demonstrated, the
qucstlon should be raised, “Why go to the extra
time and expense?” Also, f)/ccausc of their greater

‘specificity, consider that CRT’s mlg,ht be valid for

only a small domain of behavior at a glvcn point in
time (thuc cold be large rewards in this, of
course, in promoting learning). Many rhore tests
would.have to be developed rather than a few gen-
eral ones. The procedure of dcvclopmg and
validating objectives and test items is a long, dif-
ficult, and costly procedure when propcrly done.

There are two ways of reducing costs. One is
based on the assumption that there are: ccrtam
basic and necessary skills and stages of* learning

independent of the local setting and that one.need -

develop only onc test for basic reading skills-and
scll it to-everyone. This is the assumption of the

test makers, but it is a questionable one. Learning
) B

often scems to be highly context-dependent. Chil-

.dren leam in different ways in different settings.
The inability of educational research to come up
with guaranteed teaching techniques and the in-
ablllty of psychology to demonstrate transfer of
training indicates this is so.

Another way of reducing costs would be to’
have local groups of tcachers develop their own
CRT’s as they now do for- their classrooms. But

_there is the question of whether the amount of
time rcqulrcd would be profitdbly spent in test
construction.2

v
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Teachers should not be evaluated on CRT’s

and ORT’s any more than on noym-referenced

tests. Teachers should not allow themselves to
. be cvaluated on the basis of AN Y tests.

13.

Tcsts are not good mcasures of what is taught
in school. Although objective-referenced texts pur-
port to be better measures of learning, they cannot
be considered good mcasures of teaching. An
obvious deficiency is that the tests measure only
cognitive aspects_of the classroom: In addition, the
teacher does not have control over many of the
variables that affect test scores. Evaluating teachers
is a use that should not be claimed for ORT’s. The
evaluation of teaching shouldO be based on observa-
tion, sclf—cvaluatlon, student ratings, interviews,
and many other types of data.

14. A main advantage of CRT’s or ORT’s seems
to be in the reporting of results, that is, avoid-
ing blanket categorizations of children by test
scores and providing more useful instructional
information. Subtests should be used only as
diagnostic instruments.

Instead of a composite score with which the
teacher can do little but type the child, in criterion
or objective-referenced tcsting the teacher is pre-
sented with specific objectives the student can or
cannot accomphsh The avoidance of a single score
catégorizing the child is a major benefit. Pre-
symably the teacher also will be better able to
make use of the detailed objectives for improving
instruction and learning . -

It should be noted, however, that there is
little cvidence that a teacher can do a better job
working with specific objectives than working
without them. Whether to use specific objectives

* .




" .. ~-should remain'a matter of style'and judgment for

v

_ the individual' teacher. Robert ‘E. Stake has

indicated that there are significant costs in ‘using
behavioral objectives, including the possibility that
the teacher will teach only what is easy to
measure.! In Michigan, most teachers did not find
the ORT’S valuable for instructional purposes The .
instructional benefits,_ are also reduced by the
limited number of objectives to which one can
teach and for which one can reasonably test.
. i .
15. While worthy of consideration, the claims of
criterion, objectives, and domain-referenced
_tests should be viewed with some skepticism
but “with an open mind. Teachers should
vigorously resist the misuse of all kinds of
tests.

In some ways CRT’s can be viewed as a
responsc by the testing establishment to avoid
some of the criticisms of tests. Such was the
motivation in_Michigan. CRT’s and ORT’s still
embody most of the deficiencies of tests in general,
and are not useful. for evaluating teachers,in ac-
countability schemes. The tests are also difficult to
construct and are subject to much conceptual con-
fusion, even though they do offer the potential of
being more useful for instruction.

An important benefit of CR versus norm-
referenced tests is that with CRT’s the test taker is
hot stigmatized by a glob&Qci:sc supposedly repre-
senting his or her ability. ThiNs a great advantage.
The best use of tests is in raising questions in the
teacher’s mind about individual - students who
achievé unusual scores. The tests themselves may
be in error, or the teacher’s preconception may be.
In any case, following up on seeming discrepancies
is the job of the professiona). Tests should be used
to raise questions, not to resolve them.

GLOSSARY OF MEASUREMENT TERMS*

~

Achievement Test

A test that measures the amount learned by a stu-
.dent, usually in academic subject matter or basic

skills.

-
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an academic aptitude test.

.

Apritude Test »

A test .consisting of items sclected and standardized

so that the test yields a score that ntzn be used,in
predicting a person’s future perfornfance on tasks ~
not evidently similar to those in the test. Aptitude 2
tests may or may not differ in content Jrofiiv—-
achievement.tests, but they do differ in purpose. ' -
Aptitude tests consist of items that predict future
learning of performance; achievement-tests consist
of items that sample the adequacy of past learning.

-

s W 4

Criterion )

A standard or judgment used as a basis for
quantitative and qualitative comparison; that
variable to which a test is compared to constitute a
measure of the test’s validity. For example, grade-
point average attainment of curricular objectives
arc often used as criteria for judging the validity of

~

Criterion-Referenced Test

A test in which every item is directly identified
with an ‘explicitly stated educational behavioral
objective. The test is designed to determine which
of these objectives have been mastered by the
examinee. )

~

S

Grade Norm ) ‘

The average test score obtained by students classi-
fied at a given grade placement.

pocal Norms

Norms that have been obtained from data collected
in a limited locale, such as a school system, county
- LY

*Excerpts: from the revised edition of 4 Glnssary
of Measurement Terms: A Basic Vocabulmy for
Evaluatioy and Testing, pdblished by CTB/
McGraw-Hi& Del Monte Research Park, Monterey,
California 93940. Copyright © 1973. Reprinted by
permission of the publisher. -




Qar state. They may be used instead of national
norms to evaluate student pcrformancc.

o Multiplc:Choice !_tem

A test questlon cons:stmg of a stem in the form of
a direct question or incomplete statement and two
or more answers, called alternatives or response
~choices. The exammec s, task is to choose from
among the alternatives provnded the best answer-
the question posed in the stem. ' \

Kl
"]

Nonverbal Test .

. A test in which the items consist of symbols,
figures, numbers, or pictures, but not words.

Performance Test

" A 'test-that requires the use and manipulation of
physical objécts and the application of physical
and manual skills. Shorthand or typing tests, in
which the response called -for is similar to the
. behavior about which information is desired,

* -exemplify work-sample tests, which are a type of

** performance test.

Randorr: Sample:

A sarnple drawr: in such a way that every member
of the population has an equal* chance of being
mcluded, thus chmmatmg selection bias. A random
sample is “representative” of its.total population.

4
b}

. Reliability

The . consistency of test scores obtained by the
same individuals on “different occasions or with

N

ERICT -

to,

i

dlffcrent sets of equivalent items; accuracy of
scores. Several types of reliability coefficients
should be dlstmgulshcd
/ ’ ©
Coefficlent of internal consistency is a measure .
based on internal analysis of data obtained on a
single trial of a test (Kuder-Rlchardson formulas
and the split-half method using the Spearman-
Brown formula). N .
. i A

Coefficient “of equivalence or . alternate, forms;
reliability® refers to a.correlation between scores

“from two forms of a test given at approx:mately

the same time.

Coefficient of stability or test-retest reliability
rcfers to a correlation between test and retest with
some period of time intervening. The test-retest
situation may be with two forms of the same test. -

Standardized Test
A test constructed of items that are appropriate in
difficulty and discriminating power for the in-
tended examinees and that fit the preplanned table
of content specification. The test is administered in
accordance with exphclt directions for uniform
administration and is used with a manual that con-
tains reliable norms for the defined reference

groups. T .- e

Validity

The ability of a test to measure what it purports to
measure. Many methods are used to establish
validity, depending on the test’s purpose.
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_THE TESTING OF MINORITY CHILDREN--A NEO-PIAGETIAN APPROACH
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Thc 'Nationai - Education Association, the self-fulfilling prophecy of lower expectations fo
popular press, the courts, civil rights organizations, minority chidren and .reinforcing the genetje-
state’and federal agencies, and others have. pointed inferiority argument advanced by Arthur Jensen
to the sfailure of the dest-publishing industry to and others. >
consider fully the cultural and linguistic differences In addition, if test publishers and users Sre
of minority children when constructing psycho- willing to establish ethnic norms, they should also
logical tests. Test publishers’ have responded by establish- norms based on sex differences. To take .
translating existing intelligence and nationally~  ‘into account both sex and all the cthnic subgroups.
normed achievement tests into other languages *» in the United States would require an ,almost
such as Spanish, adjusting norms for cthnic sub- infinite set of norm tables. . From the practical
groups, and attempting to construct culture-free . point alone, this is absurd. One might wonder what
tests. Each approach involves distinct problems. norms a publisher would use for a sct of male/

.. Morcover, in our opinion, the tests as they are cur-  female twins who had a Mexican father and a
rently designed are of little use to anybody. , Hungarian mother. o ‘
"-Translating". existing intelligence or achieve- " The testing industry has also responded to
ment tests for non-English-speaking children often criticism of conventional IQ tests by attempting to
creates problems. First, regional differences within create tulture-free tests. Such tests are difficult to
a language make it difficult to use a single transla- construct, and many question whether they. .
tion in a standardized testing situation _where achieve theit goal of being free of cultural bias.
cxaminer and examince are permitted virtually no Tests of mental ability and/or achicvement attempt
- interaction. Thus, while toston means a quarter or to determine the ability of 4’ child-to manipulate
a half. dollar to a Chicano, it means a portion of certain elcments of a problem into a predetermined
banaiia squashed and fried'to a Puerto' Ricam: solution. It is difficult to conceive of test clements
) Second, monolingual translations‘are inappro-  equally familiar to children of all ethnic or cultural
priate " because the language familiar to non: groups, especially when test developers are mem-
"English-speaking children is often a combination of bers of-a group themselves.
two languages as in the case of Tex-Mex. Third, In a largc number of frequcn[ly used IQ,and
many non-English-speaking children have -never achievement tests; cultural influences on items
learned to read in their spoken language. For cause the tests t6 measure something other than
example, many Chicano children speak Spanish but that for which they were designed. Thus, aside
have had no instruction in reading Spanish. from what many tests sct out to measure; to a large

Another major - response of the testing extent they also measure— . : -
industry. to criticism has been to estiblish or to . . .
proposc - establishment of regional “and ethnic . Soctalization, Certait test items are
norms.”Such a practice leads to lower expectations - actually measures of the. child’s fargily value *
for minorities, which in turn may lower children’s - system. In tests marketed in the United
aspirations. to succeed. Further.nore, ethnic norms . States, the referent value systémn is, generally,
do not take into consideration the complex reasons " that of the Anglo American middle class.
why minority children on the average score lower - This chiracteristic is particularly evident -
than Anglo American ¢hildren on IQ tests. Ethnic in the comprehension scale of onc of the
norms are potentially dangerous from the social major individually administered IQ tests. The
perspective because they provide a basis for test presents questions very much like this
invidious comparisons between racial .groups. The one provided by the publisher as a typical,

. tendency is to assume that lower scores are indica- but not authentic, item from the test: “What
- tive of lower potential, thereby contributing to the . should you do if you sce someone forget his

.
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book when he lcaves his seat in a restaurant?”
This type of question has little. or nothmg to
do with a child’s ability to process, manipu-

- late,” andfor code information.,.The answers

depend almost exclusively on whether a child
has been socialized under the particular

.- ~cthical system implied by the question.

Q
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Productivity cr-level of aspiration. Many
tests confuse what they hope tq measure with
a measure of productwnty or level: of asplra-

"~tion. For example, in a large number of tests,
the~child who produces the most responses
receives-a _higher score than the one who stops
-respondmg\after only a few attcmpts. The
assumption underlying this type of test is that

- all subjects will produce as many responses as

they are able, in other words, that they all
have the same level of aspiration.

Timed: tests also confuse thé measure-
ment of aspirati‘on. In timed tests, which con-
stitute the majority of publlshcd group tests,
the tester asks children to work qulckly,
quietly, and efficiently. Little regard is given
to children who are not motivated to work in

that ‘manner. For ' the purpose of boosting
- statistical reliability, tests are constructed in
_such a way that children are asked a large

number of questions which vary only a little
in content. .

A similar problem involves tests which
sequence items in order of increasing dif-
ficulty. In these, children encounter in-
creasing levels of .failure and frustration.. For
those, who start out fearfully, as do most chil-
dren unfamiliar with%the soc¢ial demands of

the school or test situation, the first indica-.

tion of failure or difficulty dlSCOllrd&CS them
from continuing.

Expepence or: specific learning. Tests'that
require answers of fact assume that all chil-
dren taking the test will have had about the
same cxposure to the facts being tested. Any
number of cxaniplcs involving vocabulary
bear out the spuriousness of this assumption.
It is impossible o determine whether
minority children miss a test item because
_ttiey have never been cxposcd to the word or
because they lack the capacity to understand
the word. Problems of this type are found in
virtually any test of mental ability which uses

a score on a vocabulary subtest to infer
ultimate capablhty
One of the most widely used lnd.Vldually
admmlstcrcd mtclhg,cncc tests is full of
' cxamplcs of /the importance of spcific
cxpcrll.ncc on- fest results. For c\amplc, the’
child is asked questions of vocabul,lry which .
~behr directly on past experience or gxposure o
to thd words being tested:

Now lct us consider the validity and utlhty of -

the IQ score. Forgetting for a :moment stan-

N dardlzcd achievement tests, the Qngmal Justifica-

 tion for the use of the IQ test was_that the scores
statlstlcally predict mental retardation and low
school achiecvement. Yet in 1971, sociologist Jane
Mercer found that of adults who scored below 79
on an tndwndully administered IQ test (and who

would h v\c/bch\ﬂzabelcd mentally retarded /had

they been scoo ildren);~84 percent had com- °
pleted cight grades or- mare in school, 83 percent
-had held a job, 80 percént were financially _-
independent, and almost” 100 pcrccnt could do
their owr shopping and travel alone. In other
words, cven at the task for which exp :ris agree the
IQ test is best suited—screening for mental retarda-
tion—the IQ measure probably has a dubious real-
life validity. ' o

In addition to its traditional use as an indi-
cator of mental retardation, many educators and
‘politicians have come to' consider the IQ test to be
a useful instrument for teachers, school districts,
and state and federal agencies, Indccd many states
mandate that districts administer IQ tests several
times as a child goes through the school system.
But do the results really help the teacher do a
better job?

Let us consider a typical cxamplc. A teacher )
suspects that a child has a severe learning disability
and asks the schoal psychologist to test the child.
After the psychologist gives an individually admin-
istered test in which the child scores an IQ of 87,
the psychologlst writes up an extensive report of
impressions of- the child’s performance and
potential. Upon reccxvnm, the report, the teacher ,
responds in surprise, “But I knew all that. I W’lnt
to know how I can reach this child.” Thus, nclthcr
psychologlst nor teacher is any. wiser despite con-
siderable time and expense ddministering and

[\

- evaluating the’IQ test.

While few psychologists would agree that edu-

. cational decisions affecting a child’s life should be )

:”{\/
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made just on 'the basis of an IQ score, the fact
remains that such decisions are made by educators
who, through personal fiat, supported by state
mandate, igndre both individual subscale profiles
and psychologists’ admonitions for- the sake of
practical expediency. The result is, of course, a

“form of default institutional racism.

Thus; while much -of the controversy sur-

ri;uqding IQ tests and minority children focuses on -

whether the IQ mgd\él is a valid one, a more prac-
tical question concerns the general utility of the
information the test produces. In order to answer.
one must consider who :
why. Within the educatidnal‘ system, there are
qualitative differences in the type of information
needed, depending on the source of the need. Toa

s\ixsking the question and
ti
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administrators, teachers, parents, and children as to
their perceptions of program effectiveness and by
testing specific program objectives and reporting
changes in group scores without reference to indi-

-vidual scores. . .

Local schpol district personnel reduire infor-

mation z\iboqt the needs of children and the effec- .

tiveness of programs in the same way as do the

" federal and state agencies.. However, since needs

large extent, much of the confusion surrounding

the issue of whether to test stems from failure to
consider these differences. B

Severdl levels within, the educational system
require information traditionally obtained through

IQ testing: the funding level-which involves fedcral_,

and state agencies; the local level, which involves
district personnel and school principals; and the
school level, which involves classroom teacher,
para-professional, and parents. :

‘Federal and state funding agencies expect IQ
tests to Supply them with*information concerning
statewide or districtwide needs for the purpose of
allocating funds. and information concerning pro-

. gram effectiveness. There would seem to be far

better ways of meeting the first need than trying to

. infer specific needs from an omnibus asséssment

based on so poorly understood a concept as IQ.
Assessment procedures which can evaluate whether
specific educational programs are neceded in
specific areas such as science would be more useful,
Such' procedures exist, and these allow direct
inference from test performarice to program need.

The second need—that of knowing about the

-effectiveness of particular programs—has become

particularly, demanding recently in light of ac-
countability and evaluation faudit requirements. In
response, these federal and state agencies 'have
often mandated that IQ,and standardized achicve-
ment tests be administéred fo evaluate programs.

Actually, program evaluations can be made
through a variety of procedures, none ‘of which
necesarily has anything to do with IQ or stan-

e " - r
- dardized achievement tests. For example, a reason-

able assessment can be made by interviewing

ERIC -
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assessments are usually conducted at the state

“levels, local officers tend ‘to rely on the state-

-

provided infqrmation rather than to conduct

_expensive research on'their own.

Ideally, evaluation of individual programs
should center around °coliection of data dealing
directly with program objectives and activities.
However, instruments of evaluation often- have
little to do with the actual prograr; IQ or national-

ly normed achievement tests are used, providing_
scores which often have little in the way of infor-

mation about effectiveness. of individual programs

_ and prograin components. .
The last to be considered in the educational
hierarchy are, unfortunately, classroom teachers

z\ipd what they need to assist the learner. How can
téachers translate numerical IQ scores into cur-
riculum or instructional prescriptions? This ques-
tion. is particularly ‘perplexing because teachers

cannot rely on absolute point differences on IQ -

scores.’ For éxample, if a teacher wanted to know
what should be done differently for children with
scores of 92 and 100, the answer would have to be
“nothing” because these . scores .are functionally
cquivalent. They are both within the “normal”
range, i.c., within one standard deviation of the
mean. However, when the same cight-point dif-
ference is between IQ scores of 84 and 92, there is
a different implication. The score of 84 is approx-
imately one standard deviation below the mean
and is, in some states, considered.to indicate that a
child is in the “retarded” .or “slow learner”
category. In this case, the eight points which
separate the 84 and 92 scores would necessitate
different recommendations for the -children in-
volved. . _ ..
In many cases, the same criticisms apply to
achievement tests that provide collapsed or sum-
mary achievement scores. What educational dijs-

tinctions and decisions -can teachers make about °

childrén with reading grade equivalency scores of

3.2 versus 3.6 and 3.6 versus 4.0? Neither the IQ
\ : .

\ ; . .»M*;"» -
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score nor the collapsed achicvement score provides
-enough information on which to basesound daily
educational decisions.

"These issues have brought us to consider an
alternative assessment model which derives from
the work of Jean Piaget. We have been working

- with Juan Pascual-Leone of York University,
" Toronto; in developing a nco-Plagetlan procedure,
which has been tested with approximately 1,100
Mexican American and other children in four
Southwestern states. Children were tested using
standardized tcsts of school achievement, IQ, and
four Piaget-derived measures developed  indi-
vidually and jointly by De Avnla and Pascaul-Lcone

" over the past 10 years.

The goals of this research were:

néo-Piagetian measures in a sample of
primarily Mexican American children
who live in different arcas and have
_different socioeconomic backgrounds.

2. -To examine the psychometric properties
of these neo-Piagetian measures.
3. To examine the relation between

° - developmental level as assessed by the
neo-Piagetian procedures and IQ as as-
sessed by standardized measures.

. To: examine sex differences in perfor-
. mances on the tests.

Results of this research have shown that:

, 1. These measureswexhibit a dcvelopmcntal
) progressnon of performance S across
. age in accordance with\Pifget’s theory of
‘. cognitive development.
2. Performance of the ‘primarily Mexican

American sample is developmentally ap-
propriate and within thé limits of ex-
. ‘pcctcd levels of cognitive development
$ - . for given chronologlcal ages.
’ 3. ‘There are no meaningful dlffcrcnccs be-
tween the sexes.
4, "Scores of children taking the tests in
| i English, Spanish, or bilingually showed
no appreciable differences.

“ta \)4
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1. To. test interrclations among the four -

'

5. There were no cthmc group dlfference,s
on the neo-Piagetian measures of cogni-
tive development at the New Mexico
location, the only place where direct
.+ ethnic group comparisons could be
made. There. were, however, consistent
“ethnic group differences. on the 1Q
measures (Otls -Lennon Mental _ Ability
Test) and on’the achievement rheasure
(Comprehenswe Tests .of Basic Skills)
always in favor of Anglo Amencans.

-

- v

These results have several lmphcatlons. First,
as this was a field study, further work is needed
with greater control over such variables as language
background, ethnicity, and achievement. With such,
controls, the nature of the relationship between
nco-ngctlan measures and traditional measures of
capacity and achievement can be assessed with
greater precision. Second, results of this study
indicate -that the relationship between cognitive
development and ‘school achicvement, especially ot
Mexican American children, must be more closely
cxamined. Third, the failure to find a difference
between Mexican American_and Anglo American
children on the nco-Piagetian measures leads us to
adopt the position that-Mexican American children
develop cognitively the same as Anglo American
children. It appecars, however, “that cognitive
development in Mexican American children and -
perhaps others is not in itself a suffnc:ent condition

“to engender a level of school -achievement
equivalent to that of middle class children. .

Failurc of Mexican American children -to
achieve in school and to perform well on tradi-
tional capacity and achievement measures must be .
attributed to rcasons other than alleged cognitive
inferiority. Some reasons for poor perforinance, we
feel, lic.in the design characteristics of curriculum
and other classroom materials,. ldnguagc usage, and
the situational contexts or givens used in both test-
ing and presenting curriculum. Culturally biased in
favor of particular groups, they put all other chil-
dren at a distinct disadvantage. -

While these findings are of importance in
understanding the cognitive development of
Mexican American children, the more basic ques-
tion remains: How can. the classroom teacher use
the information provided by the neo-Piagetian

. +approach on aregular day-by-day basis?
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. In ah attempt to generate test information
which directly” fulfills informationalfinstructional
needs within the schools, we have designed a com-
puterized system which deals with information
needs of the three levels of school personnel dis-
cussed previously. At the administrative level, this
system provides group statistical data for program
evaluation and needs assessment and, at the teacher
level, provides classroo!n recommendations rather
than scores. - :

. This system simultaneously takes into ac-

count achievement and developmental scores for
bogh the individual child and the child’s referent
- group. It thus becomes possible to determine all of
the possible tést outcomes and, thereby, to design
individual computerized program prescriptions for
" each child tested. Workshops are then held with
the -teachers ‘involved to discuss the implementa-

. -
.
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tion of' these prescriptions. A copy of these recom-
mendations can also be sent to the homie so that
parents are aware of what the teache: is tryihg to
accomplish with the child and can,.with guidance
from the teacher, participate in the child’s educa-
tion. . , '

This system, called, Program Assessment Pupi} .
Inst}uction (PAPI), wus tested successfully in thd
same four states where data were gathered for the
above described research. } .

It should be noted that the PAPI system is
designed so that a child’s peer or referent group
can be designated in numerous ways, such as grade,
S€X,'Or prograin group. . . <

Thus far we have tested the PAPI system by
working directly with classroom téachers, by ex-
plaining the computer printouts, by listening to sug-;

gestions, and by continuously refining our approach.

-




The case for objective assessment of educa-

tional achievement through standardized ability

_ testing is based upon the idea that we ought to try
our best to measure accurately what children are
able to do. Such information, it is argued, should

. be of value to everyone genuinely concerned with

educational practice. But despite these wholesome
goals, educational and psychological testing has
come in for a great deal of criticism, especially
during the past 20 years. Comment has included
allegations that testing is linked to thought-control
_efforts; that there is manipulation and’ undue in-
“fluénce on school curriculums, especially at the
secondary level; and that tests promote an un-
warranted invzsion ot privacy. Criticisms have come
from civil rights spokespersons; from educators;
from the critics of education in America; from
sociologists, psychologists, philosophers; 'from
politicians, journalists, and public administrators.
* Criticisms of testing were especially bountiful
in the years between 1955 and 1965..No single
focal pomt of discontent was identified; cr1t1c15ms,
both major and minor, were hurléd at testers in
schools, in industry and government, and in clinical
" and research work. (The best suznmary of this
literature is a selected annotated bibliography?
prepared for the Commission on Tests of the Col-
lege Entrance Examination Board. A report pre-
. pared for this Commission mdependently catalogs
10 criticisms of tests. Some of these deal primarily
with tests of ability or achievement, but most
apply also to personality testing.)

In our book, Educational and Psychologz'cal
Testing, we attempt to examine the testing
industry and to offer a format to help evaluate the
}adequacy of testing systems.3 But .in this chapter
we have a more limited concern: our goal is to
offer a summary of the major criticisms pertammg
to standardized educational testing. Please keep in
mind that we arc not here oftering some kind of
indictment of this testmg, rather, we hope this

. identification of criticisms will contribute to the
responsible development of this important segment
of education.

» " i’

ERIC | B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

the continuing development and improvement of

CRITICISMS OF STANDARDIZED TESTING e
. by Milton G. Holmen |,
Richard F. Docter ; N :

—
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" Tests discriminate against some individuals. It
has been strongly argued that some testing pro-
grams have consistently failed to take into account
differences in cultural background and in unique
individual attributes. Such failure unquestionably

. influences test results and may, therefore, penalize

the testees.

A major concern is whether tests developed
primarily for use with Cuucasian subjects can
properly be administered to minority-group mem-
bers. Many of the latter may have educational and

“cultural backgrounds markedly different from

those of the subjects used in the standardization of
any particular test.

Employment-selection "tests have especially -
been denounced by mmonty-group representatives
as too often centaining built-in bias which favors
the middle-class white person and discriminates”
against the minority applicant. While respected
testing professionals may disagree on the inter-
pretation of specific data purported to prove or

-disprove this point, they agree that tests lacking in

job-related valldlty have no place. in selection-and-

. placement testing programs.

Tests predict imperfectly. No standardized
tests are perfect predictors of future behavior.
Even the most enthusiastic proponents of objective
assessment tcchmqucs would insist that their ability
to foretell behavior is highly dependent on such
factors as the individual(s) to be tested, the
behavior to be predicted, the time over which pre-
diction is to be attempted, and the criterion
measures used to establish predictive effectiveness.

But even with all these qualifications, critics
of testing have come to the conclusion that many
tests are weak and unsatisfactory devices which
mislead naive test users and result in harm to those
tested. Many ecritics have just about given up on
tests, for they see them as falling far short of the
ideal applications envisioned by their ¢reators and
their publishers.

The problem of test validation encompasses
many issues that go beyond establishment of
certain formal psychometnc properties which may
be present to some extent in any test. The. proper
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use of tests must cncompass a variety of

responsibilities independent of the attributes of
any particular test. We must not only ask whether

" a test has been shown to possess some kind of
validity for a known group of subjects, but also
must investigate many other questions bearing on
the particular circumstances surrounding the
application of the test.

Test scores may be rigicly interpreted. Test
scores provide “one opportunity to establish a data
base of individuals. Anyone interested in labeling
_people can have a ficld day with test results. This
fact notwithstanding, the properly trained user of

tests is supposed to know that test scores are not .

fixed measures, that they are estimates of human
attributes at best, and that, they necessarily en-
compass various kinds of sampling errors.

But test scores are often applied in rigid and
arbitrary ways. In schools; this can result in assign-
ment 6f children to ability groupings based on
measures which may be indefensible. The quality
of professiunal practice associated with test usage
leaves'must to be desired.

Tests may be assumed to measure innate
characteristics. Senw critics of ability testing have
argued that tests provide scores that may be
naively interpreted as measurés of innate character-
istics, such as “intelligence”; many harmful
consequences are said to flow from this miscon-
ception. It has occasionally been assumed that, if
tests were .not available, people would not make
arbitrary classifications of individuals. Tests are
therefore condemned as antihumaristic and as
tostenng a view of humankind that sees human
abilities as fixed or rigidly limited.

Even worse, gon*e critics have reasoned that
tests influence individuals to conceive of humans in
categorical terms, such as “mentally retarded” or
“gifted.” They conclude that thinking of this kind
is undesirable. .

At first glance, this seems to be nothing more
than a variation on the practice of making rigid use

~ of test scores. The essential difference, however, as

_expressed by some critics, is that not only do tests
foster the belief that one has fixed “intelligence”
based on innate characteristcs, but also that the use
made of test scores depends heavily on such a
belief.

The kind of school program offered and the
energy invested in preparing a youngster for the

Q ‘)
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future may be directly influenced by an educator’s-
belief that tests mcasure innate intelligence. The
egalitarian ethic in America frowns upon labeling
based- on some arbitrary measurement supposed to
reflect innate characteristics. T

Test scores may influence teacher expectation
regarding student potential. In their classic study,
Robert Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson? showed
that, when teachers’ expectations regarding student
poténtinls were ‘based on fictitious information
about the Students’ abilities, the actual achieve-
ment [ students reflected these expectations.
Those who were expected to achieve less did:
achieve less, and vice versa. ‘ .

Critics of ability testing have argued with
considerable force-that tests of “intelligence” have
highly. undesirable  consequences for student per=-
formance because, at” least in part, teachers tend (6
relate to students differentially, according to their
supposed intelligence. Studen(ts who are singled out
as “gifted” or “low ability” are given different
assignments, rewards, and teachers, and they- ar
systematically taught what is expected of them.- - |-

There scems little argument that teachers’
expectations contribute to student performance. It
is less clear what factors shape teacher expecta-
tions. Test scores may be important in determining
differences among students for some. teachers;
however, we need to know far more about the en-
tirc matter of teackier expectancy, for many other
variables may in fact help to determine their
attitudes, )

Tests have a harmful effect on the shaping of

&

~ tognitive styles. The widespread use of multiple-

choice test items, matching items, and other test
components with .a single correct answer is said by
some critics of testing to contribute to undesirable
styles of_ thinking. Some claim that the young stu-.
dent is carefully taught that all problems must have
a right or wrong answer, and thus the student is led
to think in this manner about all questions.

Tests shape school curriculums and restrict
educational change. When teachers know that the
evaluation of their students will be based on a
particular kind of test of some more or less predict-
able content, they make extensive efforts to assist
their students to perform well on these tests. The
proponents of statewide testing programs would
probably argue that this is exactly what they have
in 'mind—that teachers ought to be encouraged to
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cover material wwhich their colleagues consider
essential. “What’s wrong with this?”’ they ask.
Critics of testing say that experimentation

_with new ways of teaching, the introduction of

new subject matter, and the whole process of indi-
vidualizing instruction in terms of the needs and

. interests of ir Yvidual students are hamstrung by a

slavish adherence to standardized achievement

_ testing. The question seems to come down to find-

ing an acceptable balance between the neced to
know what has been learned during a given period
of time and the encouragement of innovation,
change, and experimentation in the classroom.

Tests distort the individual’s self-concept and
level of aspiration. Of all the criticisms of tests, one
of the most penetrating and difficult to dismiss is
that young persons may generalize from test results
and make conclusions about themselves which are
not warranted or intended. For example, consider
the teenaged boy who is struggling to establish a
more positive and more realistic self-concept. How
helpful is it for him to be shown his low test scores
which may make him conclude that he is far less
capable than his classmates?

How many high school students have reccived
brief and inappropriate counscling recommenda-
tions, usually based in part on test results, and have
concluded from these recommendations that they
are not “college material”? One large school dis-
trict, for example, regularly presents junior high
school students with test result summaries printed
on cards that the students take home to their
parents. These cards offer a lucid’and easily under-
standable summary of what the various achicve-
ment and aptitude scores mean. Although the
intent is to make. information available to parents,.

-there arc obviously risks in terms of shaping the

Q

attitudes of students toward themselyes.

In our view, the proper handling of test re-
sults calls for ncither a strategy of silence and
secrecy nor for open distribution of data without
discussion, darification, and interpretation of
meanings. \

Tests select homogeneous educational
groups. A common procedure in organizing a
school is to assign students to classes on the basis
of estimates of learning ability. Very often these
estimates are based on ability testing. It is a short
step to conclude that tests have dctermined the
organizational style of_ schools, ahd it may surely’

13
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be argued that tests do indeed contribute to the
way in which students are assigned. . ]

Critics -of the ability-tract system, as this
arrangement is often called, frequently see educa-
tional testing as the bad guy. But, were no test data
available, an educational administrator dedicated
to ability-track grouping could find numerous
criteria, such as grades, teachers’ ratings of ability,
and so forth, for making these assignments.

Concerns about homogencous grouping in
schools have acquired strength with recent research
which suggests that this allocation procedure tends
to do more harm to the low groups than can be
justified. The proponents of heterogencous assign-
ment to classes argue that children with lower
ability need the stimulation aud the role models
provided by higher-ability students if they are to
achieve as much as they possibly can. )

Contemparary approaches to school organiza-
tion stress the importance of providing a program
of individual instruction for ‘cach child, regardless
of the range of competences within a class. Educa-
tors arc now stressing the positive influences of
heterogencous grouping, with the resuli that the
track system is generally thought to be on the way
out. But for the parents of children who are
assigned to low groups, the track system is an un-
pleasant reality based primarily on test results.
Hence, since tests ard often painted as the villain in’
the situation, it is assumed that banning tests will
climinate the track system. h

However, with regard to a school district set
on the perpetuation of homogencous ability group-
ing, the problem is not so much one of testing or
not testing, but rather one of adherence to a ques-
tionable concept of educational organization.

Tests invade privacy. School attendance is-
mandatory for young children. Once in school, the
children are generally required to participate in
activities, including testing, which some parents
consider to be invasions of privacy. .

Certainly few would argue against allowing
schools to give tests to determine what a student
has learned in some course of study, but shouid
schools be allowed to require students to take
intelligence tests? What good is such information
to a school? Can data.from some tests be used to
the disadvantage of students without their knowl-
edge that such information even exists? How can
the line be more clearly established between infor-

'

o1 ‘




‘mation that a school fequires to help rcach a

legitimate decision and information that it has no
business acqumng in the first place? The nght to
privacy is precious to the citizens of a free society;
only when there is compelling Justifi ication should

“tests invading privacy be used.
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At the heart of the criticisms about tests and
testing programs is one fact that is likely to help
perpetuate at least some of the criticism: Tests are
often used as tools for the allocation of limited
resources or opportunities. Put another way, edu-
cational and psychological tests are frequently
designed to measure differences among individuals
so that one person receives a reward or privilege
which another is then denied.

- For example, we sce this in the assignment of
elcmentary school children to classes for the gifted
or in the, selection of students for collegc admission
or for advanced profess:onal study. Tests, there-
fore, are likely to stir strong emotions, for they
serve in'many different ways as gatekeepers, open-
ing and closing pathways of human opportunity.

Are tests necessarily the kind of gatckeepers
we want? This is-a question involving md1v1dual

values, orgamzatlonal goals, and, mcrcasmgly, laws
and regulations designed to assure equal access to
educational and employment opportunities. One
thmg is certain: Tests are no longer granted any
immunity or magical status, or are they assumed to
be good simply because of their objectivity or
psychometric purity. The lawmaker as well as the.
citizen on the street has a skcptlcal eye on educa-
tional and psychological testing./

There have been too many serious lapses of
profcss:onal judgment, not only by .thosec who are
using tests without the proper qualifications, but
also by profcss:onals who should know better. And
minority groups’ intense concern for fair play°rcla-
tive to testing is not going to evaporafe; indced, it
will probably be expressed with increasing
vehemence.

However, while we may anticipate continued-———
criticism of tests for a variety of reasons, testing
programs that measure up to high professnonal
standards and can be shown td make constructive ‘
contributions to human assessment may well be
regarded as beneficial by. most people.

e
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PROBLEMS IN USING PUPIL OUTCOMES FOR TEACHER EVALUATION
by Robert.S, Soar N
Ruth M. Soar .

4

Durmg the past few years there has been
mounting pressurc for measuring the outcomes of
education, with movement toward holding the
teacher, the school, and the school system account-
able for producing the student leaming expected
by society. Decreasing enrollments, tighter
budgets, and a gencral trend toward cost effective-
ness have added. to the pressure.

Measuring pupil achievement mcrcasmgly has
been proposed as a way of assessing the effective-
ness of teaching and, in fact, has’been mandated by
a number ‘of states. This approach is superficially
reasonable and attractive, but it is fraught with
problems which have not been generally
recognized.

H. L.

Mencken once commented,

always a well-known solution to- every huw.nan
problem—ncat, plausible and wrong.” The use of
pupil achievement as a way of evaluating the teach-

er, the school, or the school system embodies this
. misleading 'simplicity. The solution seems so
straight-forward: If the job of teachers is to
promote learning in pupils, then it seems reason-
able to evaluate them in terms of. the.amount of
learning they produce in their pupils.

The parallel with the industrial sctting is

clear: If the job of a worker is to assemble relays,

then it scems reasonable to count the number of
relays the worker assembles and pay him or her

" accordingly. But in applying this procedure to -

teaching, a number of problems emerge that havé
not been widely recognized. The relay assembler
receives parts which are identical (at least within
very close limits) on which he or she performs »
prescribed set of operations, also identical. Then
‘cach completed units leaves the assembler, again
almost identical to the others. .

But none of this is true for teachers. Pupils
" appear in the classroom differing in ability, level of
achievement, home background interest, motiva-
tion, agc—dlffcnng in numerous ways. Teachers
must recognize these ditierences as they strive to
help individual pupils grow toward their own
potentials. Consequently, the teaching process will
differ from pupil to pupil. If the teacher has been
successful, each pupil will have improved educa-

“There’s -

tlonally when he or she leaves the classroom but
each will probably be no more like the others than
when the year-began.

A major dlmcnsmn, then, of the problem of
cva[uatlng teachers in terms of pupll outcomes is -
the recognition that what goes on in the classroom .
is hot thc only, o the most powerful, influence on
where agupll stands in achievement at the end of
theyear.”

esearch has shown that the differences

' pupxl& ring' with them when they enter the class-

room have significant influence on achievement,
Entry | evcﬁblllty (prctcst or fall score) and socio-
cconomlc status are. major determinants of what a
pupil’s standmg will be at the end of .the school -
year. These influences probably are more widely
accepted than any other, but they are highly inter-
related so that one overlaps the other. In practice
they cannot be effectively separated.

The/ fact that IQ and achievement scores in
the fall are highly related to spring achievement
scores is widely accepted but scldom documented.
In a study of 81 fifth-grade classes, R. S. Soarand
R. M. Soarl6 --found correlations between class
averages (means) for fall IQ and spring achicvement
ranging from +.85 to +.90, and correlations be-
tween fall achievement and -spring achicvement
ranging from .75 to .85. So the evidence.is that as
much as ‘80 percent of the variation in class aver-
ages for pupil achievement at the end of the.year
can be accounted for by pupil characteristics which
existed at the beginning of the year, characteristics
over which the teacher has no control.

The most extensive data on the influence of
socio-economic status on pupil achievement were
presented in the Coleman Report, and more re-
cently and more widel )' re-analyzed by F. Mosteller
and D P. Moynihan!! and G. W. Mayeske, and
others.? The studies show that as much as 80 per-
cent of the variation in pupil achievement across
schools (equal to a correlation of about +.90) can
be accounted for by these factors.

Beyond these major influences there are

‘others which help account for differences in pupil

achievement and which should be considered.
Although the research on family attitudes and
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support for learning in the home is not as extensive
as that for pupll»ablhty (pretest) and social status,
it is consistent in indicating rclationships between
the educational values held by parents and their
children’s achievement in school. M. Garber and W.
B. Ware€ found a relation of +.47 between achicve-
ment and a combined measure of support for learn-
ing in the home for a group of Black and Spanish-

" American children. All students in the sample met

federal poverty guidelines, so that socio-cconomic
status as usually measured was,’in cffect, held con-
stant. The same authurs cite snmllar findings from
other studies.

Peer group attitude, although again the re--

scarch is not extensive, has been identified as
another important factor which can cither support
or hinder a pupil’s achicvement.!

Since there is compelling évidence that a num-
ber of influences over which the teacher has no
control have pnwerful effects on pupil achizve-
ment, it cannot be expected that a teacher will
have consistent results with successive groups of
pupils. That is, the tcacher will not be cqually
effective in producing growth with all groups be-
cause grou;I)s differ so widely. Studu.s by Barak’
Rosenshine!3 and J. E. Brophy,3 for cxample,
show that on the average only about 10 to 15 per-
cent of the variation in achievement from group to
group reflects the stable influence of the teacher,
as shown by a median correlation in the low .30’.

As D. M. Medley?0 has pomtcd out, and as
commonly accepted methods? of estimating
rcliability show, data from about twenty classes
would be required for making ‘reliable decisions
about individual teachers. Given this requirement
necessitating collection of such large amounts of
data, using the measurement of pupil achicvement

as a way to evaluate teachers is impractical as wcll
as invalid. . .

‘What these findings seem to indicate is that

" the cducation of the pupil is dependent on many
_ conditions in the society, not on the school alone.

“ERIC
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When the time the pupil spends in the classroom is
compared with the time spent under other influ-
ences, and when the degree of influence or control
the teacher can exercise is compared  with the
power of other influences, the llmltcd effect of the
teacher is not surprising.

Because influences other than the teacher
make a major difference in how much the child

-
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-learns is not to say that the role of the teacher is

unimportant. The teacher is the orly formal, insti-
tutionalized input which socicty makes for the
cducation of the child and the transmission of an
established curriculum. And much, of what the

, teacher does that contributes construcnvcly to the

child’s future abilitics, successes, and satisfactions
may not be measured by cumrently common
achievement instruments. It does say, howevc,
that the influence of teachers is limited and that
teacl.ers are most effective when thcy have the
support of other clements in the socic ty.

This whole constellation of other influences is
usually not given consideration when ‘measures of
pupil achievement are proposed as the basis for
cvaluating teachers. It is reasonable that these in-
fluences are strong, since they accumulate over the

- life of the pupil. It is obvious, then, that pupil

standing at the end of any school year is a com-
pletely inadequate and even misleading measure of
the cffectiveness of the teacher or the school. Yet
the results of such achievement standings are

-frequiently published by school -ar by sthcol sys-

tem.

“‘Achievement,” which is thc most frequently
used measure of studen, learning outcomes, usually
refers to the amour. of knowledge a
possesses at a given pomt-hls or her “standing,”
The influences cited above show a strong rclatlon
to achicvement as used in this sense. .

An alternafive to measuring achievement

standing is to measure ehange in achicvement from
the beginning to the end of the year. When this is
done, the influences cited.are still llkc.ly to have an
effect, although to a lesser degree, since change
reflects their influence for a shorter period of time.
Although this "altzmative is appealing as
another way of evaludting teaching, it raiscs still
other problems. In a classic volume on the prob-
lems of .mecasuring change, C. Berciter? com-
mented: ) .
Although it is commonplace for rescarch to be
stymied by some difficulty in cxpcnmcntal method-
ology, there are really not many instances in the
behavioral scicnces of -promising questions going un-
rescarched because of desciencics in  statistical
methodology. Questions dealing with psychological
change may avell constitute the most important ex-
ceptions. It is only in relation to such questions that
the writer has ever heard colleagucs admit to having

" - abandoned major rescarch objectives solely because*

the statistical problem seemed to be insurmountable.

pupil -
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If. the fall score is simply substracted from the The point, to be stressed from this example
—..  spring scorc so as to obtain a measure of net * has important consequences: Since pupils who
.. change, a new sct of subtle but difficult problems were in the bottom 10 percent’the first time were
< is created. An illustration many serve to identify not, for the most part, i that group. the second
some of them. Firgure 1 presents fictitious.data _ time, they must have moved upward. Similarly, the
from a group “of pupils for whom measuies of IQ pupils in the top group must have moved down-
- from two forms of a test have been obtained 10 *  ward. That i, there is a negative relationship
. days apart. The initial IQ’s are plotted on the between initial standing and the direction in which
bascline and the second IQ’s on the vertical axis. change is most likély.
. Any point in the area outlined by the ellipse As an example of this cffect, the pupils who )
. represents simultancously the IQ of a pupil on cach stand highest on an achievement measure at the
P of the testings, and the high and low 10 percent of ~ beginning of the school year will probably show
N the pupils at cach of the two times has been indi- little if any increase.in score at the end of the year,
cated by shading and cross-hatching, and may even show a decline. On the other hand,
It is clear that the pupilss who were in an pupils who score lowest at the beginning of the .
extreme group on the first.test were not, for the year will probably show considerable increase.
*. " most part, in an extreme group on the sccond test. ~ Educators_have sometimes been misled by this
The blackened arcas represent the small number of effect and have assumed that their programs were
' pupils who were extreme on both occasions. more functional for low achieving pupils than for
At the upper righty the area is small because high achieving pupils, when in reality all that.was .
"the pupils who make the highest scores at any test- involved was the regression effect (the statistical
ing are likely to do’so on two bases: (1) they are tendency for scores to move toward the average). )
bright (have high verbal skills), and (2) they are Similaly, a group of pupils placed in a remedial
lucKy (that is, they happen to make good guesses program because they stand low on a pretest can .
on a few items for which they aren’t surc of the . he expected to show considerable improvement; -
answer, or the jtems on this test just happen to be but again the improvement may be spurious, as a
. ~ones: for which they know the answers). But they conscquence of the regression effect. b
, 7 are not likely to be lucky consistently when This problem creates real difficulties if pupils
. another form of the test is given, and so on another are tracked on the basis of fall scores and teachers
testing their scores are likely to be lower. Opposite are evaluated on the basis of change in achievement o
influences will affect pupils at the lower left end of of their pupils. For example, assurue that pupils are
the ellipse., L © 7 - tested inreadingin the fall and the lowest third are
- * . To put it another way, if the cutting point for put in Ms. Jones’ class, the middle third in Mr. .
the top 10 percent is an 1Q of 120, there will be a Smith’s class, and the highest third in Mrs.
. ____number of pupils with true IQs close to 120 who Williams class. We can anticipate that at the end of -
*  will sometimes be above that score on a series of ~  the year Ms. Jones’ class will show much improve-
tests and sometimes below it, depending on chance ment and Mr, Smith’s will show modest gain, but ¢
5 factors. So some fraction of pupils above 120 on Mrs. Williams will be fortunate if her pupils show
¢ - the~first: test will fall below it on the second.  “any growth at all. The problem is that the gain the
Similarly, some of the pupils scoring below 80 on  pupils show is materially affected by regression
the first test will be above it on a second. effect, so to cvaluate the teacher on the basis of
[ - In both cases, extreme pupils have regressed, pupil gain would be manifestly unfair. ]
/ or moved, toward the mean. This regression effect There are statistical procedures for attempting . ‘
Jf can be expected whenever prediction is less than to climinate this effect, but as C. Bereiter2 com-
/ perfect; and the extent of the movement will mented, it is impossible to be certain that appro-
. * depend on the inaccuracy of the prediction.? With priatc adjustments have been made; and the
most psychological or educational predictions,, the expertise to do even the best that can be done with
: " regression involved is considerable and may make the problem is not widespread. And, of course, all
© - up a significant proportion of the totul range of the ?“t"’.f'SChOOI influences on achicvement -
scores. ) standing discussed carlier also influence gain,

*
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_although to a lesser degree. So.it is clearly inapﬁro-

priate to use pupil change as a way of evaluating
teachers where a teacher may suffer as a con-
sequence of the error involved.

. A proceduré for evaluating teachers which
attempts to bypass the problems of change is the
performance test or the evaluative teaching unit.5

" In it, the teacher teaches a prescribed brief unit

(sometimes as little as a few minutes or as much as
two weeks) and pupil knowledge is then tested.
The attempt is ‘made to minimize the problems of
measuring gain by teaching material in which
pupils_should have little or no preknowledge, so
that all presum?}bly start at the same level. But the
other problems-‘of} using pupil achicvement to
evaluate teachers still apply. In addition, there arc
questions of whether teaching material which does
not have to bel integrated into previous knowledge
requires the same skills as the usual teaching setting
and whether such short-term learning generalizes to
long-term learning. There is the final difficulty tht
the performance of teachers on a unit of a few

_ minutes does not predict their performance on a

two-week unit.& Assuming that cither can be used
to predict year-long performance then scems risky.
Even if the measurement of standing or gain n
achievement were a satisfactory way of evaluating
teachers, there is still the problem of sclecting the
objectives to be measured.

Although subject matter ~achicvement has
been the primary focus of the discussion thus far,
it is clear that schools arc charged with and have
accepted some degree of responsibility for many
other kinds of pupil growth. Over a long period
schools have given attention to the social develop-
ment and the moral values of ptl ils. And a broad
view of the relationship betweéen school and
society suggests that when a problem cmerges in
the - society, one of the first steps is likely to
ihvelve the school in solving the probleém. iraffic
problems led to driver education;a conccﬁy\for the

.loyalty of government employees led first to 4 ban

on teaching about communism in the schools and
later "to the requirement that it be taught; problems,
of drug abuse have led to drug abuse education in
the schpolé; concern about sexual attitudes has led
to sex education; concem for occupational choice
has led to.career education, in the schools; and
when concern for’segregation of the races became
pressing for the socicty, the first and the major

?

attempt to deal with the problemn was delegated to
the schools. To evaluate teacliers and schools solely
on the basis of the subject matter gains made by
pupils grossly underrepresents the broad range of
objectives for which teachers and schools have
been given some degree of responsibility. Yet for
many of these objectives there are no measures
which are immediately, for some even remnotely,
available. . N

Even within the subject-matter realn there
are problems which are largely ignored. One of
these problems is the need to distinguish complex
achievement growth from simple growth and to

. provide appropriatc measurement, for each.

Memorization of facts (rote memory) fzlls at the
simplest levél and “complicated problem-solving,
abstracting, and generalizing fall at the most com-
plex level; the difference is between, retrieving in-
formation (memory) and processing informatjon in
its varying degrees of complexity. There is some
evidence from a number of studies that the teach-
ing behaviors which are associated with greatest
growth in simple tasks are different from those
which are associated with greatest growth in com-
plex tasks, 15,16,17,18.

Most studies of pupil achjevement fail to
make this distinction; and the current stress on
criterion-referenced ncasurement, emphasizing
small-step learning, seems likely to focus on simple
kinds of learning. Measures of complex learning are
slow and difficult to. construct, in contrast to®
measures of simple learning, which can be more
casily and quickly developed, Evaluating all subject
matter at all grade levels would alinost certainly
require the construction of many new measures
which would likely emphasize simple kinds of
achicvement, given the case with which they can be
constructéd and the emphasis. ‘on  criterion-
referenced measurement. If teachers were to be
evaluated on the basis of pupil achievement, then it
scems likely that the teacher who . cphasizes,
simple learning would be evaluated more positively
than the teacher who emphasizes complex learning.
This-would be an unfortunate result. ) .

A further problem related to the difficulty of
measuring complex achicvement growth is the like-
lihood that some highly valued objectives grow too
slowly to show change within a school year—
objectives such as complex problem-solving skills,
citizenship, attitudes, learning to get along well
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with othérs, and creative expression. On the other
hand, it seems likely that measures of short-term
learning would tend to emphasize simpler kinds of
learning.

A description of an application of account-
ability in England a century : ago makes one of the
problems clear.l4 In that setting, teachers were
cvaluated on the number of their pupils who
attained the minimum level of achievement ex-
pcctcd for the particular grade. The result was that
teachers concentrated their efforts at the minimum
level of proficiency, with a consequent Iswering of
the quality of instruction.

[

, 2

Another problem of serious consequence in
the use of pupil measures is raised by the OEO
study of performance contracting, which found
that the superior achievement of performance-
contracting programs disappeared when the teach-
ing was controlled to ‘eliminate the possﬂnhty of
teachmg the test.I2 It scems clear that, in a setting
in which financial feturn follows from pupil

achievement, teaching the test is likcly to occur at .

least a portion of the time. This is a very reason-
able finding and one which is well known, even in
cases where a financial return is not involved—
teaching to the chcms Examination, for example.

A final problem is the pOSSlbllll of bias if the
teacher is the test administrator. Even outside test
admiristrators have difficulty -not helping pupils.
Where a teacher is affected personally, it seems

. ERI
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possible that his or her behavior might be in-
fluenced, even though unconsciously This problem
could be dealt with by using only specially trained
test administrators, but this could be very costly. '

When all these problems in the use of pupil
achievement for teacher evaiuation are considered,
they become overwhelming. The influence of the
teacher.is minor compared to the out-of-the-class-
room influences—pupil ability, prcvnous knowl- .
edge, the home, the peer group, motivation, and
ot_hc;s.. What the pupil brings to the classroom in.
this fespect is clearly a much stronger determinant
of where he or she will stand at the end of the year
than "anything that have been- done in the class-
room. Influences on the development of future
achievement measures seem likely to limit.them to
relatively simple measures for some time to come.
Tests available for mcasuring the other objectives
for which the teacher is to some degree responsible
arc relatively few. In additiof to these problems,
there are statistical difficulties in the'mecasurement
of change which are extremely serious).if not dis-
abling. They are still further exacerbated by the
likely problems of teaching the test, of the teacher
giving attention primarily to a small portion of the
students, and of obtaining valid measurement in
the classroom.

Taken all in all, this is an imposing array of
difficultics, most of which have gone unrecognized
when it is proposed that teachers be cvaluated by
measuring the outcomes of their pupils.

.
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. Developing tests for classroom use is a routine
activity for most teachers. These tests, a forin of

administering the test. Essav questions take less
time,to develop, but much more time to evaluate.

the -terion-referenced type, serve the needs—of ust as variety is neccessary in classroom
bo. .e student andteacher. They disclose where activity, so it is necessary in tests. Therefore, teach-

the student stands in relation to classroor'n
objectives and guide the teacher in providing the

. student with appropriaté_hélp. Because of the

_ should decide what number or

information that tests can /offer, they should be
developed carcfully gather than “off-the-top-
of-the-head.” o . _

What are some elements that can make teach-
er-devefoped tests effectiVe? How can teachers be
certain that a test will reveal the kinds cf informa-
tion they want?

Some teachers and test developers'have found
the, following procedures to be of value:

The teacher should decide the purpose of
‘giving the test and know how the results will be
used. A teacher can give d test to determinc. a
group’s strengths and weaknesses or to measure a
class’s or an individual .student’s knowledge of
subject matter. The teacher can give the test upon

first meeting a class, before introducing a unit of -~

study, or after completing a unit or course. A test
can be a reinforcemr .t activity or an instructional
device, or it can be the “every-Friday” test which
helps students and"instructor to monitor progress
in an ordedy fashion.® It -can help the teacher
identify the students who need special help and the
areas in which they need the help. It can also be a
means of observing special talents.

A first step in preparing a'test is listing the
kinds ot information to elicit and then deciding on
‘the best format for getting that information. The
format can-be essay, problem solving, computa-
tional, application of information in new situa-
tions, multiple-choice, or a combination of these.
The format of a test is determined by the subject
area, 'the kinds of information needed, and the
amount of time allotted for the test. The teacher
percentage of ques-
tions to putin each category. )
‘ Multiple-choice questions are difficult to
develop,. so they take the most time prior to

T
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ers will want to include some items that s.udents
can work through quickly and others that they will
work on for somewhat longer periods of time.

If reading comprchension or other reading
abilities are not being tested, then written ques-
tions and problems, including dircctions, should be
casy enough for all students to understand, or clse
teachers should give directions orally.

Generally teachers like the challenge of creat-
ing new problems. Good tésts are not simple to
construct, however. Teachers should save effective
items or exercises from year to year. In that case,
they should review the items before using them to
be sure that all the arcas they deal with have been
covered in class. Whether test items are newly con-
structed or taken from a previous test, the person
who developed the test or another instructor
should take the test to be sure it is fair in presenta-
tion and content.

Test items may be confusing or ambiguous;
reviewing the corrected tests will help teachers to
discover weaknesses.

Teachers, should not construct questions to
stump, catch, or confuse, but should state théimn as
clearly as possible. In a multiple-choice sequence,
the right and wrong answers should not be too
close .in meaning. A “distractor”— the wrong
multiple-choice answer—should not be the correct
answer to another question, because this inay con-
fuse students. Tests should help students clarify
their thinking—not confuse it. C

For essay questions, teachers would bé wise
to devisc a key.or scoring guide that they can use
for both commenting and assessing. They can
assign weights to such factors as organization of
topic, description, and grammar. They should use
the key consistently. Teachers of subjects like
science or sociology must be consistent, too, in' the
weight they give punctuation and grammar in
evaluating their tests. .
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True-false tests, which supposedly measure
studcnts"cqmmand of fac_ts;, are the simplest to’
construct. They should not be used as a major basis
for judgments about progress because chance—and
guessing—affect their results. Teachers have argued
that some credit should be given for items not
answered on true-false tests, since these can give
the teachér u truer picture of the gro'up’;\k'nowl-
edge. , '
Here are additional suggestions that can he
useful in constructing tests:

[ 14

e In a true-false test, about one-fourth of
the items should be false. Student. _re
afraid to trust their own judgment when

3 too many are false.

e ltems should be arranged from casy to
hatd so that the beginning of the test
will give students confidence.

® The first and last items of a test should
concern an obvious, mainstream topic so
that students will lcave the test fecling
satisfied.

vy -

p .
®  Questions should be worded in the
positive, and positive and negative ques-
tions should not be combined in the
same section of the. test. After a series of
positive questions, students have trouble
answering those worded in the negatjve
because the mental shift is tricky.

In an effort to depart from the old-fashioned
true-false, multiplc-choicc‘cxcrciscs, teachers may
want to prepare items that stretch the students’
imagination. Teachers can prepare exercises that
allow students to estimate “how °far,” “how
many,” “what kinds of,” and the like. Students
enjoy and can benefit from exercises which allow
them to make inferences, such as “What effects

“will be felt in the community as a result of (such

and such) court case (decision)?” )

Creativity in test-making is an art. The art-
fulness does improve with practice, and the im-
provement can benefit’both student and teacher
alike, S '

» i <
o




. 1t is common practicc among some public
school districts to have a committee of teachers
and administrators annually review the district test-
ing procedures. The committee usually discusses
what standardized achievement test battery and/or
aptitude or intelligence tests should be used at.
.Wwhat grade levels, And the result is generally a
‘rubber stamp on previously used procedures.,,

" Recently, however, a number of innovations
in testing procedures have emerged which may
make rubber stamping inappropriate. They include
the use of sampling procedures and such innova-
tions as criterion- and domain-referenced testing,

For a’ number of reasons, however, these
innovations are not frequently part of the test re:

view committec’s deliberations. One reason may be .

the committce members’ limited knowledge about
testing, which,is a highly technical subject and does
not lend itself easily to simple explanation, under-
standing, and application,"
The institutionalization of testing procedures
has also contributed to the lack of knowledge and
“applications of innovation in educational testing.
" Or as Samuel Superintendent might put it, “The
board of ecducation will necver let us give up
stardardized testing.” -

- A third and final reason for the lack of impact
of educational measurement innovation on public
education is the minor role that tests play in edu-
cational decision making. Because of their general

+ nature, standardized tests are limited in their
ability to contribute’ to district, school, or class-
room level decisions. Many educators may
recognize this fact and yet continue to give the
tests because their use satisfies tie board and the
public. . '

In brief, a lack of technical knnwledge of test-

i

ing has given rise to the three factors stated above, .

cach of which in turn prevents the gaining of new
knowledge of testing. The result is a closed system
of development in educational testing which resists
the implementation of practices and procedures
common to other fields.

One such practice is sampling, a procedure for™
increasing the efficiency of data collection that is

gaining prominence in educational testing as a re-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

t

.~ AN ALTERNATIVE TO BLANKET STANDARDIZED TESTING 5
by Richard J. Stiggins

sult of recent large-scale testing programs, such as
the National Assessment of Educational Progress.

Random sampling is a statistical procedure
‘which allows such social scientists as Gallup,
Harris, and other pollsters to draw gencral conclu-
“sions about the attitudes of an entire population
on the basis of a very few scientifically selected
respondents.  Survey participants are randomly
sclected to be representative of larger groups, thus
allowing for efficient, less expensive, and quite
accurate conclusions.

And so it can be with achievement test scores,
In situations where testers want to draw general
conclusions about large groups of students, such as
an entirc grade level for a district, a properly
selected sample can. yield very accurate estimates
of “typical student” performance,

Another innovation in educational testing
situations, matrix sampling takes advantage of just
such a randorn sampling procedure to increase
efficiency by reducing the number of students in-

.volved in testing. But there is another sampling
dimension. Not ohly is it unnecessary for cach stu-

dent to be tested to generate accurate group esti--

mates of academic performance, but it is un-
necessary for every student to respond-to every
1est item. L o

. Matrix sampling involves the simultancous
random sampling of both students and test items.
It involves, however, different, nonoverlapping
samples of students taking nonoverlapping samples

of items so that cach matrix sample is a sample of -

students taking a sample of items. -

This requires a set of items to be partitioned
randomly into several subscts and each subset given
to a‘different sample of students. For example, if
there are 50-items, they could be partitioned into
10 samples of 5, items each and each sample
randomly assigned to 1 of 10 samples of students.

The procedure reduces the number of stu-
dents and the amount of class time required to
generate the desired data. When responses to items
are summarized, the results may be generalized to
both the entire test from which the itemns were
derived and the entire population of students from
which the sample was selected. It is important to

- -
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note, however, that no information is gathcréd on
individual pupil performance. A matrix samplc pro-
vides only group estimates. !

Let me illustrate why matrix samplmg mlght
be useful and appropnate for an annual district-
wide standardized testing program.

. I will argue that the only truly legitimate con-
cerns of standardized testing in any district are
general conclusions about the entire student body.
:Testing is one process of gathering information for
decision making. In education, decisions have to be
made at a number of levels. °

., First, we- must make diagnosti¢ and prescrip-
tive decisions regarding individual students. Second,
we must snake decisions regarding the viability of
specific educational programs. (This is the newly
emerglng concern for program evaluation.) In addi-
tion, building administrators must make general
school-level decisions. Finally, superintendents,
boards of education, and the public must make
dxstnct-lcvel decisions.

In most districts, the information on educa-
tional outcomes rcquircd for many of these multi-
level decisions is typically generated from the

o annual administration of a standardized achieve-
ment battery. The computer scoring service is then
able fo return individual pupil scores, class aver- _
ages, building averages, and district summaries, all
for about 75¢ to $1 per studeng. This seems most
cconomical until one cons;ders what actually
happens to these test scores and summaries. .

First of all, at the classroom level, these scores *
are des:gncd to discriminate among, students ‘to
help with diagnosis.” However, I challenge anyonc
to dlagnosc and prcscrlbc from a grade equivalent
of 3.2 m a general gross construct called “total
reading.”” Most teachers recognize that such trans-
formed. scores contain too little mformatlon to be
diagnostic or prescriptive.

The test publishers argue that teachers can do
individual item analysis to reveal specific weak-
nesses, but any tcacher who has attempted to do
this realizes how tedious this task can be.

At the specnf'c program level of decision mak-
ing, standardized achicvemient batteries also fall
somewhat short of necessary data requirements.
The qualities of items sclected to allow the test to
discriminate among students make it very difficult
for them to detect specific educational program

‘ lmpacts. The items are S"EB!X too short too gen-

eral, and too individualized to be sensitive to local
instructional interventions. .

For_example, correct responses to four addi-
tional test items represent a year szgrowth in grade
equivalent terms between grades five and six on the
lowa Test- of Basic Shills, ‘Form' 5, Level 12,
Arithmetic Concepts. Not only is it totally unfair
to charactenize an individual learner’s year of
growth so narrowly, but as a program developer, I
would be quick to challengc an evaluator who

_ selected such an imprecise tool to demonstrate the

viability of my newly developed instructional
sequence. From a program evaluation point of
view, instruments more sensitive to local program
objectives are much more desirable for program
decision making than are any national standardized
examinations.

Many of the problcms which arise from using
standardized tests as criteria for judging specific
program qu ity also arisc when one attempts to
differentiate among general program clements,
such as classes, teachers, departments, or buildings.

Because of the lack of sensitivity of these tools,

there is littie or no educational research delineating
any causal line between .program elements _and
standardized outcome.measures,

To say that one school’s learning environment
is better than another’s or one principal is more
competent than another on the basis of stan-
dardized test data is a total misuse of the data. Yet
the summaries returned to districts by scoring ser-
vices .and comments of cducators would suggest
that this is the intent. -

To date, educational rescarch can cstabllsh no
significant stable links between any teacher, admin-
istrator, or building characteristics and differential
standardized achievement test scores. Therefore, it
is quite apparent that standardized test scores are
incapable of contributing to specific and general
program-related decisions.

What, then, are these tests capable of doing?
Very simple, they are useful as gross indicators

which can best serve as information for communi- °

cation to the public on the state of achievement in
a given district. In fact, it may be tha