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BSTRACT . ,
- S Despite a decade- of debate, standardized achievement
= testing continues as one ot ‘the most controversial issues in
‘education. This study sought +he v¢ew= of teachers, counselors, and
principals, regairding the advantages’ ‘and limitaticns cf- achievement
testiny pregrams. Responses *o a auesticnnaire and informal
dlacubblon~ indica*ed positive attitudes toward testing, Lut little
ufage beyond the elementary school level., Results also indicated the
educators wera ill-prepared tc interpret test scores, but were eager
to learn. Finally, the need tc increase student motivation and the :
ditficulty of the reading level of examinations were cxtea as maJor g 4
Concerns. (Author/ﬂﬂ) . -
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. In spite of over a decade of debate, standardized acheivement testing

-

Jcon;inues as one of the most controversial issues in education., Non-measure-
ment specialists have beeﬁ excluded from these§discussions. The reported
study sought the views df teachers, cpunselors,‘and principals, fegarding the
advantages and limitations of achievement testingaprograms. kesponses to a

3 ' questionnaire and informal discussions indicated pqgitive attitudes ;oward _
te§ting, but liftle usage beyond the elementary school. level. Results also
inidicated the educators were ill-prepared-to intpgg;é% test scores, but were

' eager to learn. Finally, increasing student motivation and the reading level

-

of exams were cited as major concerr-,
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Standardized Achievement Testing‘qugrams

" Viewed from the Perspective of thenNon-Méasurement Specialist
\

Since the turn of the century, psychological testing has developed
into a multi-million dollar industry. Its growth can be dttributed, at
least in part, to the belief that standardized test results provide -
useful information for making decis{?ﬁs regarding individuals. Educators
in particular haye become major consumers of the products produced by
the testipg industry. Séandardizéd tests inclﬁding intelligénge, apti-
tude, achievement, pgrsonalﬁty and interest inventories are ;dministered
to millions of students each year. The National-Educational Associa-

B . ’
tion estimates that at least 300 million achievement test forms alone
are useg each yeér in the United States (Principal, 1975). - The iﬁqr;ased
"popularlty" of psychological testing in schools has also brought con-’
siderable controversy concarnlng the desirability of these tests. While
all types of tests have been criticized, instruments designed to measure
intelligence and achievement have.received the greatest attention. 'The_

\
present ‘investigation concentrated on the issue of standardized achieve-

ment testing.

Standardized achievement tests were originally introduced to pro-
vide teachers with an objective method of monitoring student educational
progress., An individual's progress was to be judged in relation to
the progress made by the student's péers, both nationally and locally.
Testing advocates were quick to suggest, however, that these instru-
ments could be used for sevefél additional purposes including: the
evaluation of new and traditional programs, as pért of‘an overall teacher

@

accountability system and as a basis for certifying student competen-

cies. Since achievement tests seemed to offer something for just about

LN
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' everyone, they were adopted by mapy school districts. . Thus, testing

ws
1

programs developed and expanded from a single achievement test to a test

<

\ < ‘. *
battery, from testing at selected grade levels to testing in all grades, N

?nd from a single testing session to Fall ‘and Spring testing and more.
‘ ‘ ' . .l *
While standardized .achievement tests grew in "popularity", its

- . - -

growth was not without controversy. "Almost from the very beginning of

-~

the testing movement, critics have voiced their objections to the use
_of achievement tests in schools. These instruments were criticized for

v . "
errors in logic, item ambiguity and for being biased against -some groups

'in society. Test opponents also challenged the multiple choice format:.

as being inadequate in measuring important educational outcomes such

Ot
’

as the thought process'which éoes'into selectiﬁg,an answef. Still anot%er
argument raised by test-critiés has been with regard to tpe alleged
«influence tests Pave on the échool curr%culum. Some have{éharged that
obtaining good test results has becomé an end in itself. As a result

of the ‘concern: for high test performéhcé, teachers may be hesitant to

try new innovative instructional: methods. Thus, the tests are seen

as a major\force of dictating classroom curricula kThése and other

ijections were raised by tests critics in the July-August, 1975, issue

of the National Elementary Principal). Arguments such as these have

L

resulted in the reduction or re-evaluation of many testing programs.

Although' a gyeat deal has been said regarding the advantages and
limitations associated with achievement testing programs, most of the

comments have been made b, individuals who were not direetly involvgg_,

with schools or classrooms on a daily basis. Very few studies (Goslin,
. .

1967; Jackson, 1968) have examined the issue of how standardized achieve-

v

ment test yvesults are used within a school system. Do the advantages

J
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of a testing program really éxist when they are translated from the
ideal as cdnceptualized by‘measurement experts. in the testiﬁg industry
to the real life setting of the locﬁl school district? Or do weil-meaning
school pérsénnel ignore, misuse or abuse the test results 5§ has been
charged by test critics. The presengjstudy attempted to address these
issues by questioning a'group of non-measurement experts;With regard to
their attitudes toward.achievement testing, their use of the test results
and their preparation/ability to interpret tﬂe test resuthL The defi-
nitioﬁ of a non-measurement expert suggested by Stetz and Beck (1978)
as “those directly involved with educational tests and measurements wh§ ’
do.not have a degree related to this field of specialization”, was adop-
ted. For this study, ﬁon-mgasurement experts included school administra-.
tors, counselors, and teachers from a single school district.

Participating District

A single criterion was set in selecting the school district for
the study and it was simply that ;n extensive achiefement tésting program
ha&.to be in operation. The district that was chosen administered the
Stanford Achievement Test to all students in grades 2,3,5,7 aﬁd 8 and
the Stanford Test of Academic Skills to all students in grades'g, 10,
11 and 12, Al: of tﬁese tests were given in the F§li of ‘each academic

vear,

The student pjopualtion consisted of approximately 8500 pupils

»,

. “
enrolled in six elementary schools, two middle schools and a single

high school. Families living within the district differed considerably
in terms of their social-economic backgrounds and the schools within
the system rcflecéed this diversity. Two of the elementary schools
were located in newly-developed portions of - the district and had stu-
dents primarily from middle or upper-middle class backgrounds. Two

-

other elementary schools were located in older sections of the district

t
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and their students came primarily from working class or blue-collar homes.

\
.

Two of the six elementary school:s were located in sections of ;he dis-
trict where mahy apartments had been recently built. These schools
_provided instruction to children whose fam{iies were considerably more
mobile than other families in the district. It was believed that if
responses to queséions on testing attitude and test use varied, the

: ; :
variation might be explained in terms of the diversg student population
enrolled in the schools. . The middle schools and the high school pro-
vided instruction to students coming from a cross section of éES baﬁk-
grounds.
Sample

‘ A total of 200 questionnaires were distributed to 211 of the admini-

g

strators (principals and assistant principals), all of the counselots

Y

and a sample of teachers from ull public schools in the district. At
the elementaiy sc¢hool. level, teachers of grgdes 3,64, and 5 weire asked
to respond to the instrument. At the middle school level, teachers of
grades 6, 7, and 8 were given the questionnaire. At the high school level,
only teachers of language arts or mathematics %n g%édes 9, 10, 11, and 12
were asked to completé the questionnaire. -Sixty-nine percent or 137
of the questionnaires were returned. Onl} one elementary school refused
to partigipatg in the survey.
" The responding samﬁle consisted of 86% teachers, 7% counselors and
_ 7% administrators. Fofty percent were affiliated with the elementary
schools, 37% were affiliated with the middle sghools and 23% were affil-
iated with the high school. In terms of educational backgrounds: 14%
Qf the respondents were certified with a BA/BS degree, 36% Wad taken
graduate level courses beyond the bachelor'$s degree and.SO% of the
‘respondents had a Master's degree.
% /

ry




Results ' ‘ , ‘
The items on the questionnaire were classified into three broad
\
categories: 1) attitudes toward standardized achievement. testing,

23

2) use of the test' results and 3) the preparation/ability of respondents
- , , .

to properly interpret the test results. Responses to each item within
¢'7 T v . <

these categories were analyzed in terms of the educational backgrounds

of the respondents, characteristics of the community, position held by

rd

the respondents and the schoul level at.which the respondents worked. -
Only the latter analysis ;;pearéd to provide significant variation in
the pattern of responses. These resulfs are reported below. For each

" iteh, the percent 6f.the total sample and the percent of the respondents
~at eaéﬁ school level selecting each foil is preéentedu

. Attitudes

-

Five ite@s on the questionnaire were designed to obtain attitudinal
information concerning the achievement testing program in the distri;:>
Tables 1 through 5 present these items and theé percent of the respon-
dents:seleqting each foil. Tables 1 and 2 report the most direct measure
of attitude toward the testing program. Over two-thi;ds of the respon-
dents felt that the information provided by the tests was worth the

time spent éway from the classroom. Only 11% of the total sample indi-
cated that they felt it would be bet:er not to test the students at all.
Tables 3 and 4 present the résponse; to items concerning the perceived
importance of the test results. These items may be conceived of as
indirect indicies of attitudes toward the testing program. An individ-
ual having a negative attitude toward the tests would likely view test
results as having little or no importance. Most of the respoﬁdents,

however, seemed to feel that it wac at least somewhat important that

students Jdo well on the test. It was somewhat important that as educators



Do you think the inform

Table-l

worth the timeé spent away frqp

Total Sample

No.

/

68

.32 o

Table 2

the’ classroom?\
Elementary - Middle
Rz 63
25 37

When do you think it is better to 'test studentgs?

Total Sample

At the\beginning
of the schoul
year.

At the end of
the school year

Both at the
beginning and end

20

22

©f the school yeari?

Neither at the

beginning or the
. end of the school

year :

Is it important to you th

Stanford Achievement

11

Table 3

Test?

- Total Sample

Very Important
Some Importance
Little Importance

No Importance

12
62

Elementary Middle

s 32 | 8
26 2% -

35 56

7 12

Elementary Middle

6 16
70 61
20 14

4 10

]

ation provided by test results is

High
66
34

~
s

High -

17

10

55

17

at the students do well on the

High -
16
50
28
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e

Is it important for you to know how well the students sc¢ored
on the Stanford Achievement Test?

Total Sample Elementary Middle High

Very Important 14 17 14 9

Somewhat Importantél 63 57 67

Not Important 25 4 20 _ 29, 25
Table §

Below are “several scources of information about student
abilities. Please rank these sources by assigning a rank
of one (1) to the most important (reliable and valid), a
rank of two (2) to the next most important and so forth.

Total Sample Elementary  Middle :High

- Previous grades 42 Ly B 45 41
Teacher comments 29 3 ,53 23
Counselor comments &4 .2 6 3
Id scores. 10- _ : 9 8 16.
Standardized Ach:
test results 5 9 b 0 @

'Family background 6 | 4 4 16

[t
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+ they be aware of how well the students performed. Tahle 5 presents the
responses to an item in which the educaters wers asked to rank scveral

sources of informatiqon on studeat.abilities. The entries of the table

are the percent of the respondents ranking cach option as the most impor-

>
3 S

tant (reliable and valid) source ot intormaticn on student abilities.
Only a small percentage of the reépondents chose either achievement test

5 . .

scores or 1Q scores as being the most important, .

In gene:ql, it .appears that the non-measuremént spedialisFS in the
'district surveyed have a positive attitude toward the achievement test-
ing program. These results seem consistent acrosg the school levels:
elementary, middle and high. When achievément test scores were compared
to other sources of information on student abilities, most of the non-

. — -
measurement specialists felt that the test scores were of less impor-
tance (less reliable and.valid). These results seem to be inconsistent
with the positive attitudes expressed in the other items. In comments
made during the informal interviews, many educatoréwexpressed concerns
which may explain the low rankings of the achievement test results,
Many respondents expressed skepticism regarding student performance
because of‘several factors: 1) students didn't see the tests as being
important, 2) the reading level of the tests was too high for many

“students aad they %psi interest; 'and 3) the tests took too long to

take and studentrs lost their motivation to perform well. Thus, while
educator attitudes were positive; student attitudes may be negative,

resulting in low student perfommances which are unreliable and invalid.

Using Test Results

The positive atritudes expressed ty the non-measurement snecialists
in the previous section provides one index of how local educators view
standardiced acnievement tests. An even mere lmportant indication,

however, of the value placed on these measures may be found in the

A}
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S ‘ extent to which the test results are used in the daily operstion ot the

?

schools and classreoms. Nine items or the questionnairegaddressed this
“Lesue. These items and the pgrceht of the respondents selecting each
of the foils are presented in fébles 5] ihfougﬁ i4. In contrast to the
itemsimeasuring'attitude, the resﬁpﬁses to quéstions on usage varied
*  considerably across the-schQOI levels, ‘ . .
Table © pﬁésents the pegcent of the respondents who indicated eusy
access.to the test rééultsl- While this item &oég‘ﬁqt conzern use of the-
_ iest‘results,’the response pattern to the question does provide informa-
tion useful in e;plaining_othcf items cousidered in this section.
Eight}-seven percent of the total sample igdicated that thex had‘easy, -
access to khe test results of their studentc. This result is migleade R
o ing, however, since qhe percent of educators with easy access to the
' ' ‘ %
scores declines steadily as the school level increases. At the high
school level, 30% of the réspondvnts indicated that they did not have
easy access to the test results. In order to make a reasonable comparison
of the response patterns acros; the school levels in terms of test usage
. | (tables 7 through 13) only those respondents indicating easy access to, the '
test files were considered.

Table 7 presents the response pattern to an item which asked the
educators the extent to which they were familidr with the specific obiectives
of _the achievement measuré taken by their students, .t the elementary

and midale school le§els almost two-thirds of'the respondents indicated

that they were familiar with the objectives. But at the high s:thool level
only a little more than one-third of the respondents indicated that thev had
knowledge of the test objectives. It seems unlikelv that the educators

at the high school level could use the test results in any mean.ngful wav

it they were unaware of what the test was measuring.

Q 12
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Tab%é é

. Do you have easy access to thé files containing student
test results?

" Total Sample * Elementary Middle. High

. P -

Yes,; of all , o,

'students in the . R : 5
. school 67 70 64 - 66

Yes, but only_myi .

bresent students 20 30 20 "3

No. ' 13 - 0 16 30

Table 7

Are you familiar with the specific objectives tested by the
Stanford Achievement Test for your grade level?

Elementary Middle High
Yes. | 65 .60 38
No. 35 40 62

Tzble 8§

Some school'personnel say they never look at test results.
Do you examine the test results of individual students?

¢ Elementary Middle High

Yes, always _ 7 16 14

Yes, sometimes -t 41 67 62

NG . 2 16 23
Table 9

Do you examine the test results of your classroom(s) as a group.

Elementary  Middle High

Yes, always _ 52 16 5 .
Yes, sometimes 35 Ly 29
No. 13 Lo 67

13
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'Ihe nar-masuretmt spec:.al;sts were asked towhat extent the test fJ.les
were c.xa:m.md and «He.n dur:.ng the year were the scores looked at. T .‘Les
8,9 and 10 present the response patterns to these J.tens The results indicate
that cnly edu.,af:ors at the elementzry leuel examine the test files to .any
great extent. Neither the middle or high school educators seem to bother

wit.h the test scores althoughboth groups had indicated easy access to the

test f:.les. T le 10 presents the responses tc an item vilich asked whsn

during the\yed.rwere the results examined ( more than cne foil couldbe >
select_:ed) ‘Very fav of the educators in any of the school levels indicated that
they examined the results from previous year's testing. It seems unlikely tb‘;\en .
that tests play an important role in planning instructicn during the early

part of the school year. | Students in the dist.)rict were given the test in

early fall and the scores were mported to the: teachers in early December.

Almost two-thirds of the educators at the elexre.nta.zy level indicated that they
examined these results when they were first reported At the middle and high
school levels hovever less than org- third of the respondents indicated that they
locked at the test results when they were first reported. Fmally almost half
of the elementary and high school educators who had easy access to the test
results indicated that they would lock at the results periocdically throughout

the school year. nly one-third of the middle school educators indicated this
practice.

The educators were asked the extent to which the test results influenced
their instructimal planning; the extent to which the results influenced what was
taught in the classroom; and the extent towhich they felt the test results
influenced educaticnal decision making. The results of these items are
presented in tadles 11, 12 and 13 respectively. At the elementary and middle
school levels the test results seem to have some influence in instructianal

planning. These results seem incansistent with the response pattems presented

I1
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Table 10 | ' L,

<

c If you do examine the test redults when during the year do
you do so? ,

Elementary Middle "High

Test results’ from previous
' years are examined within
the first couple of weeks

' .of the school year. 35 19 5
* When the current year test o \,
results are first reported " 65 ' 26 24
Periodically throughout the . :
year. Lé 33 48
Table 11

Do test results influence your instructional piahning for

individual students? <

Elementary Middle High

Yes, always, [ 12 5

Yes, occasionally 48 40 29

Yes, but rarely 25 21 19

No. : 21 28 48
Table 12

what influence does the testing program have on what is taught
in the clasaroom? : :

. Elementary Middle High

A great deal of influence 2 2 3
Some influence Lo 31 33
Little influence 47 52 38
No influence 11 14 29

£

15
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in bd)le.L. 8,9 and 10 for the middle school educators. At the high school
the educators indicated that the test result,o wercs of bt.tl.e influence
in .nstruc;'umal pLanm.ng. ' ‘ '

Educators across the three school levels indicated that the test results had
little inflgence m\.’what they taught in the classroom. [t therefore seems that
for this district the test did not dictate the classroam curriculum.

 Almost to-thirds of the elementary and middle school educators indicated
that they felt that the test results had same influence on educational decisiomm
making. At t.he high school level the educators mch.cat.ed the opposite viev.

Finally ccncenu.ng the use of test results, the educators were asked
what form of reported test scores were most useful to them. Responses from
the total sample to this item are presented in tdle 14. The educators
across the three school levels seemed to agree that percentiles and grade
equivalents were the most useful forms of reported scores. The responses to
this itemwere somavhat surprising in swvoways. First a considerd le percentage
of the educators indicated that the, rav scores were the most useful. 2nd
second very fev respandents chose stanines as being the most useful. This
is swrprising since the test pw lisher recamends stanines and uses stanine
soores in its examples of hov the test results could/should be interpreted.
_’me choice of grade equivalents as being the most useful Form of reported
scores:  vsdishearteningwhen one consicars the repeated efforts of test
experts to discourage their use.

Coments made during the informal interviews regarding test use included
such issues as:a) slov returns of the testing results, b) incanplete feed ack
to teachers concerning the test results and ¢) a lack of teacher time to
examine and interpret the test results. Finally many educators indicated that
they used the test results anly when they had prdb lens with student learning

and wanted to knov the reasom.

Y

-

It
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v / Table 13

What influence do you think the testing program plays in
educational decision making? n

' | Elementary Middle High

A major influence 8 5 | 10
‘ Some influence 64 67 - .38
Little influence 24 28 38
2 ' .
No influence b4 0 15
. Table 14

Which form of reported scores are mout useful to you?

Total Sample Elementary Middle High

Raw scores 13 11, 20 )
Stanines 12 19 6 13
Percentiles C4s w6 39 5
Scaled Scores 2 2 . v 6
G-ade Equivalents 582 69 51 25 .
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Inéerpreting Test Results- ' ¢

s The third category which thé questiama;‘.ré items wefe classifiedwas the
area of educator preparation/d J.J_i.ty in properly mtexpratmg test results.
Woen the ctudyfb egan itwas felt thaé\xf the non-measurement specialists were
| not using the test results it mightbe because the educators lacked the training
cr caifidence in Lhe.#r & ility to ifiterpret the tegt scores. Three items
on the questiannaire reflected respondent training and confidence in test
‘ interpretation. These items and the response pattems are pr_e§entéd in tzzb les
15, 16 and 17. | f
Altost two-thirds (tdle 15) of the respmsenté indicated that they had
taken a course as an \mde.rgraduate or¥ graduate which dealt with interpreting
' test results. But mly at the elerentary level.did the educators J.ndlcate that
they had used or seen the pl.b lishers test manual. Finally almost 20% of the
A middle and high school level educators indicated that they had no t.ra.i.zﬁ;lg
in test interpretation. L '
Over 9 0% of the elementary and middle school educators indicated that
they were at least sanewhat confident i_n\thei,r & 1ility to interpret test scores
(tdle 16). At the high school level hovever over 40% of the educators indicated
t;haﬁ théy were not at all confident in their test interéretation skills. In
the previous 'section the results had indicated that among the three school
levels the respondents from the high school used the test results the least.
mm the confidence to corréctly interpret Lest resulfés ‘varied across
the school levels, alnost three- fourths of the educators in the sample
agreed that additional assistance was needed i.r{ test interpretation (tdble 17).
The previous three questlons were follcwedby five items which asked the

respondents to interpret same test scores. These items were similar to tnose

' which might be asked in an elementary course on tests and measurerent. Responses

I
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Table 15
What training have you had in interpreting test results?

Total Sample Elementary Middle High

\

No- training ' T 14 7 18 ‘19
\ B .
The test publisher's ’

, manual 47 74 231 28
Some inservice training 18 26 18 3
Soree undergraduate/graduate Lo
courses ‘ 64 65 5. 59

_Table 16 '
How confident do you feel in correctly interpreting test
results?

| Total Sample Elementary Middle High
Very confident 17 22 14 13 R
Somewhat confident 69 72 78 L7

Not conqident at all 15 : 6 8 41

Table 17 .

D¢ you think additional assistance should be prOV1ded in
interpreting the test results? - . ,

fotal Sample GElementary Middle High
Yes. 72 6k 78 70
NO. ! 28 36 22 26
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tot:heseitensarepresentedinta:'les 18, B, 20, -'Zlandzz The nunr-measurenent

. specialists were consistent acress school.lewvels in the.x.r ?\olces of item °

toils. Nbst of the respmde.nts correctly ansvered the J.tem a:ega.rdmg a
percentile score (tdle 18). Over three-fogrths of thg educators indicated |
that they are incorrectly int,expfeting norn; as standards of performance

(tble ). Less thanhdlf of the elementary and dout e fourth to the middle
and high school educators indicamd.knwledge of hovr to interpret stanines |
(tb le 21) . And finallywhile the educators had indicated that a ;rade equiyalent
scorewas a very useful form of reported .r'esults, canly a small percent of

the educators éorrectly ansvered the item on grade equivalent scores correctly.

o

Conclusions

The results of the survey seem to indicate that in general non-measurement

specialists across the elementary, middle and high school levels view

standardized achievement tests positivgly. The responses however were

not verified with any‘other data source.: Educators may have responded not
in terms of their actual feelings but rather in ways which may be viewed

as being porfessionally desirable. Assuming that the responses do reflect
the attitddes of.non-measurement specialists, these results appearto
support the perceptions of superintendents repcrted by Stetz and Beck (1978)
rathér than the perceptions of NCME members.

[t was also suggested ¢hat the extent to which educators use test
results may be a better inaex of how non-measurément specialists view
standardized achievemeq} tests. If this is true then only elementary
educators view‘these instruments positively. Middle and high school
educators indicated that they made very little use of the test results.
These results were obtained after taking into considerat on the accessibility

of the test files.

L
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Table 18

. If John received a score on the math ‘concepts subtest
equalling the 75th percentile, it would mean:

/ ' Total Sample Elementary Middle High

He answered ?75% of the -
items correctly 2 - 0 .2 3

He answered 75% of the _
items incorrectly 0 0 0 0

75% of all pupils in the .
norm group.scored as well : .
or bgttér'than John 15 20 13 10.

?75% of all pupils in the

norm group scored as well !

or lower than John 73 5 69 77 74
None of the above is '

correct. 10 11 6 13

Table 19

Normative data like grade équivalent scores provide a standard
which reflects an estimate of how well students should perform.

Total Sample Elementary Middle High

True ' 77 80 80 67
*False 23 " 20 20 33
Table 20

! .
To compare student perfpormance across subtests which form
of reported scores is most useful?

. Total Sample Elementary Middle High
]

Raw scores 14 8 15 24
*Percentiles 24 26 26 20
' Grade Equivalents 25 27 25 20

Scaled Scores 10 - 8 17 0

All of the above 24 29 17 28

None of the above 2 2 0 8

-
o
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Table 21

The difference in student pérformance on two subtests on
the Stanford Achievement Test should be judged meaningful
if one test is at least : lower tha the other.

“'Potal Sample  Elementary ' Middle High

\

! stanine v 15 7 22 20
*2 stanines 35 4 27 25
3 stanines '} 14 16 . 14 10
4 stanines | v 7 0 5

Stanines do not provide
a useful scale to compare .
subtests 33 25 38 Lo

Table 22 ‘ /

Sally is finishing the 3rd grade. On a recent administration
of the Stanford Achievement Test her total test battery score
indicated a grade equivalent of 5.0. An appropriate
interpretation would be:

fptal Sample Elemehtary Middle 'High

Sally is ready to begin
the fifth grade. 7 6 7 11

Sally knows as much as’

the average student

beginning the fifth

grade 61 57 63 67

*Compared to beginning
fifth graders in the
norm group Sally is at
the 50th percentile 12 11 17 4

None of “he above is
correct 20 26 13 19

2
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A partial explanation for the minimal use of the test results may be
found in the training/ability of the educators to properly interpret the
test results. While,m¢stt)f ;he Tespondents had taken courselwork
related to test interpreta}ion and. felt somewhat coﬁfident in these skills,;

almost three-fourths of the educators indicated that they would like

> ]

additional assistance in test interpretation. Based on the responses
to several items asking the educators to interpret several test scores,
it appears that the non-measurement specialists need the additional

assistance.
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