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- ' ' _ ABSTRACT
;’, 3

achlevement and mental ability: tests are used in the schools.
and what-parents and teachers thInk about such test;ng; Guided
inventories were adninistered to 207 teachers from 10 scheols
and to 223 parents from 12 PTA groups. Intenszve 1nd1v1dual ‘
Lrntervxews were conducted with 15 test;ng coordlnators with

responsxbxixty for uxstrrct-w;de testmng declslons.. Teacher’

&

concepts and ;nterpretzve context. ?arent inventory covered .
\ personai data, éefitﬁaéé toward testrng in'generai and_toward
spécific‘educationai uses of tests, Eﬁéﬁi&&&é about ﬁéés ofﬁ
; tests in own dhlld's school, reactlons to own. chiid berng
tested and extent and nature of feedback received about chiid'

test performance. Resultq for teachers, testing coordinators,

M

and parents are reported in Parts I, II 'And IIZ ;respectlvely.
A discusslon sectzon 1ntegrates flndxngs from these parts and
presents ;mpiicatrons; with special focus on testlng communica-

" tions at several levels.

oo S vii . . I
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s BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

There are several indications that testing practice may Yol

undergo sIgnlfIcant changes lﬁ“the 1980s (Anastasi, 1976:

. Ch: 123 1979,\Ch. 27 1986: Feuerstexn, 1979; Lerner, 1979,
1980; Maloney & Ward; 1976; Messick, 1980; Staats, 1970).
'Somie of these changes concern the purposes for:wﬁicﬁ tests are
used, such as selectlon vs. ”lacement, predictron vs: diaénosis,
and 1nst1tutiona1 vs. individual decisions; Some wiil.involve
major revislons in the nature of tests themselves or the
ideveiopment of new tests following innovatzve approaches. It

_ aggéafs IIkely, ﬁawééef; that among the ;Zstmsignificant A
changes wilil be those §értainiﬁ§'to the intérﬁrétation of
test results. Wzth the dramatlc expanslon in test development

g‘and use since the I940s, test constructors as well as test :
users have tended to focus more and more on testing technology

.and to becomerdlssoclated trom_the maznstream of behav1ora1
science (Anasiasi,:iééij; -

Advances in psychology, genetics, and other iéié@éﬁé fields
have not been adEQﬁateiy reflected in the,déy test scores &ié

Outworn concepts and models of . the development of human behavior
@ T e

_have survived tenacxously in the rnterpretatlon of test scores

(Cravens, 1978). In the 1970s, several test authors and

’ publishers made feeble attempts to disiodée.sohe of the excess .
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meanings that'had become associatsd with their tests EYEEE-

placing ehé;te;ﬁ “inteiiiéénce" in the test names with more

neutral terms. But the p’iii:i.ic =- and all too many professionals—-

still. retain an nIQ" ériéntation and treat a mental test score

as a-gfagéfey of the organism. ' ’
Current criticisms of testlnglby various publlc Lnterest

assoeiations. minortty-group spokespersons; and other organlzed

grcupé stem from a diversity of eéﬁiééé; éaiitiééi motives

.obviously play a large part (Lerner, 1979, 1980). ?ﬁﬁiié~

. medla are attracted by the news value of the ensuing contro-

versies and may create a,distorted impress;on-of the prevalenéé
of negative attitudes toward testing. To, some extent, howevez,
;Eﬁe criticises are dlrected against actual misuses and mis-
intefﬁfétatians of tests; and insofar as.thls is true, the
objectionaiie practices should be identified and corrected.
It is the eésééﬁéisiiiéy of both test ﬁséfa {such as school
‘misises.

In the 1970s; individual investigators as well as professional
and éciéntiéic arganizatlons.beqan'tb examine iﬁEéﬁSi@éi§ the

ethlcal, soc1etal. and sc1ent1f1c aspects of test uses and

misuses: Their approaches vary widely, ranging Tom publxc

opiriion polling (Brim, 1965: Brim, Giase,ﬂNeuilnger,-& FlrestoneL

<



}graphic studles (Resnick, 1979; Resnick & Resnxck, i978,

1969; éosiiﬁ;;1967i £o historicat; éaéiaioaiaaz; and ethno-
Alraslen, 1979; O'Regan, Airaslan,& Madaus,1979). Psychoio-
gistslfron.divérsé speciaities; ranoing.from experimental and
§syéﬁodétric'to.sociai and clinical, have amassed extensive-'
bodies of daﬁa‘dh sucﬁjérobiéms‘as test anxiety (épiéibérgeg
et al:; i978§5§EYOn;‘19803; the effects of tests on students

(kirkland, 1971); test fairness and bias (Breland, 1979;

Gross & Su, 1975: Hunter & Schmidt, 1976; Hunter, Schmidt,

& Hunter, 1979; Jensen, 1980, Cha: 9 & 10; Eiﬁﬁ; 1978; Peterssn

& Novick, 1976), the effects of special traznxng programs on

.cést scores (Babad & Eﬁaoff;“iéjii_iﬁaoff-é Corman, i§743"

College Board, 1979; Feuerstein, 1979), the role of cultural
differences in' test performance (Berry, i972 Cole &,Bruner, -
1971; Goodnow, 1976- Nelsser,_1976,'1979), and the nature of
the constructs assessed by tests (CQnstruct val. igz, 1980-
Messick, 1980).
THE PRESENT STUDY

objectives

| “The major purpose of this project vas to gather data on
how tests are actually used with schooich:ldren. and what Eﬁé_

people who are closely involved with chxldrem know and think

- about tests. Promlnent amony such people, of course, are

teachers (and other school personnel) and parents. An important
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component of current dlssatlsfactmons with testing pertains
to tést%use with ethnic and cultural mInorltles. Accordlngly,
we were espec;aliy concerned with'how tests aEe used with

mlnorlty chlldren, and w1th the views of minority parents

and" educators regard;ng test use. At the same time, our
.approach was deliberateiy proad. Tests can be effectivéig’used
_to Séﬁefit arl chlldren or they ‘can be mlsused to the &etriment
of all ch:idren. The use of tests with minorities can be
best understood == and 1mproved -- 'within the context of
test use with all children. o -
A major hypothesls that underlzes the present study is that

the communlcatlon of test results to teachers and parents

1eaves much to be des:red. Certaln parts of the study are con-

-

cernea with this highiy SpeC1fiC type of 1nformat1on transmittal.

Another relevant aspect of commnnlcttlon pertains to the disse=

mination of general knowledge about test1ng and the meanlng of

test scores. .Tdday's test consumers (8.g., teachers, parents,

test4taﬁers¥-want comprehensible explanations about testiﬁé-so
g'ﬁ: . . that tﬁé§ can judge its value fof'EEEéselves. ﬁnd this is a

goal that can be achleved, as. iiiﬁstrate& by two recent examples

of effectxve pr:nted communications, one dIrected to the‘parénts
of schoolchildren (Dyer, . 1980) and one to conagé;ioaunci high
; school géniors (College Board, 1980). There is also need for

~
/




_and test authors and publxshers; Such c'mmanlcatlon can re-

@ veal &urreﬁt ﬁiéﬁﬁés'and mstnterpreta ions that are undermining

l

Generelf Plan.
The present study followed 3 three-pronged approach to.
- ‘explore test use in the schools/ with special concentration
" on’ the elementary sehoéi.leve . Data were collected from three
‘ Eésts;'(a) teadhers, (b) ésting coord;nators w1th major re-
./pons:btizty for school'testxng programs, and (c) parents of
ischoolohxidren; ﬁata'from teachers and parents were gathered
through wr:tten questtonnaxres administered by project staff to
small groups. with opportunlty for dxscussxon at the end of’

- each sessiou; Information from testing coordinators was oﬁtéiﬁéd' .
tirough intensive individual interviews conducted by a senior

/ o ‘ ..
member- of the proaect staff. " : - :

The major questlons under 1nvest1get1on may themselves be
grouped xnto three categories, although data baarlng on any one
category were usually derived from more than one type of partzcz--
pant. Firfst, we were interested in how tests are selected and
how decisions about testing progfams afe made. Second, we .

wished to explore the purposes for which tests are used in the

[£]
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schools and the ways in whxch they contribute to educatxonal

—6=

\‘. ]

declslons about 1ndividu§l chxldren.' Thlrd, we wanted to

identlfy strengths andeweaknesses of’ current-test usage as’

percexved by parents and school personnel: :

PR

At the outset, it was necessary to address fully and

.expllc:tiy the problem o protectlng the confldentxaixty of

'progect data. Not only ig- this a general ethical obl:gaéi%n

in'conducting ali scxentxflc research, but it also soon became
apparent that formal assurance regardlng the strlct confidentlallty
of group 1dent1ty was a prerequxslte for partlclpatlon in our

3tﬁd§.t TWO examples of the type of wrltten commltment requlred

‘ froﬁ us are included ih Appendix A. Foiiow1ng the wordlng pre-

' scrrbed by the partlclpatlng officiai, in one of these letters

K

we agreed “that in no way Wlll ””y 1ndividuais in your school,~

your schooi itseif, the school dlstrict, town, county, etcL --;

ever be Identxfxed in any way. You will have complete anonymlty .o

In the other appended letter, we prom;sed "that no mentxon of

~. o

~ any of the ind:v:duais in the study,_of the school In questxon,

y"

- or their locatlon,_proxxmate or general wnll be made." It mxght

PR

be added that, because of ‘the rather extreme precautlons taken.

to protect the 1dentity of individuals and. lnstltutlons,_we -

ﬁere able to obtaln sensltlve .data that mxght otherwrse have

been unavallable to us. We also feel free . to report our flndlngs

»
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details. \The muitlpllcxty of onr data.sources served as a

neans of safeguarding the identity, not only of persons and

schools; but also of the various publishers whose tests were -

cited by the. respondents. S -{I - ‘. : e
- Most of our contacts, espec;ally for teacher and parentii

groups, were made through the cooperatlon of our project

B

consuitants at the Fordham Unlver91ty School of Educatlon, , R

P

whose students are drawn from a large and diversified set of
: " schools.Other aaﬁiiaég'wiéa participating individuals and
.schoois were made through professlonai»persons in varlous school

systems known personaity to memhers of the project staff.. with—

) RS we can report that our data were obtazned in a trxatate area

. VWithin commuting distance of uewryork Clty. The teachers,f ,
’ parents, and testing coord;nators were drawn from settings

C

-representlng.a w1de range in tyge of school (publlc, prlvate, or

parochlal, genhral or special-purpose), type of nelghborhood

(1nner-c1ty;fmetxfpolltan, uburban), 1ncome level, and ethnlc
:)f '

composztlon.rrﬁi ' o . N
© ) ) -7

" of the study concerned w1th teachers, testlng coordznators, and

 parents are descrxbed in separate sectxons; 1n;that order; A

1

lWJ.th one exceptlon, a school 1n a large northeastern c1ty OﬂtSlde
this ‘area. S » : e , g ;
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- final,. discusaion] section draws Erom a1l three parts of the
study. | ,

'PART I: TEACHERS
. brocedige N

pevelopment and pretesting oerehoel Personnel Inventory.

o _

‘An iﬁééfﬁﬁéﬁﬁ for.small—group admlnlstrat1°“ to-teachers and

and revised durlng the first project year (1978-79). Pretest"

' data were coiiected from 10 classes at the Fcrdham Unxversity

Graduate.School of Education, hine held at the Lincoln Center
-;campus and one. at EﬁaséarrytaWn campﬁs; _All but one of the'
classes were 1n the Currlculum Div;s:on. the ténth ﬁas”in the
ﬁﬁﬁiﬁistration'pivision; Completed forms .were obtainéddfrompa
totai of léé persons, The respondents appeared..to be typlcal
of graduate stﬁdents in a college of. Education- the majorlty

were currently employed as teachers. and a szzeahle proportlon

e

were educatxonal adm:.n:.strators.2 Statistlcal analyses of the

responses. together Wlth a cons:deratlon of comments by responu '

'dents and recommendatlons by project consultants. led to the

preparatlon of the f;nal form of the School Personnel Iﬁ?eﬁtoiy.

' 2Supplementary pretest data on~one portlon of the Lnstrument.

the Test Opinion Inventory, were also cbtained from 104 'students

in a Liberal Arts, 3ollege.

N

b
(UH
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reprodiced in ‘Apperidix B.

‘The entire ihvéhtdry is divided into—four parts: a one=

inventory; the Test epinion Inventory. and the Test Usage Inven—

tory. . The Test Activities Inventory consists of two parallel

° sets_of<questions'covering the'same information.‘hnt with re-
| gard to achievement tests in the one and mental ability tests-
in the otii"er.'. in both cases, the questionnaire begins with
; a-.isriéf eﬁaracteri'zation o'f the type Of test under consideratio/n '
(achisvement or mental ability), followed by & list of 15 (-
possible dotititiééitnét 4 teacher could perform in.relation .
"Ea Eﬁééé tests. @iéléésﬁbﬁaéﬁés circie whétﬁer they peréorm

each ef the activities reguiarly, occasionally, or'never. a . .

. ..,-._'

which the respondent evaiuates how useful he or.she has found-'
that type of test, and two. open—ended questions. @he first
question asks what could be done to make the tests more useful,

the second requests the respondent %o name one or more-speeiric
examples of achievement of fﬁéﬁfal'abiliéy ‘.eesfé. f:éspécéivelgé..
The latter question was;iﬁéiﬁded largely as a check. on what

' these two. common test cetégories @eaﬁt‘to the respondent. -

=

rd
.

RS s
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iikert-type attItude xtems. Each item presents a statement ‘that
is Either'clearig favorabte or clearly unfaVOrable to current .
'éaucationai uses ef tés£§.~ These sEateﬁénts wazs drawm princi- -
pally from oplnlons about tests expressed in the media’ or in |

other popular d1scuss1on of tests by Indlvmdual spokespersons

or 65&&&&25&_556&@5. -We~werei1nterested chxefly in obtaxn;ng

-re%ctions ‘to aaaafsé éfi&iéisﬁs ahoutrtest use,,and_accardinéiy

minimize the opéfiiiaﬁ of an acquiéscénce response set (or its

reverse), and'to'eneufe~thit each statement was'carefully read

and evaluated independentty, we xnserted s1x statements favorabie

vl ]

to testing. These statements were piaced f1rst and. last in the

'11st and in- four 1ntermediate, randomty dxstrlbuted poeitaons. e

The Test sagg togy was desxgned to aesess teachers
derstanding of certain baslc testxng concepts, as well as thelr

famxixarxty with relavant behavioral knowiedge that would affect

“the interpretation and use of test scores. In its pretestxng

'stage, this Inventory was s analyzed in terms of internal consistency

,(coeff1c1ent alpha), Item"diffxculty lndex, item—test correlatlon

'peraons selectlng each option. On the basis of the pretest data,';;“,

_ several 1tems were deleted, the options of other items were. revised.

and new itens were added The flnal ver31on cons:sts of 15 flve—;

[ 25Y

\\‘T
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_option multiple=choice items, with a "Don't Know" option in
fifth position. o ‘ N
Data-GatherIng Procedures. The School Personnel Inventory

[

was adminxstered by a member of the project staff to teachers

from IO schools. All were elementary schools. except for one

er

junior hlgh school from which we obtarned onty‘nxne teachers:.

The schools 1ncluded eight public schools'and«tﬁo religious-

afflllated prlvate schools. A total of 267 completed 1nventorxes

were‘obtained;,the number*from each school ranglng from-8 to 38.3

S . The typical sequence of staps followed in gathering data
. from a saﬁaaf began with a telephone call to the schooi principai

whose name had been obtazned through one of our referral sources.

This call usually Ied to a meeting thh the pr1nc1pal in h1s

or her office durIng whxch a project staff member explaxned the

: nature and purpose of the pro;ect, outllned the benefIts the

: school could derlve from partlcipation. and dIscussed the

/

arrangements for protectlng conf1dent1allty. In some cases,

at the prxnclpal s request. a slmllar meetlng thh the distrlct

superlntendent‘followed i Next came more phone-calls to‘settle

-

on a data for actual data gatherlng ‘at the school. and 1n some

- cases Eﬁe sumessxon of_letters formalLZLng the confldentlallty
: arrangements. _The 8chool Personnel Inventory was admlnistered

W=

Since two of-the schools had a single principal and regularly
held joint faculty meetlngs.sg teachers from the ,two . schdols
‘were’ tested.in a slngle sesslon.'? - S ..k

~ .- . v
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durlng a regularly scheduied faculty meetlng at each school

and then. adminlstered the lnventory. The- session ended with an open

discussion of any questlons ‘the partlcipants w1shed to raise.

After the completlon of data analyszs, in 6ctoﬁer 1980,
eaéﬁ-éaﬁaai rEEEiGe& an ind;V;dually computerized report of
its own data. together with- the overall project resuite oﬁ the
School Personnei Inventory and an invitation to ‘contact the pro-
ject staff 1f further: dxscussxon of the report was desired.

The one-page questionnaire 1ncluded in the School personnel

iﬁ?eﬁtofi §roﬁlded the data for the descriptxon of §artici§aﬁt 3

.

characterxstxcs summarzzed 1n this sectlon. These data ‘cover:

(ij_déﬁé&f&iﬁi& characteristics of the teachers themselves, and

(2) “information Eééaraiﬁé'the éxtent and nature of student con-

'tacts the teachers had in their normal school actlvitles.

¢

. tics of the 207 teachers who partxc:pated in this portlon of
. the study. 'I‘he sample was predanxnanti;y female (81%) The

1argest proportlon were in their 203 and 30s; but about 40%

were dlstrzhuted through the 405 and 50s8; and 3% were 60 or _.'

with 13% black and only 1.5% Hispanic.. Educatlonally, the .
largest group (38%) had a Master's degree plus some

BN

Demggraghic Data Tabie 1 summarlzes the personal characteris--
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. eacher Sample- Demographlc Data )
S (N=207)2 : ;
variable : ; S ' Percentages °
sex ' Femate 80.8 - male  19.
ge. . .| . . 20-29 - 27.0 S 50-59 19.5
e o 30-39  29.0 . e0&up " 3.0
SR ) 40-49 21.5 -
ST IR I ' o :
‘ Ethnic - Whlte(non-Hlspanld),'34;; ] Hispan;cii? 1
: o Black' _ .. 13.4 - _ _Amer. Indian 0
' " |Oriental : 0 o Other? e 1
‘Bducation|H.S.& further 3.4 Master degree . : 18.8
' Bachelor degree  11.6 Master & further S 37,
-Bachelar & Graduate 28.5 Doctoral degree . :
EEsting . Graduaterceurse; 42.9 Gradigi;g-QEEViéé Ce " a.2
TraIning Undergrad.course 20.7 ggdergradigiig-servxce - 4.4
P . {In-service 3.9 Grad.& Undergr. & In-serv. 6.4
NG ' Grad. & Undergrad. 6.9 No formai traxn:ng . 10:.3
. Reported classroem teacher 67.2: Teacher/Administrator 2.5
-Job title}special educ. teacher 20.2 Administrator 2.5
Specialty teacher 4.5 :Social workerS 2.0
(e.g.,reading,mati) Nurse®. 1.0
a 7 : o B .
For item responses, N=200-207 o -
5 _ S — . I
-1 East Indian, llFiiipinéi
. e
Served on ChIId StudereaggiasseSSLng 1nd1vidual students on bas;s of
" test scores and other data. -
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further graduate work: another 19% reported only a ‘laster's degree,
while none had a doctoral degree. A bachelor ) degree plus

e : some graduate work accounted for another 29%. A relatxvely
small proportion (12%) had only a bachelor 8 degree, and
. a.few (3%) reported still-less education. on: the whoie, the

*educational lavel of this group of teachers was high and

and a_i_iiﬁtii-saﬁ aréa_-;;. -
of more interest for the present géaa§ is the extent of

training in educational and psychologxcai testIng. The largest .ui

proportion (43%) had had only a graduate course in this area,

and the second largest (21%) reported only an undergraduate
courEE. Féw'(m%) reported only in-serVice training on testing;;

':Various coﬁbinations of two or all three typéé of training were

reported by 22%.' Only 10% had rece:ved no formal training in

&

educational or psychological testing. ﬁitﬁ regard to current

-

job tItle. the “sample was compoeed predominantly of clasaroom
teachers (67%). An ddditional 20% were special education 'k&

teachers. and 4&% were teachers of subject-matter specialties,

) )

such as readIng or mathematics- 5% were functioning as adminis- :
trators or teacher/administrators. The sample also contains . o

four social workers and two school nursee. These IndiViduals-"

were included because they served on Child Study Teams and

s

hence had considerable experience in the utilization of~té§t.."

=g
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results. in assessing 1nd1v1dual students and making recommen—

' dations about educational;placement and adaptive xnstructional

programs-
-Studem&c:ontaets. ii'eariy the entire sample -(98%) reported

Ssh - ’ hav1ng direct ontact with students in their daily work. ' The
1\ - -grade level ranged from pre—kindergarten through high school,i
" but €he. group taught predominantly at the elementary grades,
WIth the largest number clusterxng at grades 1 through 6. The -

" number of students with whom'our participants had direct contactr
ranged wxdeiy The extremes of zera and several hundred were

brepresented by administrators, specxaity teachers; and other
persons Wlth special assignments. The distrihution is highiy

skewed, with clustering’well below the center of the range and .. -

a median of approximately 34 students.

'With regard to ethnic distribution of students, the large

d

*majority of participants had contact with predominantly white
'(non-Hxspanic) groups of students. The median number of students
In th:s category was 23 S while the median number oﬁ black -
students was slightly over 2 The number of black'studexts

reported by individual respondents, hcwever. varied widely,

ranging from zero to 200. The median numbers of students in

other ethnic groups were all under 1 but the 1ndividua1 fre—

<

quencies also revealed wide diversity-among respondents. For

4although we did not gather data in any senior high school, some of. .
: our participanta included high school students, among ‘others, in

their reported student contacts, because of special asszgnments or

teaching at more than one grade level. ' . I

“
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/ | Table 2, -
/ Student Contacts
—— N /- S — —_ .
. Variable 'ﬁ + Response Summary
No 2.4%

,
)

Direct Contact ./
Grade Levels  /

 Number of students?

Mdn N in Ethnic Groups® | White

ves
Mdn = 33.5 ‘j

Hispanic

97.6% : .
‘. ‘Pre-Kindergarten to 12

PR Range :0-750

’ - Black
©  amer.Inhdian

oQowNn
QIR
N IO W

) 23.5 °
0.30. -

// Ogientél . 0.19
a ot 7.777:7777777»7 '
£ 200 responses
190 responses
L
) ..'// -

)
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éiaﬁﬁie{ 118 téachérs reported no contact with ﬁispanic.%

e

'a,but 14 teachers reportéd contact w1th 6 to 20 students in this
ethnic category; In summary; while the.majorxty of .our partici-
pants had school contacts with predominantly white (non-Hispanic)

's‘tﬁaé'nts. "tiiere wés a substaritial nﬁmiier» of smamiausi partici-

school activities. -

Total GroggﬁResults

Teachers' Perceptions of Achlevement and Mental Lkigz

iests, In solxcxtrng teacher responses regard;ng both uses and

°

etaiuations'of standardized tests, we have separated achievenent

from.mental ability tests. throughout the inventory. We reached
this decision béeause of the prevalence of this distinction

/
ln educat10na1 usage, regardless of 1ts theoretlcal weaknesses:

Several of our flndlngs corroborated the need for such a dlfferen-;

‘t ation when seeklng information from teachers.' At this point,
Ea . /‘

/
cailing‘for onefor more examples of stan@ardlzed achievement

tests with which the fésf,aﬁa‘éﬁe had recen ntly been involved, and
: /'
the corresponding qnestloﬁ rééaraiﬁéfﬁental abilmty tests. The

,/

tests.named by the respondentswprov1de a clue to their per-

) \\ | AN
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ceptlon of tests belonglng 1n ;hese twu categorles.
'The‘general results indicate a clear dlstlnctloh that

ifollows the tradltlonal pattern. Among the achievement tests

llsted were such weii—known battexles as the Iowa. TéitE of

/

Basic Skllls, SRA Achrevement Serles, Stanford, Metropolxtan,

and california Achxevement Tests, in order of frequency.

ﬁiaéﬁostic tests were'mentioned'esgeéiaiiy often, the ‘most K
common examples including Woodcock-Johnson KeyMath biagncstic
Arxthmetlc Test, Peabody Indxvxdual Ach:evement Test; and Wlde

Range Achlevement Test, as well as the diagnostlc parts of Eh_

_ prev1ously mentxoned ‘tatteries. A gizeable group of respo dents

slmply mentloned “crltiilon—referenced tests;" W1thout pecifylng ..

*&

. o4 . - . _ .
'particﬁlar instruments.>There were a few 1nd1v1dual: nfusions;

'sudh as one respondent naming the Stanford-Binet 4nd one the WISC,

but these 1nstances were rare._ Nearly aii ré'ﬁondeﬁte listed

Among example{/pf mental abiilty eets, the Well-known

iﬁteiilgence tests clearly togped' he 119t, w1th WISC-R, WPPSI,

and Stanford-Blnet accountlng frr 62 reiﬁoﬁQEQ. Among groub

tests, the Cognltlve Abllltres‘Test was cxted most often. otheré‘”

named by three or more ré/;ondents included some Of the SRA serles,
g " - the DetroIt Teste of Aearning Aptitude, ahd “the Otls—ﬁennon. The

éoncérn;WLth Iearnxng dxsabllltles is reflected in the inciusion

of the Illind///Test of psycholinguistic Ablllties, the SIosson, and
' / ( Paw . !
25
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the Bender Gestalt: There is some indication that mental ..
‘ability tests tended to sé identified with individually ad-
ministéréér clinical lnatruments. For instances, Eeveréi ﬁefieﬁs‘
ligted the PIAT and thHe WRAm as mental ability tests - of
course, the PIAT may have been confueed w1th the Peabody chture

Vbdabuiary Test: thCh others also listed. ﬁga;n, however, we'

1

can conclude that; apart from a few individual confusions, the

i&i&é majority of our” EéSf:Snaéﬁt's shared the traditional per=

.

_ceptlon cf a mentai ability test.
_@eaehers Roles with. Regard to Tests. Table 3 sﬁﬁ@ériiea

the inveiéément ofjteaehers 1n.te=txng_functi6ﬁ§; éi'ﬁeii.eé- ’

the way teachera use test scores. For hoth achievement and

mental ablllty tests, the table shows the percentage ef teiéheré-”

'reportxng\that they engaged regularly, occaslonally, or never'inj

: each test-reiated activxty. It is evident that thls 1nvolvement

-listed actzvxty is conslstently greater for achlevement than for

mental ability teata. Th:s dlfference appiles not only to such
functions as the selectlon or admznlstratlon of tests,(but also k

to the uses of test scores;for each of the specific purposes listed.

in Table 3. = J %

.

) There 1: nevertheless con91derable correapondence across o o
D 8 K . Lo
both types ef tests in the'relativevfrequency with which each

DN . L /
; .
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Tabls 3
Percentage of 'reachera Reporting Each Test Activlﬁy
' o . SR S Achiavement Tests? Mental Ability TestsP-
Activity Rogularly Occasionally Never |Regularly  Occasionally . Neve

ffffffffffffffffffffff ‘,. o e N ! - - . -
m‘thoriza testing progtm . 10.4 16.4 73.1 6.8 7.8 8s.
Beloct tests o 1 14:4 , 19:4 66.2 5.7 5.7 88.
Coordinate, manage program . > 15 19.7 15.3 55 0 9.9 9.4 80.
Decide to continue program /" 10.9 12.4 *16.7 ' 8.7 7.2 ‘86,
orisnt students to teats j 44.1 30.72 25.2 20.2 18.7 61.
Administer tests . 59.3 28,9 11.8 22:8 20.7 56.
Receiva test scores _ 72.1 17.4 ~ . 10.4 49.0 4.2 26;
Have acceas to _scores._ 80.3 11.8 7.9 58.0 23.8 -~ 18.,
Use scores: undarstand lfuaentl 58.3 . 34.3 “7:4 5.1 41.2 23.
Use scores: instruction - - 53.4 36.3 10.3 29.5 42,0 28,

3a. scoras; grouping students * 41.4 43.3 - 15.3 23.2 '40.7 36.
Use scores: evaluate performance 48.5 37.1 14.4 23:8 ‘40,9 . 35.
Use scores: identify special needs 55.1 - H{.6 10.2 32,6 39.9 27.
counsel atudants re& score 29.5 34.5 ‘. 45,0 8.8 22.3 68.
Explain scores: pagents or others 37.1 43.6 19.3 17.3 32.5 50.
Othar uses . * 12.4 4.2 63.4 g.0 . 10.2 8l.

-~ . -

o o e 5 - -
R N=201 - 205, but “other uses" N=153 -

b N=191 = 193, but *other uses® Ne137

¢ “i yeo
<
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' activity is regularly performed The most fréqﬁéaé teacﬁer
N : roles reported for both types of'tests .are: (1) hav1ng access
to scores; aﬁd (2) rece1vxng scores routlnely. Administering
tests rahgs}tﬁird for’ achxevement tests_but drops to eighth
piace Edé‘-ﬁénéaiw_aﬁiiﬁ? Eaaés; This discrepancy is ii.nd'er-’
standable since at least in some of the public schoois
within our sample, group - inteiixgence tests are not used : ﬁeﬁce'

i
the: mental ablllty tests would be individual tests that teachers

v

are not ordznarlly tralned to admlnlster. ' ’ S 5

tlng ind1v1dual or group performance, and zdentifying'chlldren :
V. ' S with speclal needs. Also—amonq the ten most -common teacher‘;
/ : .

actlvxtles;for both typés of tests are orienting students-to

A .
b - o . . .

" taking tésgé and explaining scores to parents or school persoﬁnei
: oo B O o K S
coeﬁielihé‘students about scores was not'common,_but was reported -

4

; | by reta' VelY moze teachers for achievement than‘for mental

, . abxixty tests. Relatlvely few teachers reported decision-making -
"/‘ "/
I : . 7res§ge31b11it:es regardlng testlng programs or spec1f1c tests.

e

Sim;IarIy, few were lnvolved in the coord1nat1on or’ management

iy
)
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of a testin rogram.’ . ' _
g P g ; P . }
‘ _ If we compare the percentage of*teachers reporting each
: Eééé “&éfivity :régﬁiériy or occasionally, we find that; for
O c ’ '

chievement tests, more teachers .enguge in these activities

i ... o S
\Segul§; than on an occasional basis, especially for the
high frequency functions. A clear reversal of this"tendenéi,
hoyever, is foﬁﬁd_ in the uses of mental ability scores. For

alltthe ugses (last eight items in Table 3),; Eherpercentage'is

onsi'tently larger for occasional than for regular. These .

Lo

differences are understandable 1nsofar as mental ability tests

(and especially indIVIdnal intelligence tests) are lxkely to

.be given only in special cases and for special purposes.

Tt will be noted that the last item in Table 3 EEfers to
v“other:uses,"lnot listed in,thegtaﬁlé."This‘item was marked by
153 respondents for achieveméiit fEéE{:g and by 137 for mental
,ability tests. With rare exceptions, the uses specified could
‘be subsumed under one or another of the tabled categories
and often represented specific illustrations of a listed use.
ﬂit is also noteworthy that, w1th very minor exceptions, the
same supplementary uses were submitted for achievement. and mental
abxlity tests, although the frequencies were again hxgher for
'achxevement tests. The most common uses were mentxoned about E

2t - twice as often for achievement as for ability tests. Nevertheless,
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L " the réiative:freQﬁencies of the correspondihé uses were in
'v thé.saﬁe rank ordér ror'botnxtypés‘of tests. . fhe moet common
was the use of tests i individualizing instruction and in
writ:.ng Inaiviaﬁaiizea Edﬁcatianai Programs (~iﬁ§s). Next in-
vacceierated;'fhxs was foiiowed by piannxng 1nstruct1on ‘and
| treatment, and by identifying he Learning disabled, mentaily
retarded} and gi%ted.studenté.‘ 1t can be seen that all ﬁhééé
uses are closely related to each other and to some of the
eategorles llétéd“ln Tab1e~3 -Expla;nzng scores. to parent; or
. child,. or both was listed by three respondents for both types of'
'teats. Two uses, each lzsted by a sxngle reapondent for
achlevement tests only were “to support grading“ and “to deter-
~ mine awards." it is apparent that the v 1te—in responses on .‘
* - ‘test activities served chiefly to prov:tde specific examples

. and corroboratzon of the: reauits summarized in Table 3. gﬁ

b Perceived ﬁiéfﬁiﬁéﬁé_éﬁ Standardized géggg; Table 4

_ summarizes the fiﬁdiﬁéi from the first of the nine-point rating
scales used in several parts of the study. Por eaéhliéaié,
réspohdénts are 1nstructed to c1rc1e the one number that

‘corresponds to their 3udgement In this case, they are asked

’ . 7 to 1nd1cate how useful they have found standardzzed achlevement

» e

,Jtests,xn'one,pcale,and ab;llty tests,;n the other. The scales
"-range'from."hot at all useful® (l) to "highly useful® (9).

; Ly - : ; ]
. P S . - ) : ]

-
-
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. rable 4

‘Teacher Ratings of Usefulness of

_éEéﬁ&éfdize& Tests

¥

. Achievement . s 5-03 1=9 i

‘Mental Ability

'

2.16

et
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Reference Ea TaBlé 4 shows that opinions variéd widely for

both types of tests. ’fﬁé full range of the scale was used

(1-9), and the standard devxatxons of the ratings are approxi-_‘
'matelylthe same for achxevement and abzlity tests: Mean ratings
are’close. to the ‘canter of the scale (5); but opinions tend to
be slightly more’ favorable for achievement than for ability

';:tests, the difference averaging about half a po?n £, While not

FolloWing each rating for 7ndged,usefulness, re%pondénts

were asked "What could be done to make Ehase tésts more ﬁsefﬁl
.-

~.to you?". in response, 92‘persons submitted one or ﬁore/iﬁéges-

tions for ach:evenent tests and 22 did so for abiiity tests.
Again there were veveral Eoﬁﬁon féégaﬁséi for both tgpes of
tests, although7w1th Iower frequenc:es for abxlity téség; It -
is of particular 1nterest that recommendations reg?rdxng the
;'1mprovement of feedback had the highest frequenczes for both
types of tests.. sPecific suggestions in this category included:-‘
further breakdown of scores, the use of smmpler, clearer-
language for explanations,to teachers, students,. and parents;
and receiving the test results ‘faster and earlier, Another,
felated set of comments, called for.ﬁorereﬁolanation.of the . -
tests EﬁéﬁiéiGés; Eheir meaning and aaeaéagé;‘ Still aeﬁaf.

_comments submitted by several respondents for both achxevement

‘
RN
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} - an&.ahiiity tests concerned the need for updating and -for
" o iﬁﬁfobinﬁithé validity and appropriateness of tests for their
/ . uses. Several recommended the use of tests in conjunction with
f' sther sources of data about the individual. There were requesta
for more fiéiiﬁilit?_in the use of test results, greater access
to scores;, more peychologists and other Erained personnei;
and proper testing conditions.
Some recommendations were - specific to achieéeﬁent tests.
) o The largest number referred to the need for tests geared to
aﬁégiai ﬁopuiations with regard to their procedures and materiais.
6thef‘récommendations were for tests more appropriate for the
is&ﬁaai curriculum. and for more teacher input into test content.
Some respondents ﬁanted lese culturally biased tests,.and some
: wanted'more criterion-referenced ‘tests. Along the same" lines,
more prescriptive feedback to aid instruction was recommended
SN j. In reference to abiiity tests, one. respondent suggested the
Si téaching of test-taﬁiﬁg strategies.

EV

? %est Oginion nventogy The items in the Test epinion

iw
- ~—"\‘_~_. Lt /

inventory were drawn from a collection of adverse statements

ahout tests“culled principaiiy from the media and from the

C

1iteraﬁur$ distributed by antitest actiVist groups. The final

ments favorable to tests, in order to encourage careful reading

and minimize the operation of a generalized response set. Each'’
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S table 5. '
o Teacher Reeponeee to Teet ‘opinion Inventory

—cE—

 Iten Yo, . © KeyfTople Mean® '
41 | - ability tests help instriction, S XX 2.20
2 ‘Testing and human dignity., .. o ¢ L |32 413
3 'MWMHmMHMMMMWMM-e 6.6 2;06
3 Testing too widegpread in our society. . [ 6,28 .41
k5 10 tests and instructional decisiops, . 448 .. 215
6 -Tests underpredict minority school achievement. | 628 2,20
L Reading tests ald teachers.. - == 6,13 1.9

8 Tests measure rote memory:- . - . 462 i
* 9 | Test scores independent of appearance; . | 4:83 4%
* 10 Tests; cultural handicaps,and remediation. | 430 2,42
VR MW&%MW%MmﬂanMMW . 45Wh“: 2,52

2. | Elininate ail standardized tests in education, 362 23
13 - . National norme encourage cnmpetition._ | ‘5 05 | 2,52
U Measuring only a few traits is harmful, , 5.33 242
* 15 " Proper test use prevents unfair diecrlmination. . 6.37 2,00

ﬁbte Scale 1-9, obtarned range 1-9 for each 1tem. Low ecoree indicate fevorable attitude, exceptl
on starred items, |
For iten responses, N-198 204

' .aG;fi:M - .13
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statement is rated on,a nine-point scale ranging £rom “Strongly .
) S

Disagree“ (1) through "2" (5) to "Strongly Agree” (9) - TEble

5 shows the means and standard deviations of the ratings given

~ x‘,

to éaah-statementu Lowt scores indicate a favorable attitude

~ toward tests (1 e., rejectlon of an adverse statement). except
for the s:.x starred items, in wh::.ch h:.gh scores indicate a -
favorabie attltude. A mIddie or neutral posltlon corresponds

to a ratlng of 5. Slnce the staﬁdard errors of the obtained

means range from .14 to 18, a EoniérvEEEGe éSEiﬁate of a

stat:.stically s:.gnif:.cant deviat:.on (p<g-01) ‘from a theoretical
value of 5 is 1nd1cated by a difference of approximately + 0.5

orf more.. Accordlngly,'wa shall examine items whose means fall

outside the.4.5 to 515 range.

the responses; For each statement, the ratings asslgned by
?individﬁai respondenta cover the full scale range from 1 to 9.

. The SDs vary from 1.95° to 2 52. fﬁrﬁiﬁé to the means, we find

.four that do not differ signifzcantiy from the neutral value

of Sl(Items 8. 9, 13, 1l4). Four show favorable reactions to

tests. Each of these yieids a substantial deviation from- S5,

1the1r means falllng below 3 or above 6. Two represent strons

rejectlons of extreme antltest vzews, ,one labellng test:ng

eilmlnatxonéof all standardlzed testlng in the educational system

~~~~~~~
.............



(Item 12).° The other two show strong acceptance of positive
statements about' tests, one referr;nq to the usefulness of
standardized reading tests (Item 7), the other to the value .~

L . g i il oo % 3. P
of .properly used tests in preventing unfair discrimination

(T€am 15): L - -
y ‘ ; ) i /

e e o T o
'Seven means suggest unfavorable reactions to tests. Of

thésé;'thiéé-féiféééﬁt weak' rejections of ﬁaiitivé.ititéﬁéﬁté
(Items 1, 5, 10), 6&Eﬁ:ﬁééﬁ§a§ii§ﬁ£i§ below 4:5 (4;36.-;4;495;
One represents a weak acceptance of an .adverse statement (Ttem.

11), with a mean barely above 5.5 (5\5\2 The remainzng three

all falling above 6. 25. These:three 1tems'state that:_ln,tpe
admission of college students, interviews should receive more
wexght than tests (Item 3), téitih@ is too Widééprééd in our

‘achxevement of m:norlty children }Item 6). It is noteworthy
t;at theae ititéﬁéﬁti are not 35555 Eﬁé’ﬁ&ét‘extreme-statements
in the inventory, nof Ehe mest extreme.views encountered i

the media. |

In genétai; it éppéars tﬁat this highly hetercgenebus~group

of teachers respondad in a thoughtful, cérefui manner;'ﬁhiie
'endorsxng several adverse cé;t;c;sms of tests, .the majority

view was ﬁbdég&té.-MQréovér; thé‘reéponSé p;ttern was_Baiance@

and ﬁé&ﬁiﬁgfﬁl,\with rejection of the most extreme assertions



\

and endorsement of the/éore moderate. - There ts\alss\some 1nd1ca-,

.\.; :

[ 'L' t1on that ‘the respondents differentiated between progfr and

f'proper ‘uges of tests, and were more - strongly opposed to’

Famllxarxlf wlth Test Concepts and Interpretive Background. .

i The lS-iEéﬁ;.ﬁuﬁ[ ple-cho;ce test labeled/"Test Usage Inventory

-ﬁas designed to explore teachers' knowledge%about the meanlng
1 S
and 1nterpretatxon of test scoreéf Bach item is in the form of

a reallstlc questlon about/the xmplicatlons of a test score,
/

whzch could arise” in a/;chool setting.' Four reeponse options

3
; ;
'aré given for each'ltem; plus a fiftﬁ "Don't.Know" option. _ i{“
n Apart fron/sa;;ling knowledge about types of scorés. norms, | ‘§e
.. ‘ rellablllty, and other elementary psychometric,eoncepts, we. %b~;‘"£i
. were lntereated in assesslng the prevalence d{ certaln popu‘ €$§31§‘
: ﬁisconcéﬁtions regardlng the Interpretat;on of{ est scores . 3 5' 2 Q
/~  the functions of tests. . \\ SR

, As‘seen-in Table 6, the mean number of items correct was
s :
-~ 7.74, or sligﬁtiy over 50%. Inspection of the percentage'of :
persons choosing each response optlon shows that every wrong |
optlon was chosen by someone, with a slngle exceptlon- eptlon
'd; Item 10, .was rejected by all respondents.- This response
optlon claimed that an mntellectual dlfflculty attr*buted to

past env;ronmental handzcaps will be outgrown after the child

4 r *
' - 2 e
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. | — - Table 6

Teaclier Knbwiéagé about Tast cancepin aua anerpreEaeionn

Ftem No. Central 1dea
"1 Error of measurement and scors bands. 18. 2.5
2 - | Need for norms in interpreting numerical scores. 4.5 0.2 s.9 [50.0] 9.4
3 Nature of criterion-réferenced tests. 3.5 a.s 1.0 Jaz.a] - "17.2
4 Meaning of grade-squivalent scores:’ I s - 30 19,2 9.9
5 | Woaning of age normm,. . I e - 40 . 75 12.5
"6 Need for supplementary hfomntion. 1.0 6.5 . 1.5 5.5
7 Naturs of reading readinesu céiti; l i:l..() 4.0 3.5 iéi()
8 Probability of individual exceeding median of” . 3.5- _ 3.1 5.2 49.2
) overlapping distribution. e . o ’
- 9. How noruis are e-tabliahad. 14.4 1.5 3.0 ‘1’6.3
10 - Environmental- handicaps and test scores. 2.0 3.8 - 0 19:9
i1 Heaning of standard scores. 1.7 .~ 38.1 14.2° [17.3) 17.7
12 What mental ability tests measure. 11.9 50.7 3.5 10.5
13 | Meaning of percentile scores. 1.1 [43.] 2.0 16.6. 18.6
14 | meaning of test reliability. o 3.5 21.5 . *5.0 . 175
15 inéa’fpffﬁii:i;_@n of grade-equivalent score.. B 1.0 1.0 1.8 7755‘77'6‘;\.5
- ﬁ;iii Numbar of Itimn Corrxect = 7.74 ‘
Note. Correct respanses are boxed ' g
i Response Option e = Don't know e
. i P
o e N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-1e=~



is placed in a normal §aﬁaai envxronment. We can be thankful

'knowledge-and an attempt to Fill the gap with a PlaﬁSIble

section: .

S
/

~

v.

for thls bit of undisputed insxght throughout our sample.

'{ Turnlng now to the correct optlons, we frnd tnat the largest’
percentage of re3pondents chose the correct optxon foi\all

items except Items 11 and 12. The first reveals only lack of \\\\

N

souﬁdiﬁé optioﬁ‘_the largest percentage chosge the optlon that )

defines standard.scores as scores obtained with' standardazed

Atests. The se\ond has more serious rmplxcations. "Half the group '

chose ae the acceptable correct answer the statement that mental ‘_,/

'ahility tests’ measure "underlylng capacity for mentai functloninq\\

This. one error, in our oplnlon, prov1des the key to several
frndingsfin'the rest of'eur study. The acceptance of this

fffaﬁééas survival from the ea:i§ decades of the century would

~—

certainly iead to the rejectlon of certain test uses and to the

endorsement of some of the test cr1t1cisms found in the precedzng

The largest Séiééﬁt&éé of éaffaafaaaawafs-was given es',

item"léj dealing thh the meaning of grade-equxvalent scores --

-

whose ise, alaa, psychometriciang have - been tryzng to dIscourage

. for thy years because of their t 'hnxcal faulta. fhe second

‘preting test scores (someJhat obv1ous, but gratlfylng). More.

' largest percentage of 'correct choices .is found on Item 6,

l /
which concerns the need for supplementary lnformation in inter-

> .



than half the group aiso chose the correct option; in descendlng
orderiof frequency, for Items 4 (grade equ:valents again ). 5

' (age norms), 9 (how norms are established), 7 (what reading
reaainess tests should measure); 1 (lmpllcatlons of error of

' ,aéa’s’_pfé;uéﬁe and scoe Bands)—,\ and 14 (test ,rellabllity). The
percentage of iséfso’na correctly answering the reméining' seven
items ranged. from 17 £o 50. The percdntage of teachers who
a&fi&?é e, the "Don't Know" option, ranges from 5.5 for Item

& (need for supplementary information in interpreting. test
“scores) to 49.2 for Item 8 (probability of individual exceeding

L ' median of overlapplng distrlbutlon) 5 S ©

-

. hd O“
i In summary, this sample ‘of widely dlverslfmed school teachers

;demonstrated many gaps in theIr understandxng of basxc psycho-
- metrrc and psychologzcai ‘knowledge required for the proper inter-
pretatlon,of test scores; They also revealed evIdence of the

acceptance of dt least one serlous popular mlsconceptlon aboﬁt

what "1nte111gence" or mental ablllty tests measure. In view of

Ieducathnal or psychologlcal testlng (Table 1), these findlngs

i do not speak well for-the effectlveness of their tralnlng.
? L

i ‘
alzszs of Total Scores~gg Test Obinioh Inventogz and Test

Usage Inventory. In the development of both the Test Opinion

SFrom one to six persons marked two.options on a few items;- these

respondents were not credited with a correct response; even if

marked; and have been included in the “*Don't Know" percentages
in Table 6.




’-'1nd1v1dual 1tems, Tzble 7 dealq with the characterlstics of the

?hehavioral-conslstencles.remazn in thxs aggregatlon constxtute j o

=34~

Inve#Lory and the Test Usage Inventory; our ohﬁectﬁweé to

include Items that operatlonalized a broad:based construct,

/

tlon, In the: first case, and knowledge requlred for proper -

test interpretatxon; in the second. We did\ﬁot-séék aﬂhigh degree’:

of item homogeneity within‘either inventory. Rather, we en-

deavored to span a wide diversity of specific item content

and sitﬁations. éy'éééfé&éE&ﬁg items hetérogeneoﬁs in all but

"?the behav;or of lnterest, we ‘can obtaln 2 total score that '

N ¢

assesses the def;ned construct Whatever emplrlcally estaﬁiisﬁed

‘i

/a

;the trait that is. measured In Ehis regard we are following f

K

the approach recommended hy Humphreys (1962, 970) 1n the ablllty

doma;n and more recently by Epste;n (1979, 1980) in the personallty

F
i i

" domaln. It is noteworthy that Mzschel (1979), an acknowledged 'f

champlon of sltuatlonal specxfxty, recognlzed the need to operate _
1 v

;at dxfferent levels of generalxty for dlfferent purposes and to

aggregate across the approprxate level of heterogenexty

AN

While Tables 5 and 6 were concerned Wlth the responses to

.total saafés on the £wo lnventorxes, aﬁd with the relatxon betwééﬁ

. :them. “On’ the’ Test Opinion- Inventory,vtotal scores were computed'rﬂu

with all item responses adjusted so that hxgh scoresrrepresent”a

©

ban
o

defined as attxtude toward the use of standardlzed tests in educa- E?



\ T 3se

« ' Tible 7 T ;
' ' Analysis of Total Scores on ' — :
.Test 0p1nxon inventory and Test Usage Inventory
. e o L Ji R o
. Instrument A4 Total Score ’ | - Correlation between
" Analysis : , Total Scores '
T —
P M~ 75.40 JT=1.14
.1. Test Opinion Inventory| Range23~118 : L -
, 1T 273 :
- B N - 179 o T L .riy = <24
S . — = . af = 177
RV . w7718 Feo19 ' p  <.01:
' s . | sD - 2.85 - -
2. Test Usage Inventory- .| Range 0-15
S “o-| Tag . _:60
| w 195
Note. The relia‘b:.];ity coefficients (r;; and rlz) are measures of interhal
consistency (coefficient Alpt]\'a).
x 9
5
S
e ) b
7 15 /
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favorable att;tude toward tests. ‘The mean score on thls in~
ventory is 75 40 Thls score falls vlrtually on the 75 mldﬁoint,'
which would be obtarned.lf all 15 items were glven the middle
ratrng of 5. In overall attltude toward testing, this group

of te&cﬁers can clearly be described as moderate. The range of
xndlvldual scores,; however, 1s w1de, extend1ng from 23 to 118
‘(oue of a §6ssible range of 15 to.135)~ The internal conslstency
of the Inventory, measured by coeff;clent Alpha, is .73 . This _

coefficient Indxcates a. substant1a1 level of empirical behavioral

( consistency across the varied 1tems anluded in the inventory.

,

Onlthe Test Usage Inventory, the mean score is 7,74 out
. of a posslble maxlmnm of 15. The lﬁleldual scores range from i
";0 to 15. Like the prevxously dlscussed analysls of 1tem responses,

these total scores suggest serlous deflclencles 1n the background

_informat;on requlred for the use and. rnterpretatlon of ‘test -

E '-'“scores.' while some 1ndiv1dua1s were,undoubtedly well informed,‘
s 7

there are all too many in the group who were not: With regard . .
to internal conslstenéy, the Alpha of .60 agaxn 1nd1cates

' sufflcient behavioral cpns:stency for the total score to re§re4 :

/’ :
fsent a meanzngful construct.' B ' : i Ca

)
[

'Table/é/also glveu the correlat1on between totai scores

) ;,on the/two anentorles. This" correlatlon ig---24, _slgnlflcant ati::*;4*

, the“.Ol level. Although not hlgh, it 1nd1cates a clear tendency

bo-in
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forl those teachers who are better informed ‘about tests to

- haye more favorable attitudes toward the use of tests in educa-
tioh. This finding supports our hypothesis that adverse atti-
éﬁaéé Eaﬁdéa Ee§Eiﬁ§ result iﬁ.ﬁéfE from ﬁiéééﬁéééEiéﬁQ about

test functzons and mlslnterpretatlon of test scores. -

Comparative Analysis of Resporises of Black Teachers

In the total teacher sample, the'rep:eeenfaEicn,of ethnic
or cultural minori&iee.bﬁﬁer than blacks was too small for -
meaningful analysis. The énti&a group includes oniy'éhfeé
Hiéﬁéﬁiéia 1 East Indian, one Filipino, and ao 'hﬁg;iaa’ﬁ tndians

or Orientala. With 27 black teachers, the minority sample is in

effect a black'sample. Thus it was decided to compare the 27
biacks thh the totai sampie. Comparing the black: subsample
| with the tetal sample. rather than with the’whzte subsemgle,f
wxl; of course have a blurring effect, tendzng'to minimize
differeneee. Hence we shaii err in ﬁhe direcfion‘of,interpreeivel
even;when statistiéally significant. :t ig durmbﬁjétt to as=
certain merely the extent to which conclusions drawn from the
total éampie may apply .to -the black §ﬁh§émplé.

Partlélgéﬁﬁ Characterlstlcs. A COmparlson of Tables 1 and

8 feveals certaxn demographxc dxfferences between total éiﬁﬁie_e

and black subsample. - The proportion of males was substantially
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’rabi;e 8 S
Black Teachers:$ Demograph:.c Data '
: (N= 27)2
'Variable - percentages
. . - . —_— -
Sex Female 57:7 Male 42.3
Age 20-29 30.8 , 1 50-59 7.7
' 30-39  30.8 ' 60 & up 0.
40-49 30.8
. Education | ‘High School & further . 11.1 ‘Master degree 22.2
' . Bachelor degree © 3.7 . ‘Master & further : 37.0
Bachelor & Graduate _ 25.9 - Doctoral degree: v 0.
- pesting Graduateé course . - 40.0 ‘Grad & In-service 4.0
Training | Undergrad. course : 8.0 Undergr.& In-service 8.0
_ _ VIn-servn.ce : 12.0 No formal trauung © 16.0
T ) -Grad & Undergr.&zn-serv. 12:0
Reported. classgqonfxiteac‘herl 74.1 Spec:.alty'f:é&(:ﬁéi' 7.4
.job title special educ.teacher 14.8 {(e.g. reading,
; N B ) » '.;. ) ) ; math.) )
L : .- principal 3.7

‘For item responses, N=25-27.

[

(XS
I «p]
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‘larger among the black teachers, 42% being men as contrasted

to only 19% among ail the teachers. ige distributions were
: L TTeI
roughly similar, with the iafge\gazozdty falling between 20 and

' 49. The black teachers; however; tended. to concentrate more
heavily ln.thié‘agé'rangé, with very few over 50 and none over
—___© sducation shows a souewhaesﬁan-éi percentage of bBlack

— R
s Y i
teachers wi th a college degree and a somewhat iarger percentage

with hlgh school plus add1t1onal special training. At the

graduate level;<however, the proportlons are v1rtually the same.

Tra:n:ng ‘in educational or psychologlcal testlng showed faw

- dIfferences. Although l6% of the blacks as ccmpared to l0% of

'the total sample reported no formal traxnxng in this area; the -
prOportlon reportlng a combinatlon of undergraduate, graduate,
I.and 1n—serv;cetrain1ng was tw1ce as large among the blacks. r
- YL ‘Inaervicé'tralnlng only.was also more commonly reported by the
black teachers. The dlstrzbution of self—reported Job t1tles
| among the black teachers is qulte s;mllar to that of the total
group. The large majorlty were functlonlng as classroom teachers,_

a sizeable group as speclal educatlon teachers. and a smatterlng

W«"~imw—w~m—malemteachers;and_the-somewhat;younger;ﬁgewlevel. _the demographlc L
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. - Table 9 .
Black Teachers: Student Contacts

variable

'Responsé Summary

Direct contact’

Grade levels

' Number of students © mdn  14.75

' Mdn N in ethnic groups' | wnite 0.9

Kindergarten to 12
3 " Range 0-250
777777777 Black = 11.3
.|Bispanic 0.6 Amer.Indian 0.
-} oriental 0. Other h 0.

Yes . 100% - : No °
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&ifferéncés‘in 6ur‘finéings.

The data on studeﬁt’contacts; however, suggest soﬁe rele-
vant differences (Tables 2 and 9): The entire biack group
reported direct contact with students. The grade range; K

-,

‘to 12, was virtually-the same as for the total group. The

medlan number of students was smaller for the black teachers,
a difference that may he related to the greater concentratlon

of_black teachers in one_or two_schools that emphaslze ind1v1dua;

P

tized instruction. The most conspicuous difference; however,

§é££aiﬁa-éa the ethﬁié distiiiﬁtion ofltﬁeir own §Eﬁaéﬁ£§;

' The median numbers of thte ‘and black students in the total

sample were 23 and 2, respectlvely, among the black teachers,;

the mediansfﬁere just_under 1 white student and 11 black atudents.

imong-in&iviéuai-biack teachers, 10 reported having.no whité

students, ‘and an . addltlnnal 6 reported hav1ng only one. Only

three black teachers reported contacts w;th large rnumbers of - ‘

‘white students. In contrast, only two black teachers reported

having no hiack_students; and the large majoclty had 10 .or more:
It would thus seem that the responses of our black subsampie

- n

may EEEiéct not only the EEhﬁic identity of the resporndents

" but also -- and probably more significantly —- their teaching

' experience with piédoﬁinantly‘biacﬁ students.

 Findings Regardlnqrwest Use. Table 10 gives “the percenta§e>

of black teachers reporting each test activity; these results



; o TablgﬁlQ,”,, _
Percentage of Bla k Teachers Reporting Each Test Activity

St - : e 1iavemer . L _ Mental Ability 'l‘estsb,,
Activity T Re gulafly ~Occasionally Never J eguIarIy Océaaionilly _Never -
Authorize testing program 15.4 - 26.9 57.7 0.0 . - 19.2 80.8
gelaect. tests _8.0 28.0 64.0 3.8 _ 11.5 .84.6 -
Coordinate, manage program 11.5 26.9 61.5 " 15.4 _7.7 76.9
Decide to contipue program 12.5 T 8.3 79.2 } . 3.7 - . B § B9 § 85.2
Orient student to tasts 34:6 _34.6 30.8 11.5 . 26.9 " el.5
Administer tests 46,2 50.0 3.8 22.2 . 22.2 55.6
Recaive tast scores 45.8 "29.2 25.0 33.6 19.2 46.72
Have accaess to scoras 70:.4 1.1 18.5 30.8 . 26.9 42.3
Use scores: understand studenta . 55.86 37.0 7.4 . 18.5 40.7 40.7
Use scores: instruction - 59.3 33.3 "7.4 | 25.9 3323 40.7
Use scores: grouping students .1 - 3700 51.9. 11.1 - 18.5 37.0 44.4
Use scores: evaluate perfoxmance 37.0 . 44.4 - 18.5 . 14.8 . . 40,7 . 44.4
Uss scores: identify special needs |  40.7 - 48.1 11.1 ©o22,2 - 7 37.0 40.7
Counsel students re score 5 23.1 , 42.3 - - 34.6 ©19.2 - 26.9 53.8
Explain scores: parents or others . 16,0 40.0 " 44.0 16.0 28.0 56.0
uthét ases 13.0 : . 21.7 65.2 5.0 ' 20.0 75.0
— 6
8 Na23-27 . : ' , .
P n-20-27 :
-~ :\ -
U
A
i
s ‘ : 2y
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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may Be/compared witﬁ those'in Table 3, which gives the
corresponding data for the total group. 6nly a. few ciear trEnds

eﬁerge from thls comparlson. With only minor exceptlons, the

pércéntage~ of black teachers regu;arly performing each activity
is-larger for achievement than for aisiiity tests, as was found .

in the total sample. A somewhat larger percentage of black
\

teachers report counseling or instructing students regarding»

thelr test scores, ‘and thls d;fference from the total sample

is more pronounced for abliity than for achievement tests.
ﬁsinq'tests in'?lanniné and'adapting instruction rans ﬁigherm
©in relat:.ve frequency among %lack teachers than it does in the

total sample, and thls dlfference holds for ablllty a#'well as

©

. ) . ]
.’ ' ' ~ i .|

The ratings of the usefulness:of standardized tests by

for ach;evement_tests.f._ : : ' /

E black teachers coincide closely with those obtained in the
total sample (Tables 4 and il). Again, the mean rating is more
favorable for achievement than,for ahility tests, although the-

dIfference is. not Iarge. And again, Indlvidual differences are

: wlde, the fuII scale range (1-9) having been used despxte the
small,sample of partlclpants; - .

// ) N !7 ) V ) ) ) o ) ) B ) - .
S Turning to the Test Opinion Inventory (Tables' 5 and 12), we

\

find that the black teachers tend to express sommat more adverse -

Cry

“in
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S ‘Table 11 S
Black Teacher Ratings of Usefulness of Standardized Tests

Type of Test

SD Range

Aéh%évemene

Mental Ability

£
L
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scores on the inventory. Reference to Tablés .7 and ‘12 shows
L ] ‘..,,;q__,_,-;- .

a difference of 8. 24 in total score, §i§ﬁifiééﬁtf§t tﬁé';bi'

level. The black group also tends to g:ve more extreme ratlngs.

% a \

Desplte the small number of cases (and the resultlnq magn;tude

¥o-

of sténdard errors), nine of the 15 mean ratings deviate

s;gnlflcantly from the theoretlcal neutral ‘value of 5: " Two-
o
_1tems yleld s;gnlflcant devlatlons in the favorable d;rectlon,
I
both et the .Ol,leve;. One of these indicates atrong rejectlon'

SR 7 1 -

of eﬁ/e&vefée'itetémeﬁt (Item 2, testing is an Lnsult to human
‘dignity); the other indicates strong agraement With a favorabbq

statement (Item 15, §Ea§é£'a§a.af“taats prevents ﬁﬁf&if discrim-

/. - -ination);4 These two statements were among. the four yielding

significenb deviations -in the favorable direction within the

.
. &

vtotal group.

-

Flve items show slgnlflcant dev1at1ons ln the un£avorable

o f_dxrec ion at the .0l level (Items 4, 5; 6,11, 13)“and:two et the °

.05 1evei‘litéﬁ§ 33aﬁd‘i4)' The moet extreme ratlngs represent

strong faaaatiaa of a faéatatte statement {Ttem 5; "te" tests

with an’ edverse statement (Item 6,7tests tend to underpredxct

/- - B S
schooi achmevement ‘'of minority chlidren); fnsofar as school per-

sonnel may mI51nterpret Iow abzilty test scores as an Lndxcatron
of "under&ying capacity for mental functzonlng," these attxtudes

on the part of teachersqworklng w1th predomlnantly black groups

-
“ ,
!




Teble 12 ,

Black Teacher Responses to Test Opxnion Inventory

t

!

Ttem No.- | Key Topic Mean® - - . §D Range
; _ Nl R ==
FA | iy teta el {nstriction, 4.8 234 18
; 2N\ | ‘Testing and human dlgnity SRR 3.3 L3 1-9
3\, | Intervievs ve. tests in college admission, (6,00 2.33 1-9
4 ‘3, Teettng is too widespread in our society. 6.68 2,15 3-9
4 5 " [:10 tests and instructional decisions. . 3.3 .12 18,
6 “Mests underpredict minority school achievement. 1,23 2.50 1-9
"% 9 | Readiny tests aid teachers, , ' | 5,64 2,3 1-9
i 8 fests measure rote memory, 5,52 2,20 1-9
k.9, Test " acored 1ndependent of appearance. 5.46 2.9 1-9
* 10 * Tests; cultural handicaps,and renediation, 4,00 2.7 1-9
11 . Mental ability tests unfalr to minorities. - 6.52 25 19 )
.12 Bliminate all standdrdized tests in education. ] 46 2:15 9 0
13 National norms encourage. competition, - ‘ 6.42 2.2 2-9
U Measuring only a few traits is hamful. = 6.12° 2:22 12-9
*15 . Piopef test' use prevents unfair dlecrimtnatlon 6.73 2,18 2-9
Total Score M = 671176 % =2.4o‘ sD=10.46, - Range = 49-94
. Yote. Scale 1-9; 1ow scores indicate favorable att1tude, except on. atarred iteme.
- ’For item responses, N=25 27 !
" , |
. ' | n
M_,-‘.42-.54w oy .
. ¢
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of 'schoolchildren afé'aﬁaefstaﬁaabie. Other examples of strongiy

¢ - RS .
endorsed’ test ciiticisms are £ound in Item 4 (testing is too _ e/(/
widespread in our saéiééij; 11 (mental ability tests discriminatel

-agalnst mlnorlty chIIdren), and 13 (natzonal norms encourage

competltlon).- It 1s ev1dent that all these 1nstances of clearly

the totai group. In _general, it indicates a thoughtful and,

g

meanxngfui response pattern. Whlle individuals can be characterized
in terms of an overaii ievei of . favorabie—unfavorabie attltude

toward testing, the manxfestations of thxs attltude are adjusted

to the_partlculars;of specifxc situations.

On the Test Usage Inventory, &he black teachers revealed
' less _f":-;.mii;amy with relevant test knowledge than did the total
\.grcﬁp'(rabiéslé'ané iﬁ) Their mean number of correct‘responses
out of 15 was 5.52, as compared to 7. 74 for Ehe-total_group,
a difference that is significant at the .0l level. The range of -
scores extended from 0 €o 10 in €his group, and from 0 €o 15
in the totaI group. n

Analysis of individual 1tem'responses also Indzcates weaker
knowledge of speclflc test concepts and of relevant background

, 4
material on the part of the black"group._ Thus there were severai

o

CI

=
N oL
>



o ' : "©_ _Table 13 : ' o
Black Teacher Familiarity with ‘Tost concepte and Interpretatione . )

»
i - e —— i _ i —— . \
- .

EA

em No. central Idea . . - pagcentage Choosing Each Response Optien
S o . - N - _a_ b ‘e ' -]
i | Error of maasurement and score bands. 25:9 - .29.6 7.4 18.5
2 Nesd for norms in interprating numerical scoras. i N 3.8 " 11.5 - 3.8 i6.9
3 Nature of critarion-reforenced tests. = . 346 0 3.8 [26.9] 34.6
4 Meaning of grade-equivalent scores. ' o 7.7 . 115 7.7 ¢+ 23.1
5 | Moaning of age.norms. ) ' ' 1902
6 Neod for supplementary informations
- Y
7 Nature f edtng readiness tests.
8 Probahility of ;gg;g;gue} exceeding median of
E ovarlapping dietribution,
9. 'liiow norms ara astablishéd:
10 7Envii‘éﬁménce1 handicaps and test scores.
11 Heaning of etendard BCOres. . N
12 What mental ibility tests measure
13 neéﬁiﬁg of percentile ecores
14 i‘Meeﬁiﬁ§ of test reliability: -
: . r
15 166 Of grado-oquivalent score. - -————— |
Number, | ‘M = 5.52 . §D = 2.98
Correct | _ Oy = 0.57 L R

Note. Correct responses ete boxed : a/ . I o
Responsa Option e = Don't know --also includes 1 respond nt who marked 2 options for item 1.

.

S

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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//( o items in which the percentage of respondents choosing a wrong
option was larger than the percentage choosiilg the correct
. option (items Ls 3, 11, 12, 13). Two of these items (11 ana 12)

total saqple; .In the standard.score 1tem (11), the choxces-of

the hiéck te&éhéri,reﬁeéi a typical chance éiétfiﬁﬁtioﬁ écroéé
the three wrong options, with a smaller percentage choosing. the

correct optlon."in'the:rtem;pertainihg t6 what ﬁentai EBiiity

tests measure (12), the largeet percentage opted for "underlylng

the total group. As in the total group, also; the largest number of
"Dcn t Know“ respnnsee was. given for Item 8 (probabxlxty of

Indxv;dual exceedxng medxan of overlappxng dxstribution); .

éiﬁiiiiii; the iargest number of correct choices occurred on

R 4

Item 15 (grade-equzvaient scores). The oniy other 1tems with

more than SO% correct reeponses are Items 2, 5, andcé.
7 o i . -
Part II: Testing Coordinators
Procedure -

Development of Interview Form. In this part of the study,

our principal object was to explore how decisions about school
testing programs are made and how tests are selected. For this

purpose, we prepared a basic interview schedule which was re-

B S 7 B _ -
viewed ny project ccg;utfiﬁt' specializing in educational

'

e D!
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paychology, téacher training, and educational administration
T . at the Fordham University Graduate School of Bducation.
-~ The procedure was ai. » pretested informally on a few persons

knowledgeable about testing-in the schools of this geographxc

The interview followed a:semi-structured format, with
uniform keY'queétioﬁs.to iﬁtroduce relevant topics and probing
questlons for clarif;cat:on and elaboratxon. ‘A copy of the

1nterv1ew form is. reproduced In Appendzx c. ﬁaﬁor topics

diséuSQed with the ré§pbﬁdents .include:

(1) Thexr relative autonomy in decnslon making
(2) Their budgetary lzmitatlons.and how this affects

their program

. (3) Their dependence on year-to-year authorlzatlons and

“'appropriations

_(4) The educational dec:.sz.ons for which the test scores are

' being used
. - '”(5) The rationale behxnd the testlng program
Y+ . . o (8) The information used in making various testing

declslons and where such ‘information is obtalned [

(7) How respondents evaluate the adequacy of their tests

(8) The frequency with which they have changed tests . ; )
_ in the past "~ B
(9) How tliey have attempted to improve teachers use of

_ - test scores

(10) The adequacy ‘of Lnformatlon they receive from test

; publlshers (lncludlng what they woutd like to: re-
.ceive which is now -uhavailable to. them)
(11) The availability and nature of a ‘continuing education

program for th= teachers in regard to test use

Data-Gathering Procedures. InterVLews were held w1th 15

B

test;ng coordlnators, draWn from d1fferent munlclpalltles or

o

oy
o
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di§tricté in the tristate metropolitan‘NeW York'aréa,¢ The

names of the coordznators were obtaxned from personal contacts
of the project staff as weII as from some of the testzng
coordim tors themselves. In all cases,.a member of-the pro-

ject staff contacted the potential interviewee on the tele-

»phone.'expiained the nature of the project ana the interview,

and set up an. app01ntment for the 1nterv1ew. A'ééﬁior member

55 Ehat the Intervzew could be conducted in situ. aAfter the

preestabl;shed top;cs had been covered the respondents had-"~

the opportunity to continue the:discusexon in any'waY.they

- wished --- ind many of them did so: The interviews varied in

'duration from 45 minutes to 1k hours, averaging about 1) hours.

We con31dered the uae of a tape recorder, but decided

[

agalnst 1t4after our prelnmlnary exploratlons because of the

* adverse effact such a- procedure would have 6& cooperatlon and

rappoft{ Some schools had had experlences with newspaper re-

pubilclzed thelr fIndlngs, with unfortunate after-effects. The
result was a helghtened sen91tiv1ty:about any discussion of

testing, which we found to be quite general among our participants.

s

Participant Characteristics

In no case was the participant's official title actually

that of "Testing Coordinator". Examples of their specifié
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* job titles include; Director of Research and festiné;_ﬁséis-

tant to the Superlntendent for’ Testlng and Evaluatlon, erector,

of ?ﬁﬁil Acsessment and Records, Coordinator of Dlstrlct
'iestiﬁi{“ReEéarch Associate, Director foerhlld Placement,

. . and Child Study Team coordinator; In ail‘Ls cases, the

testing coordlnators had at least a Master's degree and flve

had doctorates. All were Whlt&‘ elght were male and seven

,ﬁemalé. . |
..; Perhaps the most conspxcuous dlfferences among the

§art1c1pants pertaln to thelr prior jdb experlence and specIailzed“

training,; -and to the routes whereby they reached thelr present-

9091t1oﬁs. Sxx'had been classroom teachers as well as princi-

o !

pals prxor to- tak;ng this posltlon - fIve of these six_in_

'

the same dzstrlct in whlch they were currentiy worklng. The ;
v»91xth had been the prxnclpal of a achool that closed because
of shrlnklng enroliment. and had subsequentty begun worklng '
at & nelghboring dIstrxct as testlng coordlnator. Two of the
other former prlnclpals had moved into thls job wzthxn thelr
' ownvdastrlcts for the same reason. Three of ‘the testlng |

coordxnators had been ciasaiaaa teachers who applled for their

oo posxtxon when 1t was "posted"- all three explalned the ratlonale

behind thelr movement in terms of 1ncreased salary and freedom:

Anothér set of three.coordinators had been Special education
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teachers §ri6r to aaéaﬁiﬁg tﬁeir.ééordinator positions:. Two
of these said. that they had become so extenslveiy 1nvo1ved

in federal— and state—mandated testing and so knowiedgeahie
about sach-programs that their districts-had asked them to

assutie ‘their current positions. The third "special educator”

was'siﬁpiy desirous of'movinq into educational administration:

. One test administrator had worked in the schools, first as

a teacher, later ‘as a gdidance counselor, and then as an

admrnxstrator related to guldance, before flnally assumlng her '

" Two .of the testxng coord1nators had been traIned spec:frcally
.for thelr:posltions through graduate work in educational pey- "
chology, one W1th a:doctoral degree and one.with a master's -
dégrEé..-Néiﬁhervhaé'6orkéé:pre§i6usi§ for‘a staté.deéartmant
of edﬁcation.' As/w1ll be discussed later, these two coordina-
‘ tors were clearly the best lnformed elth respect to testlng

recent developments in the fzeld and statistical cons1derat1ons.

But they were probably least able to share thzs knowledge wzth

relatzvely undeveloped: One of these respondents, for example;
remarked that. she was not sure she had ever talked with a teacher
'in the district about testing!. She talked only with administra-

tors, who, in turn, talked with teachers.
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. With regard-to current fesponsibilities, three coordina-

tors stated that they were in charge -of all téétinq in the

" aistrict. Tén cooréinatorgﬁﬁérélin charge of all standard:zad group

testxng, but not: ind1v1dual testing. In §eVén of these co
ten cases, thelr immediate superlor was in charge of the schooi
psychologzsts. in the remalnlng three. the functlons of the

school psychoioglsts were coordmnated through another offlce.

_Finally, two partlcxpants reported that they infiuenced dec131ons

:_relatxng to standardlzed testlng, but could not "controI" these

declslons. On the other hand, these two persons also had
respon31b111t1es in relatlon to indtvldual testxng nnd the placement-
of speclfiu chlldren w1thin their respective dlstrlcts.

It 1s apparent that our 15 testlng coordxnators exhlblt
conslderable diversity both 1n their background of experlence :

in" the school system and 1n the nature and extent of responsz-

b111t1es in thelr current pOSltlonS. In these regards, they

_eeem'to be qulte pr“&l of testlng coordlnators in the country

" at large.

Interv1ew Flndlngs

by our respondents would bs wnWLeldy and wouid jeopardlze con-.

0verV1ew of ther”estxn PrGC"ams. A llstlng of partxcular\

1

_tests used at dleerent rrads 1é6ét§ in the districté coVerec

Al

fidentiality. More importanc £rom our standpoint was the coor-



Table 14 -
Reported Rationales Underlylng Test Usee

[

Frequency of

/ " Rationale N .- |  Response -
- 'h'grammatié\ﬁeascns' - -
ﬁb /P For funded programs o D ' . ' . 14
- TO fulflll state mandate : . 7.

To demonstrate readiness to advance to the T2 .-
the next grade - .

ic "flag" poor teachers and help prlnclpals

To evaluate. curricula

To asszgn 1ncom1ng chlldren to levels

NN N

Al

‘Total - o o o 29

~ Reasons Specifically Related to Special Populations.
' To diagriose a child's weakneésses for remediation
To write a child's. Indzvzduallzed Educatlonal
Program (IEP) - . v
To decide whether. to have ChlLd tested by the school
psychologlst, ‘or consider placement
To identify the glfted
To Justlfy keeplng chlldren 1n specialized classes

LN

N

Total . . B 16

.General Educ1t10nal Raasons
To help teuchers see their puplls grow
T nrovide informacion fon the yearly parent-teacher
ronfelynce .
Tbtc i

W

B BB

omot PR

- e

“ ..f) :
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B

dlnator ] rationale as to why varlous tests were be1ng given.

he responses to this question are summarized in Table 14.

Inspection of this table demonstrates that the most frequent

use of geaaaaréizga tésts is to fﬁifiil federal ana,gtate
/

37.re1ate'to'federal and state mandates. This nunker includes

.21 6f the 29 programmatic reasons and- all 16 of the reasons

specifiéi&&i relating to special populations. Only 1nfrequentiy

were, comments made relatxng to the pedagoglcal betterment of

7 1./
th schools. : c . , .
// ‘ , . . - Bl . )
Ablllgz Eeng in the Dlstrxcts.,Of the ots,
'712 grouped chlldren:according to ability level: see did
not. One of the latter, howsver, does §Eaﬁg- Feret RENEA wit-fnin

ciassesc 6f‘tﬁédi2 that grouped chlldren, 11 used t=28t scores,
as can.be seen in Table 15..  Of these 11, four used test scores'

“aimost entireii,irfoﬁf “to some éXtént'" and three "oniy to

a mxnor extent " In three of. the four dlstrlcts in whxch tests

'were used "almost entirety" in grouplng chlldren,lt was never-— -

theless reportéd that ' teacher judgmenta weri considered- at

least as eaiiaeérai jnformation:

Teachersr Use eﬁ Test Scores. In 11 of lhe 15 districts,

the teachers received their students'’ test scores d1rect1y.; It

" * should be noted, ‘however, that two of the coordlnators remarked
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o S  Table 15 ,
' ; Sources of Information Used in Grouping Children
- " Source . o Frequency of
\\ - . . v Response
Test Scores S . 11
Teacher judgements . - 11
~ . ,' ) ' . :‘b )
parental input | g
Grades > 3
Principal's judgement | 1
a0 o )
Béﬁ;avior -problema® ' _ _ 1

Note. Based on 12 schools that group children.
3 - .age comments were made in regafd to a ."special school."

3 : 3 \
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that teaChers receLVed the scores too late to be of seqdvice.

St of the rémaihing foﬁr dietricts; three permitted teachers access

to the scores, which had been placed 1n the students fileefjdl

-

and one district blocked taachers from access to their students'

scores. C . ' ;
Twelve -of the coordinatore replied that their teachers were,

.. 'teachers were not able to do so. in addition, 30 replies were

received to the question, "In what ways do you think your

"teachéré use test scores?" These are found in Table 16.‘ It

It can be seen. that the most common uses;in order ‘of frequency,,

~

were adapting instruction, aiding Individualization, year-to-

.

 year coﬁbarison of child‘s Eerformance, .and writing IndiVLdualized

Educational Programs (tEPs).

Unly one: coordxnator commented directly as to why teachers

’ [ { 2

did not use test scores. His explanation was. that teachers

gobs are smmply too complex already, and that teachers are flooded
' ﬁith Mo much infornation that ‘they are not ‘able. to spend the
time necessary to employ the scores effectxvely. . ' \;.f

We asked a series of questions relating to the coordihatorle

-1mpresszons of teachers' orientations and attitudes about test

scores. First, the coordinators were asked whetherﬂthELr teachers

- °

*3

I
o .
\‘.\
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~ Table 16 . 5'
Teachers Uses of Test Scores '
— = s
_. Reported Uses’ Freguency of . .
o Response'
; Adaptxng :m\structxort 8
'Aidmg md::vi:duai::.zatxon .6
: COmparIng a chi];.d year-to-year 5
&trztn:u; IEIs R 3
) Group:.ng ch:.l ren (w:.th::.n classes) 1
3. B i : . / 71; - 7 ‘7 D 7 i
Teachers.'do not use test scores 4 -
‘Teachers use teat scores only if and 2 ’
- how their prmc:.pal tells them to :
: .
¥

£y
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to be1ng leEd or permanent. Of the 15, ii Eééﬁaﬁséd that
teachers did feel the scores were changeable. Aﬁéﬁa'Eﬁasé,. -

- 12 pOSItIVe respondents. ‘seven offered addltlonal specIfIc

g

.comments: Four sald that rad1ca1 changes in test score were

g
st

seen frequentfy--mostly among specIal—educatlon chlldren who

g — g -

had recelved remedratlon. Two: commented that they would like’

- { ) Hear
to compute change scores to- accentuate the amount of change

the teachérs would see, but that the teachers _unions had pre-

I_ vented the coordinators from aaiﬁg this. A final resﬁoﬁdént

expiarned that teachers were more aware of dhange in achievement

scores than in mental ablllty scores.

g Coordinators were also asked whether they felt the so-called

iosenthai (or Pygmalion) effect was valid. Four responded. “iesg"
and eIght sald "No. " Three were unaware of th1s effect and,

-

although two of them seemed qulte interested in 1t, all three
refused to comment w1thout further 1nformat1on.'
We also questloned the coordinators as to whether teachers

iﬁterpreted test scores, at least 1n;part; from a genetIc per-

spective. Six of, the 15 repires were affirmative and nine were

- 3 negat:ve. Among the s1x affirmative respondents, three added
that. admInIstrators perpetuated this approgch because it
"explaxned away" why some predominantly mInorlty schools con-

;' 4
- ‘ s1stently performeéd poorly on tests. - Two addItlonal responses

3




_genes.

‘covrdimators). With respect to taachers; five responc

stated that teachers' unions and teachers individually perpe-

' t RN - : S
Ll - R Cm = e o ) \ S ges i@ o ke ge® - o -5 8 .
tuated this concept for the same reason. ‘TQS final affirmative

response was coupled with the explanation that“teachers saw

children from the same families scoring similarly on_standar-
R - . ' ‘\;_ )

'dized ‘tests. In this instance, :the test coordinator; a former

teacher, did not seem cognizant .of the fact that these siblings

.

- would have had similar family environments as well as common .\

Finally, the coordinators were asked to describe their -

impresaions of the teacherél'bpihiOhé éﬁbut’ﬁéﬁting, aééwéii as.

those of administrators, parents;, ind themselves (as testing

‘believed that teachers werm very negative about testing. &n

additional comment referred to teachers' feeling that there

was just too much testing presantly in the schools. Surprisingly,

two independent comments were almost identical: two coordinators

. . ¢
stated that two-thirds of the teachers were neutral and one-

@

third were vocally antagonistic. Three other commenﬁéistated
that téééhé:é»hé& rgasénabié, péoféégionai, Wéii:qﬁaiifiea
attitudes about testing, that is, teachers khew that testing
was important and necessary and treated i;;aeearairjigiy. Three

final comments related to the coordinators'’ impression that

_teachers "overused" test scores —- they relied too heavily on

.test-gcore information and avoided using other informationyto

i
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‘ gét a "total ﬁiééﬁié“éf Ehe'chilé. one’ coordinator felt that
‘he was not able to aﬁswér the questlon. Thus, of the i@,ESEEEEts

coordlnators offered opinions, wh:le three replled that they

fcould'not say," .Seven stated that administrators were more 7
,;knowiéé.éé&f:lé and positive about the vai&a of testing than )
Qére teachérs;. fwo Former pr1ncipals supplemented their posi-
tlve coiiments by statxng that test—score 1nformatlon helped
prihcipals.to spend money wisely. Four ccmments r&lated that

;- prlncmpals percelved tests as necessary ev1ls. Another coordIna-
admxnistrators were neutral and one-thlrd antagonlstlc. Thus,
seven of the twelve responses, or just'over one-half;, were
positive in regard to good testing use by administrators.

W:th regard to the coordlnators WL attxtudes, elght
teachers. The two who felt that teachers relxed Eaa ﬁeaVLly on
test-score information consldered themselves to be more cautxous
about the beneflts of testlng than were - teachers. Five belzeved
thémselves to be about the same as teachers in thls regard. ih
general; however, the intarviewer (who had also talked w1th

/
///// many of the*teachers surveyed in part I of this study) obse"ved
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that the coordinators tended to be much more positive about

tésting than are-typicai'teachers. S

ccmment-on parents attltudes abotut testlng. In most cases,
with parents, or because they only dealt with the occasi'o'na'i e

ifate parent and hence, ‘could not generallze the1r perceptlon

' ito parents as a whole; of the three respondents ‘who did comment

two felt that parents iacked the knowledge to properly evaluate

. tests and‘thexr educationai benefxts; The remaining comment

was that parents iiked'standardized testing: scores heiped
them to see how thELI child was' dozng and permltted them to

hold the schools accountable for" the chlld g growth and per-

formance. )
ﬁééérted Miéﬁéééaéf Tests., Ehe ccordinators were askea; L

dlstrxct; Even given the’promlsed-anonymlty of the 1nteréiéW§,

it was not §ﬁi§fi§iﬁ§ Ehat six replied negatively. Of the
nine comments made, only one occurred more than once. Most

of these “mlsuses" are not of the ciass;crtype Ieadlng to 1n- E

.

ccrrect dlagnosxs or piacement of 1nd1v1duais. Two coordxnators
stated that the local press had "somehcw" obtaxned the test-score

means of the schools within the district'aﬁd had pubrished them,

I
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result was somewhat embarassing, 1nsofar as schools dlffered
markedly in mean scores. Another coordinator r8plled that.
against her advice, there were genetic Interpretatlons of test
scores, because this lnterpretatlon was needed tol"explaln

away" dlfferentxal school averages dnd dlfrerentlai school

growth rates. Wxthrn another d1str1ct, the coordlnator expiained'"

:

~ he félt.this was a misuse. oOne coordxnator reported that a- "

secretary at the d1str1ct level had inadvertently destroyed a
numhefyof scores, and that as a result cider scores had to be used

~ for administratiﬁe purpo' ' Another coordlnator aiso reported

"somethlng thch he deemed a serious mlsuse of test scores, and

'llterature. Thls coordlnator felt that children w1th hIQh IQ0s

generally receive- less than thelr fair share of the teacher s

attention. 7

Another comment was that, ‘since teachers were evaluated
by thexr students averages. there had been _case af teachérs
heiplng students cheat and prov1d1ng them/wrth answers in advance
of the testlng. "In another case. the coordinator cited as a
m;suse the extreme duress that students feel in tak:ng tests.

3

Finally. one coordlnator reported that most -gtandardized tests-

seemed toihabe vocabulary levels which ﬁere too_high for his
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districts' schoolchildren. 'Thus, of the nine instances
identified by the coordinators as test misuses, two-thirds
six related to the iﬁEéfﬁEéEaEiéﬁ and use of test scores, ﬁhéreé

" as only two rel ted to test-takxng and one to the nature of the .

tests themselves. _ _ e : '3??&k\

The Job.of the cgordlnatcr Three of the coordxnators said -

that they made most of ‘the taqting—rékited decisions. autono-

. ﬁaﬁély. Eight made déciéions in conjunction with variéﬁs ad-

mznxstrators and othér persons. The remalnlng four descrzbed

-themseives prlmarlly as lnformatlon prov1ders. They felt that

thexr role was to. supply varlous 1nd1v1duals or groups W1th

:eievant xnfo:matlon and then letting them make the dEClSIOnS.

o

' The types Sf 5655655-xnvolved.wlthythe test coordlnators in

maklng testxng—related de~xsxons are given in Table 17.

'A351stant superlntenaents and pr:ncxpais iead the ixst. Four

respondentareported Testlng Councils, composed of centrai

]adﬁihiétrators,-curriculum persannel, principais,.téaéﬁéii, and

Testing coordinators were asked to describe how encumbered

they were by financial considerations. Nine felt that, they aid
. ) B - - .

'7777 e 777777”-7 R L - 7‘”7 ~ _’/,{, o - -
not need any more money. Among these, one said that if he could

. test less and give back some money to the district, he would.

One ‘coordinator did report that he underspent his budget last

year and turned back money to the district: Another said. that,
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: Types of Persons or Groups With Responsibilities for T -

o Making Testing=Related Decisions '

participant Category ° | = Frequency. of
' ' : Response
. A§§i§tan£f Superintendents " ' 6

' _principals 5
B | e
Testing Councils _ . {

- - V : \
-peachers . 2
parents . | o2

" eurriculum Personnel ‘ 1

Séﬁaalfpsyéhoiogists o ' ] 1

@ 35 addition to testing coordinatorss:

b fégfiﬁéfééﬁﬁéiié”étélCOmposgdféffééﬁf?éi administrators, curriculum

personnel, principals, teachers, and parents.

e

F
A)

‘ .

o
2%
T
L 4
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'aithpuqh finances were adequate, "Every single penny was spent.”
The reséondent from still another district repbrted that their .

budget was adequate only because they score the1r tests them—,

selves.

§ix coordinators felt that they needed more money. Of
these, four needed it because they wanted teachers o onstruct

more dietrictflevei. criterion-referenced tests: - One of these-

- also wanted to computerize the test administration pfoéeés.

.but was flnancially tnable . to do so.‘Another coordxnator-
wanted money to be able to prov1de teachera with test-use work-
'shops. The last coordinator said that she could only ‘"make do"

- on their deéét.by bﬁryihgtbiils on other budgét linés Aot[_
related to testing. . - L o |

Sources of Tést Informatinn. The test coordinators were

asked where they went to get ihfofﬁationiabqﬁt?teéte and testing.
Their responges are t&ﬁﬁiétéa_iﬁ Table 18. By far the largest .
source of informationwas materials provided by test publishers
and their representatives. The footnoted comment in this table
is of ihtefest: one coordinator stated that he had attempted
using several hardcover texts and had found them all too dated
-to be of vaiue;

3

The test coordinators were then asked to évaluate the use-:
fulness and quality of ihférmetién they received from test
publishers. Their re§§onses are found in Table 19. OF the

g
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, . B . Table 18 | L
- R S SOurces of Informatlon about Tests e
: ’ . source® ! Freguency of
. ’ ; Reaponse
“ - — -
s / ] o
Publlsher Informatxon . : 13
Consultants i , J 3
. ',,,,,, L _‘! o E ) // _
Buros MMY '_Jf ' ' /’ 3
cOnvgg§§txons with persons from 12
other dlstrlcts ’ ’
Back fIIes . - 2
. Notéé/ﬁrom_éiééé materials . 1
‘staté documents ; - : ' 1
a ' .
One test coordznator stated tnat hardcover books were invariably
out-of-date. ’
~ 1
-« N N
3 o
\
'jy??;
. f - .
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22 responses received, the vasi maiority wese exceedingly
: negative. In general, the in ».mzuion prgviééd by 'p\'i}n'iiishérs.
is seen as i:i_eseian& not especially helpful, that is, not
'diréetéd'ét the duestions the eoc:fzuators feel requlre answers.
 Nonetheless, as sta;tedr_é.b'di.ié, the coordinators use information
supplied by test 5@145}:&5 in making testing decisions as
T eir iiréést s;t:gfrce_--biased or iiét.'. o
The coordina e;'fa were asked wﬁ'aeaihfarﬁaeian; products;
,and'servzces they would llke to. recezve from publlshers that
they are not currently recelvxng. A total of 19 responS’
ﬁéré rétéivéd;fwith very few répét;t;ons or slml;ar comments.
Four é'aa-faia;earé _;7_';1:1;;@_‘;5; qﬁickér scoring sér%i;:'és.;_ In
ESEﬁéEtiBﬁlﬁiEﬁ caﬁﬁﬁtériiea sééfé'réﬁérts, two Eaardxnators

b ' reasonabie pr:ces, and another two. requested better test reports'

to ‘send hcme to parents; Two coord:nators,aiso suggested the.

¥ 1

' grouped under requests for new services and new materxals. with
rgspect ta:aesired serv:ces; cne test cocrd;nator each asked

' for the qu;cker return;ng of phone call 1e§ﬂests for information,

V\

in-service tralnlng related to the dlagnosxs of 1ea:n1ng d;s—

3

éhiiitiés, the 1dent1f1catlon of other local school dlstrxcts

that ‘are using . the same tests (this cgordinatbr actually said that

‘L

Gl




- =70-

777777 ' fable 19
Responses bf Coordinators Regardlng Test Publzsher Informatzon

. Statement . S . Frequency of
: ; ' ' . Response
is biased and dishonest B ' L 9
Does not answer our needs or questions s 4
Tries to invoke fear in us (to prevent ‘ 2

ﬁs from changlng tests) o . S

Isiggqigrxented to sales, not lnformatlve-' L 2
enough S o

[ : . o )

Is tQO'hard to understand _ ' . 2

" Must: be sééﬁ:fééﬁ publishers' perspective
Depends on the saies réﬁfesentative:’sdme are

good and some are poor.

- 18 quite useful

R e — -

-t
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: ' two publlshers had told him that they had pollcles against

éhi,

prov;dlng these 1dent1t1es), and honest 1nformat1on. With_”
r spect_to new materlals; an additional four comments were
/;p:;de, three of which concerned graaé'-'iévéi' problems. One
/ coordinator a&aﬁ'fé&aaaééa a listing of items on a test by grade
/" level, readability estimates of tests and test items, and the _
//< packaqing aff6a§iaé§ EéQEiﬁ& Eatériais B§'éra&é levei. The
/// .' | final comment suggested that more Eésts ‘be constructed using
‘a task anaiysls of the measured conSErﬁctﬁ
The coordinators were: next asked how they felt tests them-
. selves should: be changed On the hhoie,ﬂtheir responses —
even w1th follow—up questaonlng - lacked speclflclty. Four
coordznators; however,;called £oF more olstrlct-level tests
'e&ﬁ'i&ﬁ are 6165519 ‘tied to the cﬁfcrieumm." Three coordinators

a

each called for batter reading tests, tests for the b111ngua1
and achievement tests that were more behavzorai iy based and
dlagnostlc;f Of the remalnxng comments, two called for Improvéa
testing for special populatlons (one for the handxcapped and
one. for the learnlng dlsabled), and one each called for theJ
Rasch modéi testing of more skills, the forced éxtérnal scoring
of testa (e.yg., outaside the district), incraaséd use of task
analysls,'and redqctlon of dupllcatlon in varlous tests.b '
" The f1nal ‘set .of questlons related to the.coordinators'
:feelings'abont changes in testing .that were likely to dccur.

¥
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\Thlrty-slx responses were made and these are presented in

Tsble 20 By far the largest number of comments predlcted a :

movement away frum natzonal norms and toward dxstrIct -level,

currxculumJbased tests._ In decreaslng order of frequency, there

. \
was aiso mentlon of 1ncreased accountablllty through testlng, L

B

and the use ofhequatlng to reduce dupilcatlon in test_nga .

Cong;usions.and Refleetzons. Some general concluslons y,

a

. _ . . / L S
can be drawn about dlstrict-level testing“coordinators. even /

on the baais of our small sample of f;fteen. First," the S
rooordinators are generally well-tralned professronals,

although in most cases they are not in positions: for whlch

B / »
their spec1f1c tra:nxng and prlor experlence fltted them. Never-
p / '

theless; they are key persons in the sense that they may have

<

access via formal as ﬁéli as informal commun;catlon cha:ns to
. / .
both hlgh—level dlstrlct personnel and | teachers. They coor-

’dlnate testing préérams which are. in general, aFequately funded--

these testing programs gener«Lly involve the evéluatlon of
- s / ’ .
- 777) o /7777; - B .

ngOVéIBEEHtEIIY mandated educational act:v;tIes,&

¥

in general the coordlnators belleve that tests can have
henefielal va&uerto the schools.“even though teachers are
reiativéiy‘negative about tests. ﬁrincipais; they seem to feel,
hold the key to whather teachers coniidér tests-as important
and use the'sooresg.for example, in planning or adapting in-

~

e,

~— :
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o ' - - Table 20 N
> Comments about the Future of Testlng ln the Schools . \\ g

c'omenes - | _ | Frequency of
& : : Commen t
Movemegt aggyifgomﬁnafxonaliﬁogﬁs and toward dlstrlct- ' . 13
- level, curriculum-bound tests

Increased accountablllty through testing . 5

Use of equatlng to reduce dupllcatlon i S 3

Better use of test lnformatlon by teachers and SPBCIallFtS | | ?.
; "bolng away w1th labels through the use of IEPs. o g 2

Morertestlng,personnelzln the schools : : ‘ A' ¥ 2

Better Eeaci{ef;festei: commonication | | R 1

"'ﬁéEEég tests and diagnoses of learning disabilities S

P\

. ‘\\
31—

4

°
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a minorlty of them (4) are currently able to hold such work-

shops. .
The coordinators feel trapped.. Governmental mandates
iﬁéiéf Eﬁaéifﬁey eﬁploy cértain types of téstg. At the same

e e e

dated, and current test publlsher~1nformat1on is too partlal

and incomplete; 'The source of lnformatlon about.whldh several

ernal consultants not

. connected with test gpbliihers. Most distrﬂcts, however, do

"ot apgear’fo haye tﬁe funds to employ these consultants as

©

e needed.

4

+ The tralnlug of the testlng coordlnators is- crltlcal for

" the effectlveness with whlch they handle thelr POSltlonS. Those

who have emerged from relatively scientific-psychological back-
grounds are less likely to Rold serious misconésptions about K

tests. ‘But they tend to have limited communication patte////;ﬁdfr//i

‘ the school system as a whole:; rather, they tend to fgpnél
.

Jlnformatlon to dec151on-makers. On the other’}and,ﬁformer

prlhc1péls generally;haVe had,consid”'f”le amoﬁntfof prior
Aﬁa

2

!
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It was these former principals, for example, who were most
' likely to hold workshops for teachers, even t™vugh they had

iééé‘gaéiéive attitudes and less kriowledge about testing than

did- the more psychologlcally tralned testing éaaralhatbrs.
Similarly, the - were more likely to have the power to make

decisions on their own. ﬁhé§ were also more distrustful of

the test publlshers. Improved informatzon directed to these o

e

1nd1v1dua1s, in the form of wrltten materials, consultatlon,

and workshops, would probably yleld the greatest d1v1dends for
the 1mprovement of test use in the si:hools. If these Workshops
were ‘conducted on a regional basis by the test publishers, they

would also probabry 1mprcwe Lrtnr-dlstrlct cross-fertlllzatlon :

[

_and reduce the strong antl-publlsher sentiment.

?.Q .o 'Sxmxlarly; the comments about test publlshers were so -argely

/ © negative as to suggest the wisdom of fééﬁaiﬁiﬁa Eiifféﬁt practices
of test sales. It would probably be fruitful to réaaaé the

sales emphasis and increase the educational function of tie pub-
iisher.representativesi One might even consider paying these

répresehtétivés totally by saiEry and avoid commissions; this

- .

h//ressure, 1mpersonal sales. For reasons of confldent;ellty,,

hl"

7 test and pubtxsher ‘names have been removed from the statements
cztéd in thrs repor although_they were mentioned frequently in -

the actual interviews.
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: There is potentlal for 1mprov1ng communIcatlon w1th the
test coordinators. .t must be remembered that these indivi-

°duals feel loyalty to their school districts rather than to

‘' °

the tésting professxon;- Test coordinators are, in fact. clearly

Ee§ personnel in that they hold consldnxable influence through-'r

out the’ school system a mergxng of their local 1nterests with

" the goals of 1mproved test use should be possible.

PART III: PARENTS

Proeedurefi

' Developgent and Pretes g of Parent Survey. Initially,

the parent lnstrument was developed and pretested as a semi-

structured interview. On the basis oI pretest data. and be-

questionnai:re. thus parallelmg the procedures followad ‘with ~

teachers. N
ot .
Eoiiaéihé 5Eé§éfation of a preiimin&£§ interview form and

interﬁiéws were conducted w1th a total of 10 parents (8 females
and 2 males). all of whom were enrolled in the Fordham Unlver-

sIty Graduate School of Réeligion- and Rellglous Education. ”he

1nterv1ews were 1ntens1ve and open-ended. rangfhg from 30
!

minutes to two hours. Although the group was small and selected.

& ,.

3



. ¢: especially with regard to educational level, it served its
ﬁﬁfﬁégé well at the iﬁitiii stage of ihétrﬁmént development:
many responses wére cbtained to the open-ended questions, and
*  a content analysis of these reepooses provided useful leads
for the subsequént formulation of cbjective questionnaire items.
The pretest results also demonstrated that the questions elicited
a aiversit§ of attitudes, the responsés of individual inter-

v1ewees rahging w1dely for each item —- on a 9-point sualz;

©at least some 1tems ylelded a range from 1 to 9. The responses

- also, refiected expected item d1fference§. group means for

individual Items;varyxng from 3.2 to 7.1.

S
-

A prelmenary group form of the Parent Survey was developed

.-

and pretested in October, 1979 w1th three new groups of parents-

drawm £rom the saﬁé/;ourcé used in prétesting thé interview

/

-

g . The Barent Survey consxsts of a cover page elxcztxng
demographxc data about the respondents and their school-age

," chzidren, a 27-1tem questxonna:re entitled Attztudes Regardlng

IR Ach:evement and Mental Ablllty Tests, and the gsame Test Oplnlon
Inventory_ngen to’ teaehers and descrlbed 1nIPart I. The
"Attitudes Regarding/Achievement and ﬁentairébiiity Teats, "

. -: eodgdtutingwthe major part of the Parent Survey,'utiiizes three

L e
&
v

e, s
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types of items: ratings (on & nine-point scale) of dégrees of
approval or dtsapproval of tests or specified usec of tests,

checkllsts for recordxng both factual and attItudxnal responses, .

items-include reactions to the-use of tests in general as well
as to 5pec1f1c usea. of tests, and reéactions to one's own |
children belng tested. Feedback regardxng children's test
performance is explored with reference to whether or not it
was received, whether the parent had to request 1t, the form
in whlch it was recexved, and how~usefu1 the parent found lt.

All questlons are repeated Ln/parallel forms, oné;déaling with -

achlevement tests and one ‘with aental ability tests;

/

Bata-Gather~ ﬁrerccedures. At an early stage . ln the pro-

jECt, the declslon was reached to call upon PTA groups as partici-

pants*:n this part of our research.; If we are lntEIEStEd inr,"

/)//'”ys to improve the Wi f tests in the schools, we: neui- to

7

.//{/ begln wzth the most pxamlslng members of the coneymer community.

Among parents; this means PTA members, partlcularly those: who

problems; In this sense, our parent samples are se1ected rather
/

than random. It wbuld certalnly be wasteful to begln by trylng

‘to communlca*e/yith those parents who may lack the tlme, ‘the

//

X experxentmal background, or the mot1vat1on to try to improve

.

educatlonal condltlons.
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; Accordingiy, we utiiiéed the same referrai_soﬁrces through

Eoucation and professional contacts éﬁaiiaﬁie to project‘stéff

members. Throuqh these channeIs, we were able to obtain data
from 12 PTA groups~~: afﬁiliated with:iohpﬁﬁiié schools; one
parochial school, and one private school —- within the geo-
' graphical area. ééécribed.ih tﬁé iﬁtrodﬁctor§ sc;tion of this

3

progect.< The’ 1dent1ca1 confldentlallty commitments were ob-

served thh these PTA groups as with the teachers and testlng

coordxnators.‘

ﬁata gatherlng procedures followed closely the same steps

'~,;descr1hed for teacher groups at every stage. A total of 223

parents partIC1pated, the number included in. each SGSSIOn
ranging from 8.to 28.

After the completion of data analysis, in October 1980,
each PTA dgroup receiveé‘an indivi&daiiy computeriZed report

of its own data, together with the overall project results an

the Parent Survey and dn invitation to contact the project staff
|if further discussion of the report was desired.”

Particz:pant Character:rst:.cs

Table 21 summarlzeq the demographzc characterxstlcs of

. ’\ o o
- the 223'parents who part1c1pated in this study. Although the .

Pt
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Table 21 ,
pParent Sample- Demographxc Data
(N—223) '
i Variable Response Summary
sex . Femals  92:8% vale 7.3
age 20-29  3.2% 50 - 59 2.3%
30-39 66.2% 60 & up 0.5%
40-49 27.9% :
Ethnic _ . White (non-Hispanic).  94.1% Hispanic 0.9%
- ack 3.4% Amer. Ind:.aﬁ 0.9%
v / Ooriental’ 0.9% other 0
children in School - ’ . S
Totaiwgugber , Mean = 2.17 SDf:W sir Range=1-8 -
In Public S iools . Mean=1.81 : SD=1.06" . Range 0-7
In parochial Schools . Mean=0.23 SD=0.76 "Range 0-4
In Other Private Schools Mean=1.35 SD=0.44 . Range 0-3
Ages Mean = 10.7 Sp = 5.7 _ Range = 4-18+
2 por item responses, N = 22
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_qrouy. congisted chiefly of females, 7% were males. In age,
.' % group feil predominantly between 30 and 39, with slightly

P ' .

SvaEr <arth in the.40 t5 49 decade;'and veiy smaii.pércentages‘
; . ax yournjer and older age ieveis. Al; had chlldren in sdhool

the mean- number belng slxghtly over 2 and the range from l

td 8.‘ The largest number of children were actequng publlc

schools, with prlvate and paroch1a1 schools follow1ng 1n that

order. The children ranged J.n age’ from 4 years to 18 years.
with a mean aéé of 11 years. ( o
o o . ; : / .~
Total Grogg Results o - 1////

. ; , - _

S . Rated,uses oF standardxzed Tests. In the first/aectionvof

.and mental ablllty tests/G; successive scales. Taﬁié 22 gives

) ard dev1at1ons for each ratine . The first

two typés of tests with schoolchildren. The next five pairs

weére concerned with the use of tests in making specific educa-

tional decisions about iﬁ&i@i&ﬁéié;~iﬁé1ﬁaiﬁg traékihg; giving

extra instruction, 1nf1uenc1ng career plans, and 1dent1fy1ng

.-
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// ' “ o Tabte 22 ’
A .parent Ratings of Uses of standardlzed ‘Tests
L= } _ o o — _ ; I -
: /" . B . s . S ° .
g Test Use Ra;ed s |-~ _BAchievement Tests MERtgL—Kbllltz Tests _
IR Mean®  SD | Mean 3 SD ”
overall use in schools 6.04 2.29. 5.45 2.42
" Tracking decisions - " 5.37 2.61 4.80 2.59
additionai instruction - 7:43 1.89 6.37 2.34
Infiuénéq"éaréer pians | a.38 .2.55 4.07 2.44
Tdentify intellectually gifted "5.61 3.69 - | 5.41 . 2.77
: tdentify children with learning |~ 5.49 2:75 5.25 . 2.70
' .disabilities : : o ‘ : - ;
L . ~
!  Note. Scale 1=9; obtalneqiggnge 1=9- for each ltem.
High scores indicate favorable attitude. N
For item responses, N = 219—223. - - ,
N aG" .13-.19 ] ’
b U‘ .16-.
: : 5
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; iﬁEéiiééEﬁéiiy;éifﬁe&/éfﬁ&ehéé and children with learning
disabilitiess

It should be noted

sistently higher ‘for achievement than for ability tests. Although

varying in &ﬁéﬁﬁt, this . iference holds across all uses. There
is compigte ;6ﬁsistenc?; liowever; in the rank~order»o§ these
ratings fb;/achiévémént=hné ébiiity tésts. In this'régara, the
v cf'dééiéibh to be made on the basis of tests seems to.

v+ 7h mote heavily than doss the type of test employed. The
high?éé ratings are aééiaﬁéé to the use Gf tests as a basis
for giving students added instruction. The mean ratings for
#ﬁis use 55 tésﬁing; 7.43 for achievement tests and 6.5; for
" ability tests, deviate by large and statistically significant
amounts froﬁ‘tﬁé theoretical néﬁgrai value of 5.
The overall rating. which comes next in rank order, is

/. alse significantly favorable for both types of tasts. The
- /. . uses of tests fof identifying gifted and learning disvisied
e chiidren, in that order, are also rated favorably. Prasking
; decisions are rated only slightly ;£6§é 5 with regard to achieve-

ment tests, but fall below 5 with regard to ability tests:
o . -

Career decisions based on either Eiﬁé of test tend to be dis-
approved, both mean ratings falling significantly below the
- neutral value at the .0l level. It is noteworthy that both

. tracking and career decisions have long-term implications. One.




=gd-

senses here a §ﬁ§piéioushéss abbuﬁ_poésiﬁié_irféﬁersibie
decisions ‘and the 1§5e11qg of children on the basis of improperiy.

lnterpreted test scores.

Test Uses in Own Child's School. Parents were ﬁéit asked

' fo consider the same five types of cest uses discussed, in the
»_§rééealng section, this time with referénoe to current ﬁriétiée
in their own child® sisohooi;v-eﬁr object in this set of ques-
< Eioiis was to assess how much ‘parents know about the way.”tests
f ‘are used in their children's schools and how they perceive
such usES; 'i'éi:ié 23 reports the perc'é'né&éé of §é.féﬁts who
reported that tests were Or“were not used for making decxslons

i in the specified areas, as well as the percentage who stated

S they did not know. The s&ﬁé &ﬁestions were asked with reference

to ach:evement tests and mentai abxilty tests.

sively than were ablllty tests for all types of decxsloo .

Desplte the diversity of purposes listed, the percentage§>of

respondents lndlcat:ng that achlevement tests aré éﬁﬁloyeé for

tracklng, additional Instructlon, and the ldentrflcatlon of
-»éifteé and learning disabied chzldren are closely 3imilar, ranglng

from 60 to &7- ' znfluencing career plans stands out as the sole

exception, with only 16%. ?ﬁé role that early test results may
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)  Table 23 , o
Percentage of Parents Reporting Test Uses in Own Child's School

| Achievement Tests® | Mental ability Tests®
Yes _No_~ "Don't knowl ¥e= T~ No, "Don't km

- Test Use

fracking decisions ' ° | 60.0 10.7 29.3 | 32.3 23.3. 44.‘4"
Additiénal .instruction 7.0 7.9 25.1 | 32.1 30.2 47.7
Infiuence caceer plans | 10.3 . 31.5 58.2 7:9  33:2 58.9
Identify gifEéa‘éﬁiiafén 63.3 . .9.8 27.0 | 45.3 ~ 1s.9. 35.8

Identify children wi*i | 61:9 7.8 " 30.3 43.2 16.8" 40.0
learning disabiliti=s P -

, Oh—;&ér ;
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plep in channellng 1nterests and steerlng 1nd1v1duals into
dlfferent educatlonal programs is probably too subtle to be
readliy apparent. In fact; over haif of the parents reported
that:they did not "know Whether achievement oF ablllty tests
‘were used for this purpose in thelr child's school.r"

Turning sgééif*iaaiiy..to mental ability tests, we £ind
someWhat gronater dtrféiéﬁfiatlon among the different test uses.
T4 more ﬁistrnctly raducational” 'decisions, such as tracking

&yi :he prov1s-or of extra Instructxon. are less often influenced

by ability tests than are the more “psychologlcal" decisions
that cail faf more causal analysis and anderstanding, such as the
iééntiﬁieition of giétéd chii&réniin& of students with special’
iearniﬁé &iééﬁilitiés. '

In two open-ended quest*“ns. perénts were asked to list

11eved were be1n§ made in thelr chila s school. The responses

mentioned essentlally the zame uses :I0I_ both types of tests. -
Several parents merely repeated uses alreadv 11sted, often

speci fyrng more ‘detail or provxdlng/concrete illustrations: the

most common exapples_referzed’tp/trackrng and the ldentlflcatxon

o specific disabi.: .- _%ere was some mention of accounta-
bility. with referen:;lﬁé “wveh téechers and séﬁaaig. Tne most

numerous’ set of new’ comments pertalned to understanding and

evaluat;ng the child's performance in t ms of both cogrltlve
,

T : (J -
)
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and theognitivé variables. in‘ﬁiis ééhﬁéééiaﬁiwgaﬁe‘aﬁestioni
able test uses were citéd,:sucﬁ as labeling children and con-

| ciﬁdiﬁ§ that a child is lazy if he or she performs more poori§-
on aéhieveméﬁEdEﬁiﬁ on abilify tests. ' The old stereofypes;and
misconceptions about these two categories of tests are cértaihiy
“Found émbﬁéiparents; as thé§ are among teachers. And of Coursé.

pafentéa' :
L4 B—
t Know"

Finally, we may éxamine the perCenEage of "Don'
résﬁoﬁéész' Apart from the prevxously mentiched "career pians“
jtem, which ylelded 58% and 59% such responses for achievement
and ability tests, respectlvely, the proportion 18 conslstently
and sﬁbsfdhtiaiiy Iarger for mental abillty‘tests. The el;mlna- .
tlon of qroup "Inteiilgence" tests from several of the schools
we surveyed may account :cn part for th:.s d:.screpancy. Oon the
other hand, when mental abIIIty tests are adm;nlstered on an’
1nd1v1dual basls by professlonal examiners, there is more need to
diséﬁss_the findings With thg;dhlld ] parents; Whatever the -
réééoﬁ;hfﬁe percentages of'pérents reporting that they did not
know whether tests were used for the remalnlng four types of
decisions ranged from 25 to 30 for achlevement tests, and from
35 to 48 for ability tests: Also relevant to these flnaiqgs is
the relatively large number Gf nonrespondents in this portion

of the questionnaire, ranging from 5 to 10 for achievement tests
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: and from 30 to 34 for ability tests. We can &ééaﬁe that
most of these nonrespondents also lacked knowledge about current

testing practxces 1n their child's ‘school. On the whole the
. i °
indications are that thls group of concerned active parents,

ol I
attendlng PTA meetings, was not as Well informéd about the

use of tests 1n thexr chlldren s schools as would be de51rible.

Reactlons tormest Use Wlth'an ChIld. in explorlng parents

reactions to the use of tests: with their own chiidren; we

followed two approadhes; pirst, on a pair of nine-point rating
'éCéies; éirenté 1nd1cated how they felt about their child being
respectively. The mean ratings, given in Table 24vare 6.03 for
&éﬁiévémént tests and 5.56 for abilicy tests. Both indicate

approval” beyond the 1nd1fference point of 5; the deviations
being Eignificant at the .01 level in both caseé& The approval
is slightly stronger for achlevement thin for\aﬁility tests,
but the difference just falls short of sxgnlflcance at the .05
ié‘;éiz |

Approaching the question from a second &néié; we asked
parents whether they would prefer that their children receive
more or less testing 1n schoo;.- The replles are summarxzed in
Pable 24 for a&ﬁiEVeﬁent and abiiit?,teéts., The largest .per-

centages -- 48" for ‘achievement and 35 for ability tests -- re-

kY
<

ported eatisfaotion with thekpresent amount of tésting. The

. M)
QY
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. Table 24

Parént Reactians to Use cf Tests with Own Chxld

-

" Queastion

Response Summa - - : ——

Echlevement Tests

Mental Ablllty Tests

Appfé@e of child bezng testada M=6.03 '§D=2.50 M=5.56 SD=2.65 .
S — N=223 G -17 N=218 Ty=" .18
peraeggaés_gféféfiiags | o
More testing 6.4 9 0 .
Less testlng 30.6 26 1
Present"amount 48.4 35.2 »
,not»sure,ﬁf 13.6 29.6
- (N=219) (N=199)
® scale = 1-9;: obtained range = 1-9
High scores indicate approval S
4 ~
q
(J’\
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next largest percentages (31 ;ﬁdlzs; wanted 1é§§ EeSEingE

"and the smalles percentages (6 and 9); wanted more testxﬁg. A

slzeable ‘percentage - indicated that tﬁe§ ﬁeré not sure, this

. percentage beIng thce_as large for ability as for achievement
. fasts (30 vs. 15). To thls flndzng may be added the presence
.. of 24 nonréspondents for: ablllty tests as compared to only

4 for aéhiévément tests:

rmmedlately follow:ng the questlon in Whlch parents wére

to check that they preferred more or less testlng, were satis-

°

fled with present amount. or not sure, they were asked, "Why
do you feei thxs way?" Among' the parents wanting ﬁore testlng,
the most frequent reason given for both achievement and abxllty

tests was that such testing provides feedback to parents and

folloﬁiup ‘inforﬁatioﬁ.‘ Add:.ti’onai reasons listed for more
achlevement testing 1nc1uded that 1t increases the Chlld s
motxvatlon, sharpens test-taklng skills. and contrlbutes to_
accountabxllty of teachers‘and schools.

The prxnclpal‘reasons for preferringrless testing of both .

types (in decreas;ng order of Joxnt frequency) “include Eﬂe'

opinions that tests are: probabiy not accurate- generaity not

useful; too tiﬁelconsﬁming and/of_expensive; too emotionally

. stressful; used in making unwarranted judgments and labeling

children: not used by teachers to follow-up on scores or make

Aol
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icoﬁparisons over_ time:; and culturaily or racially biased. It
should be noted.that the last reason was listed by only one
respondent for achzevement tests and only two For abiiiEY-tests.
One comment contrlbuted by six respondents w1tﬁ*reference to
aohievement tests only was that teacher Judgment of class work.
provides- a better estimate of student performance than do:

.achlevement tests.
The parents ‘who were satIsfxed with the present amoant of

test1ng generally gave reasons that were similar to those cited

in support of more testing. qute understandably; those who

Eitea in. sﬁpport of more or less testznq. For exampie;.they

. might say that testlng is valuable but emotlonaiiy stressful:
6tﬁér_respondents mentloned only an advantage or oniy a dls-

' advantags of testing as the reason for their indecision. The
one new Eoﬁﬁeﬁtéooﬁtriﬁutea by an "unsuré" but thoughtful .
parent was that ability tests.ére useful for special children
,oniy;

reedback Reqarding Test Resuits. Because of our concern
regardlng communication, we were especially fnterestediin the
nature and éﬁtént of feedback these parents_réééi@éé fé&éf&iﬁg“
the test performance of their own children. The fééﬁié; are-
summarized in Table 25. Of the respondents, 81% reported that

>

they had received such ‘information about achlevement tests

Sy

_‘I‘N-u
&




Table 25
5 Percentage of Parents Repoxting Kinds of Peedb

ack Regarding (hi1d's Teets

Kind of Peedback * Achievenent Tests " Mental Ability Tests
S S (115 I o (wel92)
—
fnfornation received ves; 80.6 No: 134’ vg: 391 No:54.7
S - .  Unsure; 0.9 Ungure: 6.3
" gad to ask 4.9 61.2
Without aeking 55,1 38.8
Foii of tranemittai - o
Tndividual conference-teacher 1.1 33.3
Individual conference-other 16.0 35.6
~ parent_meeting 3.0 3.3 i
teacher lstter 45 1.1 0
 Other school letter 2,2 2.2 |
Seore report-no explanation B9 1.8
score report-with explanation 26:4 12,2
teacher message through child L5 1.1
Conversation with child 1.9 L.l
Other 2.6 . 2.2

N

.\‘

Percentagee baeed on total numbe

form of tranem1tta1
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and 39% that they had recelved 1t about ability tests. There

© “was generally less certalnty about ablllty tests. 6% of the

respondents ind:cated that they were not sure ‘Whether or not they
had recelved abiixty test feedback, and 31 ggrents failed to
answer this guestion:. It is qulte llkely, of course, that in most
‘of these cases no mental ability .cest had been ‘administered

to the partlcular chlldren.

The rema;nlng percentages in Table 25 are based only on

u

resﬁonaéﬁts.wﬁo had received information on the approprxate

'we;l over half’(sr%) said so in the case of ability tests:. The

next question pertains to the form in which the feedback vas

. ¢ransmitted. The percentages refer to the total frequency of
each form Of transmittai reported; some respondents had received

xnformatlon in more than one way.

About a third of the communlcatxons regardxng both types

of-EEEEs were received in an individual conference with a teacher.

For abxllty tests, a sllghtly larger percentage (36) were trans-

VmItted in a personal conference w1th another schooi offxczai;“”
-only 16% af;aéﬁiEGEEeﬁé test'conmunications-were receivedr;n
this manner. A :score rE§6rﬁ,61Eh agpenééé éxgianation.wasfthe'
next moat frequent mode of éanTniiﬁi;éaE’ioﬁ, accounting for 26%

'of the transmittals for achievement tests and 12% of those for-
' &
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abllxty tests. Score reports wzthout explanatlons accounted

for 9% and 8%, respectlvely. Other forms of commnnxcatlon"‘

;Were relatxvely rnﬁrequent. Itimight be noted that only 3%

were received iE' a Ea’féﬁfs" méétings, where the nature of the
- tests and the interpretatxon of scores could be explaxned to
the group, - .while written summarxes of the indzv;dual results

would be dlstrlbuted to parents. ;
- Although it is grat:fy:ng to £ind that the more desirable
means of transm;ttal predomlna -ed; the apgreclahle frequency‘
of other, less communlcatlve procedureslis dlsturhihg. Thisv
situation ‘is hlghllghted by some of the free iégﬁaﬁéés con~
tributed by parentsrin connectzon wzth other, unlisted means

of transmittal. _Sé@én.parents had recelved the feedback £rom

- _ 'ﬂ. - . R i - . — /—\\6
a clerk, secretary, or school offlce worker ; flve had recemved

it on the report card.or attached to it; two received it in a

telephone conversation, and one frow a teacher she had met in

the supermarket. . - 3 g :

Parents were also asked to IndIcate how useful they had

\

found the, fééasack tﬁey had received: Tnzs reaction was re-

-

corded on a nxne-pomnt ratlng scale ranging from."completelY-
useless" (1) through " fFairly useful® (5) to “"extremeiy useful"

(9); The means, reported in Table 26 .indicate that the group

. 65ix were from a single school.

-,
-
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b . i Table 26 T
— _ parent Ratings of Effect of Own Child's Test Taking
BEfact | Achievement Tests  ~ | Mentaiiibiiiéy Tests
N Mean SD N Mean . SD.

Usefilness of
feedback @ .

. Effect of test-
taking experience

v

2.41 .74

.5.07_
=13,
M-

n..'5;66:
=,18

H‘ .
Uy

[ Y

1.72

-

Scale 1-9, cbtained.

- High scores indicate

range 1-9 for each item.

favorable attitude.



information fairly useful, while ability

", insignificant amount-. e@eEEEEiess, we must note that the ratings -

P v o~

given by individual pake

pi q L
In an open—ended questlon, respondents weve a ed whatf

Y

they belieqed the schoow'or teacher mxght have done {to inform
J Eﬁefn .ijé{:tér abci'ié‘théir._child's test ”erformance. 'rhree types |
of suggestions E&éaﬁiﬁtéii; for nearly 51 e-responsges: ‘43 |
s - paEEBEs'récdﬁmended Increased feedback, prxmarlly\through con-
erences to explain the chzld s strengths and weaknesses, 27 |
asked'for explanaticns,about the purpese of the test and its ' : f'
1mplzcatlons for the’ chxid-'and lS suggested that'parents '
should be automatlca%i? informed about test results rather than .

e L 7 )
' hav1ng to as

. §f - . Finally, parents were asked to evaluate the eféect that the
test—taking experxence had had on themr own child. The two ratihg
scales used for achxevement and ability tests ranged from "quite

./ harmfal® (l),.through;"no effect" (5):to "quite helpful" (9)-

The mean ratiﬁgs for hcth achlevement and mental ablllty tests .f
%all v1rtually on the "no effec " rat;ng (5.07 and 5. 23)

should nevertheless be noted that the ratzngs asslgned by in-

dzvzduat parents agaln ranged over the entlre scale,'from 1 to 9.

3
V2
B [

-
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Test Opinion Inventory. The game inventory uséd to assess
fhe attitudes of teachers toward testing was-administered as
the last section of the Parent Survey. Table 27 gives the means

and standard deviations of the rafings assigned to each state-

ment. While the entire scald range (1-9) was utilized for

each item by iﬁdi@idﬁal respondents, most of ‘the group means
cluster around the scaie mxdpolnt, suggestlng a moderate attitude.
AE;Lce the standard errors of the obtained item means range from

16 toi.lg, a conservatlve est:mate of a statistically slgnifl—

cant dev1atlon (p <L01) from the theoretxcai value of 5 is
xnd:cated by dlfferences of approximateiy +0: 5 or hiéﬁer;

Five of the items have means that do not d:ffer siénificantly

"

from-S; these are’ items - 8, 9, 10, and 13.
- 4 N -
Let us now’ consxder the ten 1tems whose means do' deviate

— Y

_(r-gignificantly from,the-neutral;valuek of these. half demon— A

' strate a favorable attitude toward tests, thiree through rejec-
tion of adverse statements and two through 'aiéeéptancé of‘ favor-

able statements. in.ordEr of magnitude of: deviatlon, the rejected

adverse statements lnclude;Items 2 (testing xs an 1nsult to

human dignlty), 12 (ellmznatlon of alI standardxzed testing in -
educationa; system‘— and ll (abzlzty tests dxscr:mlnite agalnst
ﬁ%noritiés);, The two showxng strong acceptance of favorable

-

o o i ,
statements are Items 15 (properly used tests‘prevent unfai; diz-

4

> 1

el
‘nh‘r‘
(o, }
~J
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Parent Responses to Test Opinion Inventory ;

o 4 ‘ . -
- ——

~ Item Yo o Key Topic ~ - . Mean® 5
] Ability tests help instructipn: A 7S R 17 I
2  Teting and human dignity. . - . IR ¥ 246
3 Interviews va, tests in college amiesion. . - &M k30
e Testing. too widespread in our gociety: | 5.7 ©L5
¥ 5 :mmnmmmmmmmMm | 1.0 2,49
4 6 . Dests underpredict miriority schdol achievement. 5,14 241
* 7 ~ Reading tests aid teachers, - ' 5.81 2,53
8 |  Tests neasure rote memory. S 4,85 RV
¥ 9 _ Test scores tndependent of appearance.. 5,12 a8
v | tests; cultural handicaps;and remediation, £ LM 5
1 . Hental ability tests wnfair £o minoritigs. - 4:39 2.60 !
2. - Eliminate all etandardized ‘tests in education, 3.79 2.54
13 " Hational.noms encourage conpetition. q\ 508 u
14 Heasuring only'a few traits is hamful, i ¢ 5.5 L5l
% 15 Proper test use prevents unfair dtacriminatﬂdh; 59 uM “
R S - _ |
‘Total Score 'M = 75,85 Gt:l =15 . . 5D=20.82 Range- 17,21 f * .85

—_—_ ¥

Note, Scale 1 9, nbtained range 1-9 for all iteme. ,
~ how ‘scores indicate favorable attitude, except on starred {tems:

For item responses N = 209 218

j % 16~:19
109




crimination) and 7 (standardiZed readdng tests are helpful
€o teachers): . - I
unfavorable direétiaﬁ. Of these, three represent acceptance
of adverse statements. Tﬁ6§liﬁélﬁde; in ;rdér of magnitdde of
deviation, Ttems 3 (interviews should Feceive more,weight that
tests in college admissian); 4 (testing is too widespread in
our soc1ety), and 14 (measuring only a few trazts 1s harmful)
Two represent re3ectlon of favorable statements, namely Items
1 (ab:l:ty tests help instruction) and 5 ("IQ" tests a1d in-
structzonal dec:sxons).

In general; the re8ponse pattern of these parents shows a

: ?
C e e reasonable and thoughtful dIfferentlatlon between the more

unfavorable. There is éaaé indication of a more unfavorable

attitude toward ablllty than téﬁard;aéﬁiEEeﬁeﬁt tests, illus-

(o

trated by Ttems 1, 5, and 7, and a concern with the §r6§er‘use
of tests (Item 15) rather than a bianket objeetxon to all

'astaﬁdardiéedftesting~(It6m 12). There is also evidence that.

the group as a whole does niot regard standardized tests as such

Ea'Bé iiﬁfé’ii- to minorities  (Items 11 and 15).

The total inventogz scorZs yleld an internal conszstency

_ceeffzc1ent (alpha) of 85. There is thus suff1c1ent 1nter1tem

behav1ora1 conszstency to justxfy the use of total scores as an

Coe

An equal number of items yield significant deviations in the

éxtreme and the ‘more moderate statements;.whether favorable or
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e iﬁdéivofea.meaninéfﬁi7attitudinai construct. The mean total

score is 75.85, which coincides. closely with the neutrat or

moderate value of ;75;‘ The rangeé of individual d1fferences is

wide, extending from 17 to 127. The extreme score of 17, which

falls ciose to the possibte m&ﬁiﬁum of. 15, was obtained by a

s;ngle atypxcal respondent, the next higher score belng al.

Relatzon betweenr¥es ing Feedback andrparental Attltudes-,

ene of the hypotheses we w;shed to test regardlng communlcatlon

was that parents who: recelved feedback about thelr chxldren s

test performance without hav1ng to ask for it would have more

favorable attltudes toward testing than would those who recerved

ch feedback only afEEr asking for it. Table ‘28 summarizes

‘ fthe data relevant to . thls hypothesls. The Lndxces of parental
attitudes (dependent variables) exam;ned for this purpose
clude the ratxngs on overatt use of tests wzth schoolchlldrenv
:?(Téble 22), Ehe :atlngs havxng one's own chIId tested (Table 24),'
and totai. scores on the lS-:.tem Test epJ.nJ.on Survey ('rable ~27)-

‘It w;ll be seen in rable 28 that, with regard to feedback

e

about achzevement ‘tests, none of the three differences reaches

statistlcal 91gn1f1cance, although atl three are in the hypothe-

asized directlon:: with mental ilrgg tests, however. the hypothe-

sis is'sﬁpportéd at the .01 level on the fxrst questlon, d at

the .05 level on the saéaﬁa question and the 1nventory scores.

' 111

.
pre N
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: Table 28

‘Relation between Testing Feedback

and Parenta;l Attitudes on Testing

B . Without Had to t-ratio of .
A.tt“:.tude Measure, Asking - Ask Mean Differenc
) Feedback about Achievement Tests . .
&:, 6_;23 5.75- 1 40
0verall Use of Tests sD 2.28 2.32 .| ag 176
in Schools N 98 80 n.s.
M 614  6.03 _ .31
' Approval of own Ch:.ld SD. 2.56 2.50 . df 176
Being Tested N 98 80 , n.s:
M 75.30 74.67 :18
Test Opm;;ggiimzentory' SD 22.12 19.26 df 143
T Totai; Score N 82 63 n.s.
© Feedback about Mental Ability Tests -
M 6:27 i 4.98 2.44
-overall Use of Tests _ sD 2:.55 ' 2.27 df 83
' in Schools B N 33 52 p<.0l1
T M 6.44 5.24 . 2.23. .
Approval of Own Child SD 2.68 2.20 df 81
. Being Tested | N 32 - 51 p L.05
; ' ¥ M 8l.75 72:91 1.71
. Test Opm;ggxgﬁrnventory- - | sD 24.85 ; .- 18.80 df 70
Total Score N 28 44 i p <.05
R
one-ta::led test;
b All J.tems acored with favorable rat:;ngs h::gn- poss:.ble range 15-135, -
‘-neutral score 75. : : -
‘ -
-:"r? ’
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m:z contrast %étween the achievement and ability test
resuits is even more consplcuous when we recognlze that the

number of parents who recelved lnformatxon about ablllty tests.

U

¢ . with or without hav;rg to ask, is much smailer than the number
recelvxng achlevement test 1nformat1on. qunce large differences
were required to reach statlstlcal s;gnlflcance ‘with the abllIty
test results. :  This contrast in results is éoﬁslstent Wlth the.
fzndlng throughout our study that the dlSthCtIon between. achleve-
ment and abliity tests is very real for parents as well as for
school personnei. Regardless of the mlnima1 intr1n31c dlfferences
in the nature of Eﬁe'two types of tests, théy are used in dlfferent
"495, largely by dlfferent persons, and in dszerent situations.
And they are differently percelved by parents and teachers..
With reference SpBCIflCally to the attitude flndings ree\
5&52&& in Table 28, we Eaﬁ'speoulate that aohlevement test feed-
back was perceived by parents in a more rostine fashion, as an
adjunét to regular school iﬁSEEuétion’. ‘Thus the form of communi-
. cation and the conditions under which it was féééiiiéa.ﬁaci‘iii:tie
lmpact on parental attltudes toward testlng. Feedback on mental
aBility tests; on the other hand. was in a dlfferent category. -
These test scorés_have more emotional sxgnlflcance and ego ‘

rnvolvement- they are more lzkely to be mlsmnterpreted and mis—

used; and-at least in some of the schools surveyed. they were

3
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not routinely administered in group sessions, but were given

. o Indi;vxdual "&i;agen for. special reafsons by a school psychoio-
' gist or other Eféfeséior;ai specialist. When results of such

tests are ié&&iéﬁy é_oﬁiliiﬁnicated by the school on its own initia--
‘tive, they are more H;i&éi'y to be adequately explained. As a re-
sult, the parents wilI be more recept:l;ve to the need for such
testing, the use to be made of the results, and the interpreta—
tion of the scores. If the parent ‘had to ask for sﬁéh feedback,
oﬁ.éhe.other hénd. he or she probably learned that an ability
test had been glven to the child" and may have dec1ded to ask

for the resuits because of apprehension generated by that know-
Iedge: The kind of feedback received under these conditions’

4 the school may not have had effective established mechanisms for'

transmitting such information:
3 !

The ‘causal relat;on between reqnestxng feedback and atti=

- direction in some. cages.' Parents who are suspic:ous of tests -

or hOStlle toward their use may be more likely to ask for

. ;feedback when their child is tested, ‘8o that. they may detect

,f anticipated misuses and misinterpretations and may complain about

/ them. But th:s attxtude itself is llkely ‘to have developed as a
/o 'result of cumulative past experience regarding tests. Adequate

L. " and correct communicat:on is certaiﬁly an'effect;ve;means of ére; =




-104-

venting such unfavorable bulldup and of mlnlmlzlng 1ts carry—

- J— SR N 7

over to ubsequent test use.

comparative Anal sis ‘of Ress nses of s'iaéii_”isarenzes*t -
The sample of 223- parents who part:c:pated in thlS study

inciuded only 7 blacks, 2 ﬁispanlcs, 2 orIentals, d 2 Amerlcan.

indians; it is apparent that m;norlty populat:ons were not e

represented 1n suff1c1ent numbers  to justlfy separate analyses.

iﬂevertheless, we declded to exam:ne the respa;ses of the seven

black parents, from thé vzewpornt of descrlptlve .rather than

‘inferential statmstics. Because of greater demands on their t;ﬁe,
_black parents as a whole are probably less llkely to participate
"in PTA actlvitles than are whlte parents. consequently, those
awho do partlcipate are_probably a more highly selected sample
wIth regard to. interest in - educational matters aﬁa knowledge-
about educational problems. It was thus felt that the responses

of our small group of concerned and”knowledqeable black parents

rParticigant_charaeteristics. The black parents included

sik females and aﬁé male. Age distributlon is similar to that

o ;the total sample, w1th four persons between 30 and 39, one in_"

Vwe 20s, and 2 in the 40s8. The. group had a total of 10 chlldren‘
in school, ranglng in a§e from 4 to 17, w;th a mean age of 10
years. Nine attended public schools, one a parochlal school._

Attitudesrgggarding Standardlzed Tests Our analysls can- -

G

- ety
. L
o

.;.115

LRRY
-
'

g .
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centrates on tboée parts of the Parent Survey in ﬁﬁicﬁ'attitudeé"

f toward testlng were explored through’ various approaches;: ,Tﬁese
data fxt into a meanlngful unlt that proV1des an opportunlty
for internal aééregatioh énd corroboration among the various re-
sponses. Because of the small number of ca e"‘lt was not con-

[N

sidered ﬁroductxve.to anaiyze responses to isolated items dealing

with different’ questxons about test use:. All the findings from

our analysis of black parent attltudes have been assembled into
two tables, in whicn the responses of the black group are com—
pared with those of-tne total parent sample.

" Table 29 summarizes the ratings obtained in response to
. various itéﬁs“lﬁ different parts of the inventory;“-i.ookiﬁé first

at the comparative evaluatlon of test uses, we find the'mean

ratings by black parents to be fairly szmllar to those from the

i ’

entire sample. For achievement tests, tHe most conspicuous

- -

- differences are-thé gomewhat sfféﬁééf disapproval df-usingithesé
tests to influence career dEClSLOns and the stronger: approval

oftthelr.uée for identifyzng the 1ntellectually gifted For

Ql

ability tests, the black parents'eiﬁiéga.éaﬁéwﬁaé stronéer
approval of the overall use Of these tests, as well as of thexr
use for glv1ng extra lnstructmon ‘and 1dent1fying Iearnxng dls- .
' stronger opposition to the
declslons. ’

. child testad shows little

£
|

|

|

|
T
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__— o T fable 29 I
caxii'p'i'riiﬁiva Ritingl o! Standardiud Tests By Blaék parents

O guestton | ot | _Black | motal® _ | Black
. M 5D M SD ' Range 6. | M SD - Range
iéiigﬁ?&ii‘ ,
530ve:a11 e in schools 6.04 - 2,29 629 222 38 | 5.4 ‘gz | s 2,980 29
‘pracking decisions 5:37 2.6l %6 .08 19 | .80 259 400 283 18
extes Tatruction [ 7.43 L8y |1E 46 69 4 67 2.4 | .00 - 230 3
_Influence carear plans 4,36 2.55]3.43 2.88 1-8 SO ) R T I 1 -2.63 11
gntellectually gifted | 5.61 2,69 |7.00 2:00 49 5,41 2,71 | 5.7 2.43 ° 2-9
| niarning ilnbilities | 5.49 %7 |54 273 18 | 525 2.0 | 6,00 238 39
. Approve of o child | 6.00 ‘2.50 | 5.7 140 19 g6 a8 | 551 a9 19
- Being tested St : o o ' oo :
Uaefulnena cf feﬁ&bééi 5,00 241 §.50 1.70 48 1 ao0 2m |eo® - -
Betact of teat-taking V5.0 nn 660 114 58 523 L3 | 7600 212 69
experlenco L . R SR

Jote, Gcale 1-9; high scores indicate favorable attitude
| mwmﬁnnmmmwumww'

b Relponso by a |1nglo perion, ‘who gavo a ratlng o! '

- —90T+~



-107-

difference between blacks aii& ‘the total group. Both usefulness r
o /

R » of the testing feedback and effect of the test-taking experience

on their children are given more favorabie ratxngs by ‘the black
. . parents, and this difference holds for both achievement and

ability tests.

TabIe 30 proVides a comparison of the responses of the

We note, f1rst, Ehat this small group of black parents tends to

. express more extreme attitudes.: Their item means range from 1. 67

: MoreoVer, 1n the black group, seven items receive mean ratings
_of 6 or over, 1n contrast to only one item in the‘total group.

The dIstribution of high and low ratings assigned tofiteﬁs favor-.

.able and unfavorable to testing, however, i=s such-asito indicate

no overali attitude difference between the black group and the

in which the biack mean (75 60) 18 virtually identical wIth
the total group mean  (75.85). It yill be recalled, furthermore,
tiiat ti-;is mean cc’sirééi’aﬁ&i to the ﬁﬁé&i—étiéaliy defined .neutral

=

@ﬁeir responsés tend to show disapproval of real or potential

misuses of tasts, while favoring proper’ and constructive uses.




. o mble 30

— s .

* Conparative Responses of Black Parents ¢

o Test Opinton Inventory

[

" Note:. Low item scores favorable, but scale re

ShoaT
N Bl "

-~ Iten No.

A i irm L TTT——
——rr—

ey Tople "

—t
—

- fotal’

———

—

G |
————

A)

o

oo kAl DD

’&)!- - :u!—

U

1bility tests help instruction..
~ festing and hunan dignity.
. Interviews vs, tests in college adnission:
- resting too widespread in out society
10 tests and instructional decisions.
Reading tests aid teachers,
Tegts neasure rote memOry:
Test scores independent.of appearance..
- festd, ciltural handicaps;and reediation.
Mentsl-ability teste unfair to minorities.. '

| . Blininate all standardized tests in education,

" Nationd] noms encourage conpetition.

 ieaguring only & few traits {s harnful

Tests underpredict minority chool achievéniériéW

*15

Proper test usé prévents unfair discrinination,

'6014 2.30&
| 4:44 7 2.

sl
4,85 2;32

L1

.79 2.5
5,03

5,99 2.8

341 246

v v

| 255 o

|5 148

030 260

5.5 251

417
28
61
5.16
5.50
6.50
5.63
5.83
6.00
5.50
6.50
1.67
7.20
7,00
7.60

1313
3,13
2.71
3,92
3.2
2,95
204
'iizl
2,00
3.02
3.33
1,03
1.48
2.10
2,61

1-9
1§

19
19
19

19
-9
-8

4-9

9
1-3
1-3

59

4-3

39

—801T—

" 4

r ‘ —_—

———

5&20.;92

NFT5:85 Rangesl7-127

IS gl
§D=20,48

) .

3 1] ranges 19,

119

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" ERIC

verged on gtarréd items and ih total .score.

120
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o En examlnatlon of the Indrvrdual It-ms yieldrng means that
Tl . o e
T ,déﬁiate-by one‘901nt or more from the theoretzcai vaiue of 5
. 5* \
- .

lVIiiustrates thls,response pattern. of the 15 lnventpry 1tems,

nine yieid means 'at or beyond these limits. Four of these

. items iﬁ&ié&té a favorable'attltude toward“teste;vihese ineiude

SN

- : o two very'strong rejectlons of adverse statements, which char=

k? : acterlze testing as.an Insult to human dxgnlty (Ttem 2) aﬁa:‘

advocate the el;m;natlon of aII standardlzed testxng in the

e L.

educatlonal system (Item 12).7-~The other twe respoﬁses repre-
sent strong acceptance of favorable statements, referring to the '

_'_Impartlaixty of tests which are unaffected by appearance and

-

"'prev ntrng unfair dxscrzm;natlon (Item 15). It is noteworthy

~

-that both.of‘these statements recognize the potent1a1 value of
.tests for mlnorrty groups;’ Both show stronger acceptance by the {3

,,,,, . P he . /

’ﬁ'f o 'blacks than by the totai group. - . J$‘ sy ; .

= pive responses represent unfavorable—opinxons réaaiaiﬁg

tests. All of. these indicate. acceptance of adverse stat§ﬁeﬁts;'f '9;

_ 'In order of magnitude of devlation, they Inctude items 13
(standardized tesﬁs encourage competltlon w1th others rather -
L lithan seif-rmprovement), 14 (tests too limited in ahilzty coverace);i
6 (tests underpredict schoo%)achievement of: mlnorities), 11 (mental

T :
. h n . . ) DT e
) N (4

= 7 Despite the: small numbér of cases, this item-mean deviates

signzficantly from 5 at pll 01, ow;ng to the narrow _range ‘and

® - - ;

9
o
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v ability tests discriminate against minorities), and 3 (give
more we:ght to 1nterviews Eﬁan to test scores in Eoilége admission).

The last of these (Item 3) yzelds v1rtdhlly the same mean as

- . _7‘~in the total group, the other four show stronger agreement with

T R . el kd
-the stated criticism aﬁohg the blacks. In all thése statements,

-

- ' . one can ‘see evzdence of posslble past experlence w;th the kinds

of misuaes and misinterpretatlons of tests than can have more

' adverse effects on minor:ty than on majorxty students.

‘.; ;brlngs together the results obtaIned in hoth groups, inctuding

' we fxnd virtual identxty in group means, Botﬁ falling‘practzcally .

n the theoret1ca1 mxdpoxnt of ‘the ecale: The parents, ﬁowever,—

‘ethbxt wider zndivg al differences,_w;th an SB of 20. 82, as

compared with 15. 20 for the teachers. < ' "?:: A T

- . oo

B «
’

. W:th regard to 1nd1v1dua1 fEemg\\the response pattern ig <
predominantiy szmzlar for the two groups. ﬁoilowzng ‘our pre-

'-viously estabilshed rule—of—thumb that means below 4:5 and aboée

v

v

5 5 represent sxgnlflcant dev1atxons from the neutrai 5, we find

;7§f\g b four items show;ng sxgnlficant favorabie deviations among the




Table 31 y
~° Comparison of Parent and Teachsr Responses on Test Opinion Inventory
Ttem © . Key Topic ‘ . oparents . | - Teachers
No. S | . M sp G [Heap 8D G%
1 [Ability tests help instruction. o4 288 0T |44 220 .16
J | Testing and buman dignity. - = 34T 246 17 (322 a1 15
}mmmwwmummmnmm& 64 230 .17 (626 206 M4
4 | Testing too widespread in our society, . 571 2,55 .18 6.28 213 .15
*:5, | 1Q tests and instructional dectaions, L4 0249 11 (448 215 D5
6" | Tests wnderpredict minority schuol achievement.| 5.14° 2.4l .16 6.28 2,20 .16
+ 7 | Reading tests aid teachers. o |58l 253 .17 6,13  1.95 .14
8 | Tests measure rote memoty . - 1.85  2.32..16  |462 211 .15 A
+ 9°| Teat scores independent of appearance, 502 . 248 17 -|4.83 2,32 .16 !
*10 | Tests, cultural handicaps,and remediation. .72 L4 17 .30 2.4 .17 3
11 | Mental ability tests unfair to minorities. 4,39 2,60 .18 - 5.9 2,52 .I8 I
12 | Elininate all standardized tests in education. | 3,79 ~ 2,54 .17 * |3.62 2/35 .16 #
13| National noms encourage competition, 5.0 24 .19 [5.05 250 .18 5
14 | Measuring only a few traits is hamful, = |[5.55 2.51 .17 5.33 .42 .17 |
*15 | Proper test use prevenfs unfair discrimination.{ 5.93 2,38 .16 6;3;7 S0 YL
¢ S N, M=75.85 SD.=20,82 | M=75.40 8D=15.20 .
- Total Score - 01 = L 53 Range-17-127 Gy ° 1114 Range = 23-118

Note; Scale'l-9; ranges 1-9 for each item in both groups. Low scores favorable, except on starred items;

g
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teachers (Items 2, 7, 12, and 15). .The parents’ means yield
favorable deviations on the same four items, plus one’ othet;
ifén ii‘(méntaifabiiityfteétsfaré &ﬁfair to minorities). While

the §afent§ reject this item (4.39). the teachers accept it-

: (5. 59), * the group difference being significant at p <. ol. -

¢ ttitudes for the Eeaéhéfé (Itéms 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11): Four

‘of these items show a deviation in the same direction for parents.

The three items yielding inconsistent group’ responses include the

-prev1ously cited Item 11, which devxated in’ opposite directions

,in the two groups, and Items 6 _and 10, with significant unfavorable

deviations among the teachers but no significant deviation from
neutrality among the parents. Both,of these 1tems deal with the
use of tests with minority groups: The Item 10 mean is signifi=
cantly different between the two'groupsrzthé Item 6 mean is not.

In addition, one item mean {Item 14) just barely falls into the

\

VWSLgnificant unfavorabie range for parents,,while remaining in the

neutral\range for -teachers. The.group difference in this Item T

does notiitself reach statistxcal 91gnif1cance, however, and the
finding is probably negligible. ’

@ﬁié rapia qerview of iten;rééﬁaﬁééé on the Test Opinion
Inventor; indicates that teachers tended to be more cr1t1ca1 of

tests than were parents in certain specif:c 91tuations, all -

OO
(4]
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involving the use of tests with minorities: We ééﬁi&.éﬁééﬁiééé

that the teachers have witnessed and been involved in more mis- -

uses Of tests,with'ﬁinérity:chiidfen than have the parents and

‘ are more often responding in terms of these misuses rather fhaﬁ
in térms.éf potential cqnstfuctivé aSéQﬂ.f
7D1§cusé;bﬁ
B Overview - A
‘our gﬁaaifié findings regarding the current use of tests ’
_in the schools have been swmarized in the hres major sections
. of this report. In those sections, the factual results were
. . préééhféa.in relation to thé;paﬁtiCﬁiar quesfions,wg.set'out
“to énQWér;with'éachléf oﬁiipar£icipan£ groups: £éachers; testihg
coordinators, and parents of achoolchildren.:
In our study of 207" teschers, we wén'é;ci to know what functions.
the teachers themseives perform in testing; how they use test
scores in their' teaching; how useful they consider standardized
é achievement and ability tests, and how they Ehink theiz usaful-

————— ness can be improved; what are their attitudes toward the use.
.of standardized tests in the educational system in general; t

what extent they have acquired the background knowledge needed

“ ‘ for fﬁé.prbpér interpretaticn of test résuitsélana what is Ehe;
relation betwden their mastery of this body of krowledge and

. their attitude toward tests. o |

Y
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in Ehe interviews with 15 testing courdinnEoEs, WE Wara -
.principally interested in learning on what hases.aﬁdfﬁy whom
‘decisons about’ tests and testing programs are made; At the
same.time, we were able to obtain c1ar1fv1ng and supporting
information on severat questions raised in other parts of ﬁhe
study. The data we cotlected from the testxng coordinators
occupy a special place in our study, for at least twp reasons. .
The first pertains to the 1ntrinsic features of the interviewing

technxque; including the richness of detail it can provide and

the oﬁﬁortunity it affords to coordinate and integrate the dis-

crete facts obtained from any-one respondent.: Second, and

”equally Important, is the key position ‘occupied by testing
_coordinators, not only in influencing testing decisions but
! ' also in transmittzng knowledge and attitud s to the grass—roots
users of test results in the schools.
fin our survef of 223 ﬁarents, we investigated their attitudes
toward different uses of stiﬁdardiZéd achievement and ability
_ tests in £he achools; how much they know about the ways in which,
tests are actually used in their own child's school: how they .
“féel about their own child being tested; and whether they |
woiild prefer an increase or a decrease in such testing; whether
they received feedback ahout their child's test per formance, and’
if so, whether they had to ask for it or received it withoﬁt

asking, how the feedback was transmitted to them,'and how useful
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they found it; whether they believe testing has Had a helpful
or harmfui- effect on their child; their attitudes toward the

and ‘whether such attltudes show any relation’'to the cond:trons
of feedback transmlttal | |

The answers to these speclflc quest;ons can be found in
Parts I, 1I, and fi 6f this report. Further condensation and.
sﬁﬁﬁifi of the resuits would be redundant. In the present sectim,
: therefore, we wzli highirght certaxn broad conclusions of spEciai
.slgniflcance. These concluexons are supported by fxndxngs from
dlfferent parts-of:the_study, or from different questions asked_

within any one part.

Communieataon zn Relat;on to Standardized Tes g and Test Resuits'

The aura of confuslon and malaise that surrounds contemporary
Eesting'has multlple causes and hence calls for multiple remedies.

‘sxder to be among the most 1mportant That cause centers on
At the s;nplest_and perhaps most dxrect level; there 1s_need for
improving feedback about test results o teachers, school adminis-.
trators, and_parents; |

At a more fundamental level, there'is-need for wider and
more effectlve dlsseminatlon of testing knowledge to test users.

.

Thxs calls for accurate and up-to-date 1nformat1on about the

qy
0.
(‘0‘
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nature and function of tests, the meaning of scores on standar-

‘dized tests,- and the findings of\behaVioral science that are
relevant to the proper interpretatxon and application of test
results. This type of communiction requires different forms

of transmittal and different content and ianguage to adapt It

"o the needs of“the general public, parents of schoolchildren,

teachers, and other educational personneI involved ‘with testing

‘in G&Eiaas capacities. There is ample evidence from a variety

-

‘0f sources tapped in our study that the current means of

communication in this . area have not provgd effective with any

'of the publics to which they are directed.

At a third 1evel; we need to keep open the channels of

communication froﬁ teachers and parents to schooi administrators

of communications about testing torteachers and parénts; mig-

éonceptions and misuses are still prevaient. ﬂﬁéﬁented'communi-

cation'from these sources can help to identify such misuses and'j,

, canﬁin turn identify the kinds of information about testing

whose transﬁittal requires strengthening.

That teachers as a group do—not have sufficxent prerequisite

information about testing for the. proper interpretation of test

.scores was indicated by the results of the Test Usage Inventory.
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ihterpretive-contéxt‘of test results; Both the teachers' total

scores on this i lnventory and their responses to individual

nitéﬁs reﬁealed serlous gaps in eSSentlal knowledge. The mean .

- responses. Analysxs of the percentage of teachers chooszng each

response option in individual items revealed CORfﬂSlOﬂS and

incorrect'iﬁforﬁation about several basxc psychometric concepts.

) Evén ﬁorebdisturhing is the finding that one of the items dealxng

w1th a fundamental interpretzve orlentation ylelded ﬁafé;éﬁaiaéé

for an 1ncorrect optzon than for the correct option. To the

t:he majority chose the response opt:.on, "underlymg capacity for

mental fﬁﬁétioﬁiﬁggﬁ in preference to "current level of intellec-

tual §é£fafaaﬁaé;“ ﬁrom_another angle, the sharp Lnterpretlve
, .
dlfferentiatxon between so-called achievement tests and so-called

mental abllity tests. that stiil pervades the school system con-?
trlbutes to the perpetuatlcn of ou*worn stereotypes about the
functions of testing. - | |

The acceptance of popular misconésptiéﬁs. 5s.ﬁéii as EhE

pauclty of . correct 1nformatlon about psychometrzc concepts, Is

especially noteworthy when we cons;der that the group of teachers
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,;partlclpatxng “in this study had a retatively high level of
educatlon, the Iargesthroportlon reportxng a Master's degrée
plus further graduate tralnlng.. They also had been exposed to
considerable speclalized tralnzng in testIng, the largest
proportxon had completed a graduate testlng.course, and a size-
~ able pfoporéionfhad-received various comblnatlons of in-service
training 5&& aéééémic courses in testing. Tt thus appears that -
the existrng téaiﬁiﬁg faciilties in the schoolsfof education |
-and 1n-servtce courses cannot be relxed upon to do the whole
ﬁob of preparrng teachers adequately for the proper interpre—
tation and use of test results.

It may. also be noted that test knowledge, as assessed by T

the Test Usage Inventory, ‘was. signiflcantly correlated with
;overall attitude toward standardlzed testing, as assessed by
the Test epinlon Inventory. While not large, this correlation
_shows a clearly establlshed tendency for teachersvwho are more
' knowledgeable about testlng concepts and Lnterpretatlons to
'.express more favorable attltudes toward testlng._

The black teachers in our sample, who also proved to be
the teachers with the largest number of black students, performed

more poorly on thé Test Usage Inventory ‘than dxd the total sample. -

: They aiso exhzblted a s:gnxficantly more cr:tzcal attitude tqward

_ testxng ‘on the Test 0prnxon Inventory, especxally in those iﬁéﬁé
\ -
.dealing with the applicatxonsqf test1ng to mlnorxty chlldren.

AN
N
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This more highly negative attitude may itself be associated
with their more frequent acceptance'of popular misconceptions:
' about tests. It may also reflect the misuses and misconceptions
they ﬁaéa'wifﬁaaaaa in;the interprétations others have attributed

teachers, as we;l as some -testing coordinators; called for ways

of improving teachers' knowledge about tests- Examples 1ncluded
> o

ﬁorksﬁoﬁs on testing, fuller explanations about the natﬁre and °

fﬁﬁétiéﬁs of §artiéuiar tasts;.ané more aias,ana guides to

'1nterpretation accompanylng test-score feedback.

-

Lack of time is a second major obstacle to the full and
' sffectivé ﬁéé:éf test scores by teachers. When some testing
coordinators expressed the opxnlon that teachers do ;_g make
use of test scores in their teaching, they were asked why thls
is so. The answer wae, in effect, that teachers already have-
v'too much to do. Test;ng and the avaiiabxlzty of test scores ;

merely add to the1r burdens. Insofar as thzs “ecndition prevalis,
the 1nformation prOV1ded by tests to their day-by—day classroom
actzv:ties. This is being done increasxngly in tka case of

diagnostxc achievement tests, through detailed response analyses

and associated instructlonal prescrlptlons provzded in the test
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manuals;. and Eﬁrough eiabsfaééa score reports. Also indicated
: *f/ﬂ is the need for pr:feSSionally trained personnel to bridge

the gap between test.results and their instructxonal implications

in individual cases. Some of the teachers suggestions for the

e ' provement of test utilization referred to additional pro- .

3

:fessionally trained persons in the schools ‘and to professronally '

;oriented and more knowledgeable publishers' representatives.

a third major problem surfaced in the course of our inter-
K . views with testing coordinators. Several respondents observed
% that genetic explanations of IndiVidual differences in test

performance are often encouraged by teachers organxzations,

Y

. school administrators, and individual teachers because they

“a explain away" school differences in’ mean scores and in rate

of progress over trme. Teachers certainly need protection

against improper and unsound accountabilxty procedures. Super-

-

ficxally, ig appears that mean test scores and méaeures of score

changes over time prov:de a readily accessrhle and objectxve

~ way of aeséssing~the effectiveness of teachers. Suchja procedure.
ﬁcWever; igﬁofés the powerful influence on student performance

and progress exerted by home and family, peer groups, arid the

;community at large. And it vgnores the contributxons of antece-

dent experience to the student s readxness to learn at any academic
- level. Actually, the proper use of student test performance as an
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index of &éééﬁﬁ&éiﬁfzy for é'vaiuating teachers, ﬁ’stfuétibhali

programs. or schools requires sophlstlcated experimental deslgns
)

:,'

1n order to establ:sh causal relatlons and to allocate effects
to the approprlate-variabies (McDonald, 1976)- -
Substituting a genetic' explanation in giaaé_af a proper
.understanding_of the_nodiflability of dé@éiéﬁéd aﬁilities is a
way of seeking'protectfon-from an unsound aaaaaaéasii§§§\§§aééiée
-by promulgatlng a fallacy. It isa fraglle defense, and one that,

creates other problems, such as the rejection of tests. If one,

i <

potentlal; then; when it is demonstrated-that scores reflect

individual differences in prlor experience -- as can certainly

bé donie == the tests are branded as invalid- and biased.

éééégicaiiy. parents are concerned about possible misuses of
tes;s, Whlch may 3eopard1ze their child's subsequent educatlonai
progress. This" concern was manifested in various ways in answers

to our questions; Parents expressed more satisfaction with achieve—

‘ment than with aﬁility tests; as did teachers. Thls reaction may
reveat Eﬁéii'é&éé 3aa§ﬁéﬁ£ in preferring the moré-forthright.

traditionally assoclated'with achlevement tests to those tradi—

tlonally assoczated w:th»ablllty tests;_ 35 one must live in the

19208, as some educators and even a few test constructors seem

o -
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to be doing, then indeed achievement tests are‘more acceptable

than are tests of académic a

potentxal,omental ability,
- ,

In ‘their evaluation o

ﬁtitude, intelligence, educational

or any other tests with squiShy labels.

. N

f i 'rent uses of tests, our group

of §arents evidenced thouqhtful discrimination rather than a

-

generalized positive or negative bias toward. testxng. For

, instance, the use of tests

|
for deciding which children should

receive additional Instruction was rated high. Testing to

identify gifted children and children With-learning disabilities

aiso received favorable me
: trackxng and their use in
"tended to be disapproved
The parents response
equally discrfminating. o
;yielded mean: responses ind

.a neutral attitude, 5 in - a

an ratings. %he ase of . tests for
S
influencing career decisions, however,

RN
~

-

s in the Test oPinion IXVegtory were “ﬁ.

f the 15 items in this inventory, 10 A ., )

icating a slgnificant deviation from

favorable, and 5§ in an unfavorable

PRAL

direction, In general, favorable attitudes were expressed by

strong rejection of extrem

of statements implyiﬁé §f6
indicated'objectionxto the
a recoéﬁition of the need

They aIso revealed a susp:

. w1th the more innocuous bu

e tegt criticxsms and strong acceptance '

pér test uses. The unfavorable reactxons

purely routine uge of test scores, and
for other data in reaching decisions.
E
cion of tests labeled "IQ"vand Ehose

t not. sufficiently reassuring "mental
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ability" label. - T &
Oﬁrvsﬁrvey aiso indicatedfthat these parént groups were

not; on/the whole 'well-lnformed about the way tesdts are actually_
1 ,
bexng used in their chlldren s schools. From a fourth to more <4

than a haif dxd not know whether or not tests wére used 1n
g 3

ﬁaﬁing various kinds of educatxonai dec1s1ons. ‘When ashed whether
Ithey approved of thezr child's berng;tested, the mean response
was on the favorable sxde of the scale. When asked about the
amount of testlng; the largest percentage expressed satIsfaction

w1th the current amount Among those who wanted more test:ng,
|

\the most frequent reason given was that it provzdes_feedback to
‘parents and foiiow:up information;; ft might be noted'that we
also heard practlcally the sameé statement from those testlng

coordinators who gave us ‘their lmpresslone about parents

attitﬁdes toward testing: ﬁﬁong the prlncipal reasons}glven
. I

by those parents who wanted less testing was that tests are used in
making unwarranted judgments and in iabeling children -- and
presumably this kind of label is attached with long-lasting glue:

~u) ' V1ew;ng parentai Lnformatlon from another angle, we explored-

the klnd of feedhack parents received about’ theﬁr chlldren s test

= /
performanEE. A 51zeab1e percentage reported qhey had not recelved

'testinéifeedback or were uncertain about Lt.lhmong those who had
received it, nearly half reported that they did so only after having
- o S ,

LS
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-aékéd for it. It is interesting to note that, on the Test
Opinlon Inventory, those Who had recexved 1nformatlon without
havzng to ask for 1t expressed a significantly more favorable
attitudé toward tests than d1d those who ﬁad to ask for it. |
The methods of transmxttal of the test—score information
varied consxderably. The more deslrable methods -- those pro- ‘

' v1ding some opportunity for dzscusslon or explanat:on - were the
most frequent,. Nevertheless, several routine and less communlca-
tive procedurEB were still followed all too‘often. This situatlon
was reflected in Eﬁe_parents comments about ways to make the
feedback more useful to tbem\\ The suggestions glven by nearty
all respondents centered‘on more explanatory feedback, 1ncluding
fa d:scussiop of the child's strengths and weaknesses, as well
as Informatlon about the nature and purpose of the test. ilso¥
recommended was the regular receipt of feedback without having

" ko request it. . |

Although the number of black parentsiin“ouf éeaéy was too

small sample are of interest in that they corroborate the,findings

of récént pollS‘(e.g., Gallup., 1979), as well as the views

expressed by many black educaclonal leaders: Essentlally, our

.-resuits suggest that these black parents were cognlzant of the

‘value of properly used standardized tests in furthering their
. , _ o - :

f

~
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children's educational progress and in Combating racial bias. .

on the whole, the flndlngs of our study 1nd1cate that

/..
be-met by~improved communlcatlon at two levels; f1rst, better

’ ) _ feedback about thexr chlldren s test reeults, and sécond, more -

dissemination of Information about the nature and functlons of
standardzzed tests. The reiatxveiy concerned and knowledgeable

parents who attend PTA meetlngs; from'whom our parent samples

were drawn, represen’t a. receptive audience for éoﬁiiﬁi;éatioﬁs
£

”about testlng. We draw this concluslon, not oniy from the re-—"""

sponses’ we recelved in our survey, but also from informal

111ustrated by InV1tations for a. return v1s1t by project staff
and by requests “that a c0py of our findlngs be sent to the local

board .of education.

. The School in a Soei
Some of the problems about test use, including the stubborn
and viable mlsconceptlons about the mean;ng of test scores, der;ve

- : in part from societal pressures. These pressures reflect the\fact
. . . : . ' \,
\ that schools are embedded in the larger society which includes
.. : e . .

'\ '~ government bureaucracies; the news media, teachers' associations,

- parent organzzatxons, aﬁd a muitlpllclty of speclal lnterest
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from ﬁaﬁy sources in our study, but théy were especially eVident
in the responses of the testing coordinators.

The pressures from different groups iﬁteract in complek ﬁiys;
For example, the~med1a'stir up and pubiicize ‘a controversy by
focusing on statements by a few, atypical writers, such as

: Arthur Jensen. To gIve the controversy more news value, they

- W—encourage the false impressmon that these are the vxewslgenerally
héld;ﬁy psychometricians and psychologists. With further dis- |
tortion and simplification, what emerges 1s the notIon that -
all intellxgence tests are designed to reveal underlyxng capacities
that are stable, enduring, and: unmodifiable throughout the Indivi- |
dual's life.spaﬁ; ?arénts.become.alarmed by these manifestty |
absurd ‘claims, which can so. readily be dxsproved Minority group
members. whose‘experxential‘background may differ in many ways .
£rom Ehaélaé the population on_ﬁhoﬁ the tests iéfe=standardized;

T Sééaaé éspecially concerned'iﬁout'the implications of using such

| _ﬁééihﬁiﬁé with these highly publicized misconceptions about .
ﬁhat mental aﬁility“tésts are supposed to do,\it is easy to deduce
most of the objectlons to testing that have been expressed. It

is also easy to deduce that the object:ons will be stronger on
the part of persons with atypical experientxal baékgrounds, stronger

against "mental ability" than against "achievement" tests, and

"
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stronger against standardized tests with national norms than
against locally constructed, nonnormative, or so-called criterion-
referenced tests.

Another éiaxﬁplé of intérre'.lated societal pressures was

test reSults and partly from other observations, people have
become aware of a general decl;ne‘in baszclskllls and other
aspects of academic achlevement. §ome try to hold eéa&ﬁéis' o
respons;ble for the fact that students do not learn as well as

" they ’ should. in an effort to- defend themselves: against this

accusatxon, some teachers and admmnlstrators, in turn, fall back

.“:

on a genetic expianatlon of slow learning, thereby acceptang the

Interpretatxon that the medla are both publlc121ng and attack;ng,
Such a defense on the part of teachers also introduces another

) miséonoeption, naaéiy that genetxcally derived éﬁafaéteristios
are. fixed and unmodifiable, while environmentaiiy derIved éﬁarac-
.tér1§t1C§ﬁaré.évanGQQEnt; temporary, and_readlly susceptlble to
brief and limited interventions. | o

Where does all tnls leave us with regard to the cr1t1c1sms

that have been. directed agalnst standardlzed,tests? First, 1n-umw‘mﬂ
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in.the schools, ‘the criticisms are justified This situation
’calis for the transmission of more and better information about

testing to school personnei. Second, even when tests are properly

t

ﬁsed, the prevailing negative attitudes toward tests ﬁay be

"

generalized to 1nclude all test uses. Prior experience with
real or aiieged misuses may lead to the assumption that tests
*ill‘he.éeneraily misused ‘to the’ detriment of children. in this

5case, more effective communications £rom schools to parents about

test uses with their own children should help to relieve some -

aniieties. The gituation w1ll also benefit from wider diesemina-

. tion of éenerayctesting knowledge to parent groups and to the
" general public.

he Role of Test publishers -

______—_————

The larger society in which the schools are embedded contiins

" test publishers. When our testing coordinators were asked where
they obtained the information they needed to make testing decisIons,
‘the large majority replied. ‘that they rely princ:pally on.informae :

tion provided by test publishers. Yet these same coordinators

expressed consistent dissatxsfaction and distrust regarding the
information they. received from thxs source. Several specific

;éxamples of these reactions were cited: in our summary of results

£rom the study of testing coordinators.r Ih ourﬂteacher_survey;”

more uSeful to them. For both achievement and ability tests, the‘ ;
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iost frequent responges pertalned to the Im;EOVement of feedback
from test publlshers. Spec;flc suggestlons 1ncluded faster re-—

turn of fest _scores; further breakdown of scores. and the use

- of sxmpler, clearer language 1n explanatlons d1rected to teachers,

-parents, and students. : oL
It must be borne in mind; of course, that both testing-coor-a
dinators'and teachers had baen exposed to personal and written

communicatzons from many different publlshers.'There is undoubtedly

' wide variaclon among test publzshers with regard ‘to the SpeCIflc

criticisms expressed by the particlpants in our study. . It should
also be recognlzed ‘that the reported comments Indlcate the per-

ceptions af the respnndents, rather than direct observatlon of

the sources of these perceptlons. But, of course, 1t is these

perceptions‘tﬁat iﬁfiﬁéﬁéa attitudes and béhaviora Troon

Wlth thse caveats, we must conclude that all test publlshers

could profitably reexamiﬁe their‘whole system of communication

‘with schools. 'i'nis includes written aaﬁﬁﬁiaaaaiis; ranging
from test-score reports to test manuals, brochures descrlblng

serv1ces and products. ~and special publ:cat:ons designed to

1mprove test users understanding of tests and the InterpretatIon
of test scores. It also xncludes personal communIcatIons in

conneo’ton with- 1nd1v;dual telephone calls and wrltuan Inquirles.

It certaxnly includes the tramnlng and orlentation of field i
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representatives. And It 1nc1udes the possibilxty of sponsoring

> - S
workshops on test 1nterpretat1on,~conducted for key school e

personnel by persons who are themselves adequately Informed.

_In the various parts of. this discussion, we have Iliustrated

‘how the findings of our study of teachers, testing coordimators,

and parents saggaft the communication hypothesis. Breakdowns

! -

'and inadequacies of communication may 1ead to misuses of tests,

as well as to- crxticisms of tests, both justified and unaustified.
And improved communication offers a promising means of meeting

these.problems.
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<
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Graduais School of Arts and Sciences ;

Lt

FOR E H A M UN l \"4 E R S lf Y Bronx,N.Y. 10438

Depanmént of Prychalosy e February 26, 1980

" Ms. aane Doc, Principat B
The. Exemplary Elementary School

15 Education Road, South
‘-shangrm-La. New York

\\<_ . . Dear ns:-Doez
\\ - I wantcd to write and teli you how pleaaant it was to
N meet with you on the fifteenth of this month. I contacted i
AN Mr. Blank yesterday and we plan to taik this coming Friday.

1 wanted to assure Dr. Zilch in writing that in no way _

. -will_any individuals in your school. _your school itzelf,

X the school district, town, county, etc:igger .be identified_
“, in any way. . You will have complete ‘anonymity. ©On the other

;'ﬁhand. .ve feel that when the. teachers complete th question—
: naires, they will find the questions. rcspopsive to their

' faetings and not at all directive. We assure you - “.that the

- data we collect may well have an. impact on the educational
_ commnnitf and that we will be able to give you some use-

.ful fegdggcg with respect to your own school. i look for- .

. " ward to: seeing you again on March 10 at '3:00 (or shortly '

- before 3 OO). ‘ . . -
\\ o hsincerely ycﬁié.- C

o . Rurt F. Geisinger, Ph.D.
,KFG/pm _ fu_' - Assistant Professor
) ' : Pro;ect Director
c.c. Dr. John Zildh




Graduats Schoo of Aws and Seiemcss .
, ﬁ O R BH A M U N I V-E ﬁ S IT Y Broms,N.V. 10438

Depanment of Pryeholory ... april 25, 1980

v ﬁr. John Roe ‘
) ' Assistant Director of Spec1al Educatlon

Utopxa County R .
Erewhon, ; New'York" S

Dear Dr. Roe=-5“

I would like thIs letter to coanrm our recent ﬁhone

conversation. We are conduct:ng a research project con-

.? cerning teachers' use of standardized tests; as well as

‘their attitudes toward these tests: I have talked with.
"Ms. Jane: Blank with ‘respect to surveying her teachers at

' a faculty meeting and she was quite amenable. In returm, ~
. we will provide ‘Ms.:Blank with feedback with reap&ct to
the responses of her faculty. \Also, I. promise you, . as
: I did her, thHat no merition of any of. the individuals in
« the study, of the schools. in question, or their location,

' proximate or general, will be made. I am happy to thank

“you for yohr cooperatlon in this meortant investlgation.'

Slncerely yours,

: L o Kart F. Geisinger, Ph.D.
' i Agsistant Professor '

KFG/pm - ' C Project. Dlrect
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N \\-, ﬂ;,,,,,
BACKGROUND,fNFGRMATION

InstructloRSf ‘Piease respond to ;he foiiowxng questlons, either by check--

ing the approprrate space or By wrltxng 1n the answer.

1. Sex: 'Malefe_f - . Female
2. Age: 20-29__ . 5059 e
: ' 30-39 . : 60 5 “P
40-497 \s
3. Ethnic group:
White (other than H;spanlc}re, : ﬁxspanlc R
Black - Oriental__ Amerlcan n Hlan

Other EpIease specxfy) T S S

4, Your present eduggt;gnal bafkground (check hlghest approprlate level):
~High' school + further training >~ - \ 4

”nggglgg s degree__ - ‘

Bacheior s degree +. graduate tralnlng , ,

. Master's. degreeeeeﬂ S -

Master's degree Earther graduaee traxnlng 5

Doctoral degree

i

3. Your tralnlng in educatlonal and/or - psychologlcal testiﬁé (check one

. or-moTre spaces): .

‘gGraduate level course____  In-service tralnxng
,:Undergraduate-level course —-— — No formal. tralnlng ' : .
6. Your current JOb title: - I T f:,,; '

_ 7,,7,{,,7 ’ . et . s [ o : R 3 -
7. Do you | wg;g directly w1th students?  Yes__ | ‘No..._..:

If yes, answer 8; 9; and 10 below: _ N SN

8;: Wlth what grade Ievel(ﬁ) of students do'¥6u work? S

©

9.. What. 1s the total number of, $tudents with whom you have ciassroom ot .

otheg professional. contact"\- R _ _

"19. Of theselfapproxlmately how many ate members of each 6f fﬁejfollowing'

ethnxc groups:. s
White (other than HIspanIc) Hlspanxcff”,
Black ——_ Oriental — Amerxcan I Hlan

Other (ﬁIease specify) . .
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TEST ACTIVITIES iwm—rony

*%PART I: ACHIEVEMENT TESTS**

Please c1rc197;hg frequency of your part1c1pat10n in your present capac1ty
in the activities listed below. Answer with|respect to standardized,
achievement; or subject matter tests. Standardized tests are unlform,
widely used tests as. distinguished frofi.tests fiade by tedachers.for use:

in their own classes. Achievement tests meas;re how well children have

learned subJect matter taught in school; examples include achxevement :
batteries; tests of basic skills in readlng or mathematics,; tests in

history, etc. Respond to each activity if you either perform the activ-
ity yourself or serve as a member of a commitize pe'r'i:'cn'mm'7 that activity.

Reﬂenb T, this part concerns achxevenan; tests; /ou will be asked ‘the

Act1V1tz :

. ' (Circile one activity)
Authorlze the introduction of " Regularily Occa51onally Never "
the testlng program in your school(s)‘

.Selecti;vtggg from several _ Regularly 6665§1onally "Néﬁé?\
tests fori-use at-your school(s) o: : L [
Coordlnate and manage the testlng Regularly Occasionally Never
program : : L
Decide on the continued employment Régularly Occhasionally Never
of the testing program at your .
school(s)

Oriefit students to take tests . Regularly Occasionally Never
Administer tests to students Regularly . Occasionally Never
 Receive the test séorés - Regularly Occasionally Never
Have access to these test scores Regularly Occasionaliy. Never
(when not received directly) - .
Use test scores in helping to ' Regularly Occasionally Never
hhdétstand students : T
Use test scores.in planning and Regularly Occasionally Never
adapting 1nstruct10n : :

}§§é7f§§§ 7%65é§ for grouplng o ~ Regularly Occasionally Never
.children for xnstructlonal—purposes \ ‘
Use test scores to evaluate perform-. - \Regularly Occasionaily Never -

ance (of individual:students, classes,

programs and instruction) Y

N N
Use test scores to identify chlldren Regularly Occasxonally,»;Nerr
with Spec1al needs \\ ; .
Counsel or 1nstruct,Studéntéjrégérd4 .ﬁegui‘riy " Occasionally’ Never
ing the meaning of their test scores N
. Contznue on-the next page . , 7)//

150 /N
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Activity | - o : . Erequency

Explain the meaning of these test . Regularly . Occasionally  Never
scores to parents or to teachers or ! - )

other school personnel '

Jse the test scores in some other - - Regularly Occasionally . Never

manner (please specify below)

1. In general, how useful have you found standardizel achievement tests in

your work? - Circle the number which corresponds to your evaluation of
their usefulness ' . '
Not at all Mildly | Moders .ely Quite Righly

Useful Useful - ; Uzerul Useful " Useful
1 "2 3 - 4’ 5 6 7 8 9

2;“Wﬁétd¢duid be done to ﬁ£k§ these tests more useful to you? : .

—

v
; _— — o
3. please name oné or more specific examples of standardized subject

' matter [tests with which you have recently been involved.
o o

R \ j ." B | _
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- TEST AGTIVITIES INVENTORY
| ®%PART II: MENTAL,ABILITY TESTS**

Part II of thls 1nventory deals with the standardlzed méntal abllltg tests
Mental ability tests are.often referred to as tests of intelligence, .

" general aptitude, academic potential, or school readiness: The questions

below are the same as those you answered in PART I. Please circle the-

frequency of your participation in your present capacity in the activi-
ties listed below.; Respond to each activity if you either perform the’

activity yourself or serve as a member of a comn1tte= perfornzng that

.activity.

Activity St L L 777£regueg§§ L

. : : ) (Glrcie one for each activity)
~Authorize the introduction Of thé Regularly Occasionally Never

. Seiect a test from severai o ‘ C Régularly Occasionally = Néver

ing program

Coordinate and manage the test- Regularly - Occasionally  Never

Decide on thé contlnued employment °  Regularly Occasionally Never
of the testing:program at your

school(s) 7 o : ‘
' Orient students to take tests Regularly - Occasionally: Never
‘Administer tests to studemts . ‘Regularly Occasionally Never
Receivé the tést 5cores ; Regularly Occasionally Never
Have7agge5§7§gfthe5§7§est scores Regularly  Occasionally  Never
(when not received directly) o S : . ‘
Use test scores in helping to : Regularly - Occasionally  Never
understand students ! ‘ - :
Yse test scores in plannlng and ' Regularly Occasionally Never
adapting 1nstruct10n N\
. ' B ' \ . o
‘ Use Eééf scores for groupxng ’ Regﬁlarly\\ Occasionally  Never
\chlldren for instructional purposes" o \\
Use test scores to evaluate perform- Regularly écsesionaliy Never
ance (of individual students, _ N o
;ciasses, programs, and 1nstruct10n) o \\
‘Use. test scores to 1dent1fy . ; Regularly | Occasionaiiy Never
children with special needs ’ . N o
‘ . : AN
<
N
Continue on next page ' ’ ™~

\\. I B : 15;2‘
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Activity - e Frequency

Counsel or instruct students . T Regularly Occasionally  Never
regarding the meaning of their ’ : : :

test scores :

Explain the ﬁééﬁing-ﬁf these test = Regularly Occasionally Never

-

scores to parents or to teachers or
other school personnel * - . ' 7
Use the test scores in some other Regularly Occasipnally Never

.~ manner (please specify below)

1. In §éﬁeréi;,hdﬁ”usgfg17§§V§_iBﬁfféﬁnd,standardigéé ﬁéﬁféi.aﬁiiity,tests'
in your work? Circle the number which corresponds to your evaluation
of their usefulness. _ . _

Not at all Mildly  Moderately qQuite  Highly
" Useful ‘ Useful Useful Useful Useful
1 ‘2 3 &4 5 6. 7 - 8 9

<

2. What could be done to make these tests more useful to you?

—
K
3
e '
- o S

3. Please name .one OT morébspggifiéﬂéiiﬁﬁiéS“of standardized mental
" ability tests with which you have recently been involved.
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ﬁs__éi d?iﬁiéi\i INVENTORY -

Please circle the number whlch corresponds to the extent to which you .
agree or dlsagree with the statements below -

Strongly L Strongly
Disagree _ 2 Agree

In ' Giving mental ability
: ("intelligence'") .tests ) '
would improve the effective- i . e - S
. ness of instruction, : 1 -2 3 4 - 5§ 6 7 8 9

2. The attempt to ‘measure human
: behavior (i.e. attitudes,

achievement, aptitude, per- _

sonality, etc.) is an insult . L o , . - .

to. human dlgnlty o 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8§ 9 .
3. In &&ﬁiffiﬁé EEﬁ&éﬁEE, | ' ' '

colleges should g;ve ‘more

_v1ews “than to test scores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8. 9
4.. Testing is too widespread - 3 S o
in our 56Ciét}? . . 1 2 3 4 S . 6 7 8 9

5. "I.Q." tests are quite help-
decisions about students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

6. Tests designed ‘to predict how

" well children will do in -

school tend to underestimate . -

the school achievement of R . : L ] _ }
mlnorlty children. 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 8 9

7. Sggrgs on standard:zed read-

ing tests are an important S - : . - :
% . aid to teachers. ] 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

8. Most achievement tests. assess
mainly rote memory for unim-
portant details rather than L ) o
true unders tandxng. 1 2 3 4

w
=)
~
o
w

9. .TestS can assess 1mpartiaiiy
a child's knowledge and re-

veai talent, because they are

not affected by the child's

- appearance, clothing, or N ) ) . ) ) _ o
manners. 1 2 '3 4 5 6 7 8 9

- ¢

o b
(W14
M
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12.

iB;

" 14.

15.

"step in planning remgdiai

144-

Strongly
' Disagree
Tests help to_identify |
specific cultural handi- _
caps-as a_necessary first.

action.

- Most tests of '‘mental" or

Wscholastic" ability have

been built in such a way _

_as to discriminate against -

minority children. . . 1 2
The educational system would
be better off if all stand- _
ardized testing were elimi— ) )

Standardized tests with - |
national norms are undesir-:
aplé,EQQQBSQ;they encourage
comparison and competition _

- with .others instead of focus-

ing on the improvement of : -

.one's -own performance. - 1 2

There are So many abilities

and chatacteristics relevant

to_school performance that. ... v

assessing only one or two of

these characteristics does . ]
more harm than goo&;‘_ 1 <2
When properly used, tests cam
serve an important function in -
preventing irreélevant and un-. -
fair discrimination.- - 1 2

.Y
.
i

. W

“t

Strongly
. Agree

g8 9

8 9

8 9

8 9

8 9

8 9
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Test Usage Inventory

InsiiﬁciioﬁsiwrThéi@ﬁestionsibeiow*are concerned,With how test scores
are actually used and interpreted in dealing with schoolchildren.

Please respond to every question by circling your preferred answer.

If for any guestlon you are not sure whlch answer to. choose, p1ease

c1rc1e"e"(Bon t Know):

1. On a certain test, it was found that a child's score is likely

to change by a few points when the child is retested at differ-
ent times or with different forms of the test. - The best way to
handle this situation is to: _ __.
a. retest and report the second score.

retest and report_the higher score: )

.test once and report a llxely range. for each child.
ignore. the test because it is unreliable and cannot be
: trusted : , ' :

‘e. Don't Know

AN O

2.. Sally, a: fourth -grade Chlldl earned a score of 98 on a natlon-

ally- -standardized, mental. aptitude test. What IS the best
interpretation_of this score?
a. Sally completed ‘nearly all items correctly

b. Sally is approximately average in general 1nte111gence

c. Sally has the. capacity currently to perform far beyond

} the typlcal fourth- -grade level.

d. Sally S Score is meaningless until we know the test norms.
e. Don't Know

.3... A school district has deVeloped a cr1terlon referenced reading
' test. Which of the following would best represent the fact
“that the test is valuable?

a:. 'The test-retest reliability of the test is h1gh -

b. A vast majority of the students pass the test.
c. A significant portion of the students fail the test.
d. The test accurately refiects readlng competence. R
e. Don t Know -

4. Grade equlvaient test scores can best be descrxbed as:

a. scores which assign a letter grade (A; B; C, D F) to the
-~ child's performance. =~ - . .
b. scores which correspond to 1etter grades earned in. school.

'c. scores which compare 1nd1V1dua1 test scores to norms for
. each grade.
. d. scores whlch are based on the school grade in which the
o chrld is currently enrolled.
e. ﬁon t Know

5. on a '100- 1tem aptitude test, the average number correct for 16-

year olds is 85. The number 85 can be best designated as a:
mode ! .

norm

standard score.

percentile score
-Don't Know

mnuvmﬁ
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6. A student is not achieving well in school. ~She is given an . ,
ipterligéﬁCéigesgfggd earns an extremely high IQ._ Which of the-
following best describes your interpretation of the situation . N
‘and your possible actions? _ °~ - e S
a. Theré,is.prébab;y-ggmgthing_Wféng with the intelligence test
- and she should be given another test. ~ ._ . S
b. She is an underachiever. Her high aptitude- should be dis-
B cussed with her and she should be urged to wWwork harder.
¢. More information about her should be gathered in the attempt
. to understand why _.she is not -achieving'well. .
'd. She probably has an.émotional problem and should be referred
B to a -school psychologist. o ' '
e. Don't Know SR . >
7. of ;hgwfolloﬁinérﬁéﬁsutgs[;gg;;h would you consider most useful
' to .assess the reading readiness of a first-grade child? ]
.a. a culture-free test thkat reveals innate ability undffected
) by past experiemce . . - B - : -
b. a test ofﬂﬁféttical;pggbng;soiving S
c. a test covering prerequisite skills identified through an
. analysis of the reading process .
d. a test of basic attitudes and motivation
e. Don't Know
8. If 30 pércgg;ﬁof,black children reach or exceed the median of
white children on an ifitelligence test,; the chance out: of 100-
that a black child picked at random will score . at or above the
yﬁité,median is: S ' o
a. 15. ’
b. 30.
c. 50.
d. 70.
e. Don't Know
9. In standardized ability tests; norms are most often established
by: . . B o T
a. testing a representative group. '
- b. conducting controlled experiments. . . -
. c. applying psychological theory.
d. obtaining consensus of experts.
e. Don't Know '
10. If an intellectual difficulty can be attributed to environmental
handicaps in a child's background, this difficulty: .
" a. . should be discounted because it is not part of his true nature.
b. should be reflected in test scores SO that remedial procedures
~~ may be applied. o S
should not_affect the child's score on a properly constructed
culture-fair_ test, _ : L L . o
- R . will be outgrown after the child is placed in a normal school
- T ' "environment. : o ,

e. Don't Know

| -
Wi
\} i
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11. Standard scores can be nost accurately described as test scores:

’ . a. obtained under standard testing conditions.

b. obtained with standardized tests.

c. evaluated in terms’of an obaectlve standard.
d. expressed in terms of standard dev1at10n un1ts.

e. Don't Know -

12. In general, what do mental ab111ty tests measure? .

_ a. current level of inteilectual performance e
' b. test-taking abilities and skills -
' c. underlying capacity for merital functioning

d. the speed of manipulatimg abstract concepts

.e; Bon t Know L _ _ v .

13. If Debbx receives a percentlle score of 70 on a standardized

achievement test, . thch of the foiiowxng conciusxons is more
tikely to be true?_

2. She answered 70% of the 1tems corréctly. .

b. - Her performance was clearly better than average.

c. Her performance was clearly poorer than average.
d. Her performance was just about average. :
e. Don't Know .

14. The term "re11ab111ty" refers primarily to wh1 of the follow-
, L . ing characteristics of test scores? '
) .. a. con51stency
' b. objectivity
c. accuracy.
d. variability _
e. Don't Knﬁw .

15. If a boy earned a grade equlvalent score of 3.5 on a readlng
test; it means that:_
a. he reads about average for ch;ldrenfof his age.

""b. he had. three questions correct an& one partially correct.

! c. his performance rates.a B+.
d. :her.reads about as well as an average m1d -year third- grader.

e Don t Know

158
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Strongly . Strongly -

Disagree Agree

o

10. TéEfégﬁélﬁ'tQ;ideniifi,
specific cultural handi-.

caps as a necessary first
step in planning remedial -

action.

11. Most tests of "mental or
- ‘"scholastic" ability have . o
been built in such a way ’ . .

T as to discriminate against , L : :
minority children. 0 1 zo3 -4 5 60T

oo
(Ve I

T12. Iheiedﬁéatidﬁél,syste@,wouia
be better off if all stand- :
ardized testing were elimi- . ; [ . -
nated: : ' ' i 2 ‘3 4 s 6 7 8 9

13. Standardized tests with
national norms are undesir-
able because they encourage

comparison and competition _

-q;;hwéiﬁéfs,iﬁgteagfgf focus -
ing on the improvement of D -
one's ‘own performance. , .1 2 3 4 5° 6 7 8 9

14. There are so many 2bilities
" and characteristics relevant
. to school performance. that
assessing only ome or two of
" l..eS€ characteristics does . - L . L ]
more harm than good. . 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 '8 9
15. When properly used, tests can_ .
serve an important function imn g
p;eventiﬁg,irrélgvgnt and un- . = _ . . = - )
fair discrimination. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8
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APPENDIX C :

"

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR TESTING COORDINATORS




:isb_
A *

interview Schedule for Testing Coordinators
. r
,Intro&ﬁctog%,oiientatféh ~ Statement:  Explain_that we are interested
in finding out, (1) what their testing program is, (2) why it has
. been developed the way it was and. how he/she makes decisions ,
| relétéd,té,iﬁ?'teStiﬁg;prqg;a@;,(3) how tests are used in the *
. school éistriét;"andWCE}fhow;héishé-rglatgs to and receiwes infor-
~mation from ﬁéqple;gutsidé the district (e:g. test -publishers,
research centers, the state and federal governments) - Explain’
that the overall goal df;ghis'reééérch;gffort,is to describe

%chool test programs. Remiﬁd,him[herfthat'neithérwh§1§he nor ;hé
S

chool district will be identified. Entertain questions.

\
A
.

pescription of the "td”raﬁ:,75527ﬁiﬁ7ﬁét,tgf&gs§fiﬁé’théit,t@Siiié
program. (What grade levels are tested with what tests?) What
other esting .goes on_in the district (e.g.» by guidance .coun-
selorg,7§ghgpiipsycholg§;§ts; the sté;é,fg;g;)? What are his/-
"her relationships to these'perSonngl/organizations?
. \
— - N \
\\\ V
e N,
1 .
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The Rationale of the Program: Ask for what purpose each test in
this program is being given (e:.g:, Title I evaluation, evalua-
tion of teachers, evaluation of students' progress, ability
grouping, etc.) » . !
Grouping of Children: Query the coordinator as to whether their.
district groups children. If so, to what extent are test
scores used in this decision? What other information is used
in conjunction with the test scores (e.g., parents’, teachers’',
or counselors' comments)? . . ' : '
2
i‘ ‘\
fo
i
; R T N SR
/ Teachers' Use of Test Scores.:” Do the teachers directly{receive the:
‘ —test scores. ot their students? If not, do they haye access to
them? : : ' ‘
‘ i
, - o . , [ B .
if so, in what ways do they think the teachers use the scores? -
In general, what is the ccordinator's.impression of the quality
. of decision making by teachers? Does he/she feel teachers are
"~ able to use tests for the benefit of instructlon?/ :
i . . N El
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@f'ghéfgﬁi555és'df,téitsﬁii"iﬁé:tddrdinagogﬁiﬁ&ié? Is he/she aware
-of any,flagrantfyiqlations which may have received considerable

- attention ‘(or, at leas’t, have come to his/her attention)?

In general, do teachers believe scores are changeable? oss~

thal effect?

-

the coordinator believe in the «validity of the so-called Rosen-

1

-

scores, first make certain he/she knows What we are talking *

1f the coordinator states thétwteaéhéié_gﬁ not use tests/test
§b925;(9§§«;‘éroqpinzfgbixdsen within the classroom; adapting
instruction, making individual educational plans for children) .

Second,; if;hezshe,éfiil'maintéins,the test scores are not.used,

.ask him/her why the teachers do not use the—test scores.

.2

v .

L

|
S 717' o . - S Cr g
In general,; what is their impression of the teachers' opinions

about testing? Of the administrators' attitudes? Of the
o : parents' attitudes? How would the coordindator compare his/her
\ attitudes with those of these other groups? ‘

¥,

X
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. The Role of the Coordinator: To what extent is he/she an autonomous

decision maker? (Illustrate decisions as his/her choice of

‘tests, orienting the program, etc.).

Who éise is chiefly/partially involved in making decisions?

As a decision-case in point, if they have changed tests in the .
past five years, for what reasons- did they make. the change

and who was involved in the decision?,

o

To what. extent is he/she encumbered by financial considerations?
If he/she had more money; .what would he/she do&with it?

What information does he/she use in making testing decisions

(e:g:, Buros, information from test publishers, consultants)?

Where does he/she get this information?

I~
-
T4




i o ) . o
-154=- '

! .

i

b L. {
. ' -

b,
: |
P | ) . o e Y o
How wdﬁldfheZshe,evaluateighg_gsefuiness,andfgggrquaiity of \he
kinformation.h.e/'shé receives from test publishers? ‘
X ’ : L . IR , (/7‘

The Future of Testing 'im the Schools: What changes.in testing does/
he/she expect toisqé-lﬁ,iﬁe future (e.g., a decline in the use_

. _of ability teStS% an increase:in criterion—referenced testing)?
: S )
: . K . / , F
¢ S, . N 47'/

,~ What (informationm, products,. seryices) would he/she like to
receive from test publishers that he/she is not curre tly

‘Treceiving? e
‘ /
. /
| /
j
. j
1 j
' /
[ R - /
How does he/she feel tests should be changed? /
. i . - T ’!
/ | X .
. A
. :
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- Parent Survey

. This questionnaire was designed so that we might learn about parents'
experiences with standardized testing in_the schools and their opinions
about such testing. Please read carefully each question, as well as
the directions. If anything is not clear, do not hesitate to ask- for
assistance. e T e - : ,

Answer the questions on this page éither by checking the appropriate -

space or by writing in. the answer. When you have finished this page, con-

tinue with the rest\of the questionnaire.

éii Sex: Male_ f”Xf ' . fémﬁie,ﬁw,

N 40-49 - 60 § up

(2) Age: 20-29
© soese_ N\ ., 50-89

(3) Ethnic backgroumd: \ |
| White (othe? thas Hispanic) o Hispanic

- Black_ Oriental__ ) American Indian_

6;her (please specify) | L -

(4) ‘How many of your childPen attend school? ._ L

What are their ages? . . .. ‘ [ L

(5) Haw‘aaﬁj'af your children attend public SChOOL18% . eeeececoanan
How many of your children attend parochial schoolsf...acieeee____
How many of your children attend other kinds -of private

.schoois?........;;; ..... T R E E R R KR -
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Attitudes Regarding Achievement and Mental Ability Tests

a

We are trzlng tc. f1nd out what parents think about the use of

standardized achievement and mental ability tests for schoéolchil-
dren. Achievement tests measure how well children have learned
subject matter taught in school; ekxamples include achievement bat-
. teries and tests of specific subjects such as reading, math, and

social studies. In contrast, mental ability tests can be illustrated
by. intelligence “tests and tests of schoiastic aptitude.

1. On the scale below, circle the number which best indicates how
; you feel about the use of achievement tests for schoolchildren:

strongly S . : SEIQQEIY
disapprove ' neutral , approve
1. 2z 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2. On thi: scale, c1rc1e the one number which best indicates how

yoiz fenl about the use of mental abxixtzAtests for schooichxldren.

_strongly I - strongly
disapprove - neutral o approve
1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

items 3 ii d?scribe poﬂ:LﬁiF iin&s of decisions that might Be made'
about children on the basz%r of their achievement or mental ability

test scores. For each item, circle the number on the scale which

dndicates how you feel about the use of test scores in making such
dec151ons. , .

3.  Make tracking decisions (for example, assigning children to -
fast or slow classes, acadenic or vocational curricula) on the
basis of achiesvement test scores. :

strongly S _strongly
disapprove , ' neutral , approve
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9

o

4, Make tracklng decisions on the basis of mental ablllty test scores.

| strongiy : - \ S stggggly
dlsapprove . neutral : approve
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

>

165
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§. Give extra lnstructxon in some subJect area as a result. of

achlevement test sccres.

- strongly L . strongly
disapprove o neutral T approve

.. 1 2z 3 & 5 6 7 8 9

6. Give extra 1nstruct10n in some subJect area as a result of

mental ability test scores.

. stromgly = S strongly
- disapprove . . neutral 7 approve .

1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 9

7. Influence children's career plans on the basis of achievement
test scores. -

stromgly =~ I strongly
disapprove _ neutral approve

1 2 3 s s & 7 s 9
8. Influence children's career plans on the basis of mental ability
. test scores. L .

strongly . ‘ o . strongly
disapprove : neutral o approve’
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Fal

9. Identify Intellectually ngted chlldren on the-ba515 of aeh;evement

test scores. . -

strongly X ' T o ' strongly

disapprove . neutral approve -
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10. 1Identify intellectually gifted children on the basis of
mental ability test scores. . ' ,

strongly o , : strongly
disapprove . - mneutral » approve

10a
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11. ’Identlfy chlldren w1th learning dlsaﬁxlltxes on the bas:s of
achievement test scores. A

_strongly o . strongly
disapprove oo ‘ neutral : K approve
1.2 3 & s & 1 8§ s

12. Identify. ch;ldren with learning disabi 1ct1es on the ba31s of
- mental ability test ‘scores.

strongly e ' strongly
disapprove ‘ neutral - : approve
1 2 3 a4 s 6 7 8 9
KR li. Are either achievement or mental ab111ty tests actually belng

‘used in your child's s¢hool to make any of the following deci--

sions? For each decision listed below, check one of the three

spaces in the achievement test column and one of the three spaces

in the mental ablllty test column. . . .

' Achievement Tests Mental Ablllty Tests
L L Don't . Don't
Decision ' - . - Yes No Know .. Yes ‘No Know

Make tracking decisions __ _. __ o |

G1ve extra 1nstruct10n
1n some subJect area

Influence chlldren-s

'I&ent:fy gtfted chxldren
Identify children with I .

learning disabilities

14. Bo you belxeve other klnds of dec151ons are_ made about school-
children on the basis of their achievement test scores? . If so,
pledse give one or two examples and express your opinion about
them. - ‘ : . : :

-

e
>

1 e
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15. Do you believe 5ther kinds of decisions are made about school-

‘children on the basis of their mental ability test scores? If .

. so, please-give one or.twoip;ampies and express your opinion
about them. . .

16. -On this scale, circle the number. which best indicates how you

feel about your children being given an. achievement test in

. schaot. - |
strongly’ . o strongly

disapprove . neutral : approve

i A 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9

feel about your children being given a mental ability test in

17. Using this scale; circle the number which best jndicates how you.

school:.

' strongly

: _strongly ) o
disapprove neutral ) approve
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ . 9.
18. Would you prefer that your children receive either more or 1ess. |
" achievement testing in school? - '
' | atistied with o
More - . Less - present amount - Not sure_.

Why do you feel fhié‘iiY?.i L L I
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. 19. -Would you prefer "that your children receive either more or less
- mental ability testing in school? _ - .

* Satisfied with

present amount___ Not sure__

More =... - Less

-

Why do you feel this way?

20. Have you'rece1ved any 1n£ormat1cn about-t@gfperfurmance of your

children on standardized achievement or menrai,abllzty tests
given in school’ ' ,

YES - No,
' Achievement tests | S
Méﬁi&i‘Aﬁiiiii Eééi§ ‘ o ' '

If ycu have received 1nfﬁrmat10n, answer guestlans 21 through 24 fif

you have received information on more than one occasion, answer w1tﬁ
respect to the most recent 1nformat10n you have received.)

21. Did you have to ask for the information from a teacher or. other:
' .school off1c1a1 or d1d your recelve it without asking?

“

7 "HAD TO ASK WITHOUT ASKING
Achievement tests ' L ' o .

Mental Ability tests o
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2. How was the information given to you? please check the statement

“' ~ or statements which best describe how you received the information

for each type of test. . o
| . ACHIEVEMENT  MENTAL ABILITY
TESTS: ‘ TESTS

In an individual conference with “
a tedcher....ciicivesnissccannnns o

_In an individual:conference with '

‘' another school officialicivscses o :

'In a group meeting Of parents -
with someone from the school.... . - ]
In a letter from a teacher...... - |
In a letter from another s&hool ‘ o
official...iceieccccacaissaccscs L

' In a test: score report without :
explanatidﬂ,......;.;;;;;:;:;;;{ —
In a test score report with
explanation.......coceeeneenanes : e —
In a_spoken message from the T -
teacher delivered by your child. . —

C " In an informal conversation with

your child.ccicccriiacancecccnne _

“* In some otheér way (please speci-
fy below) ... cicdecaericssaennane i

e



24.

25.

26.

27.

:/z

/

Clrcle ;he number below that best 1nd1cates Ecw useful vt

© e
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/the achlevement test 1nformat10n.

compietely
useless

‘ i

Circle the

the mentai

completely'

--useless:

.6

.7'1

What do you believe the
better 1nform you abou*

fairly T
: . useful
2 3 4 5 € 7 8 2
number below that best 1nd1cates how u-a-éi v:u found
abxilty test 1nfurma*1on.
falrly extreMély'
‘useful uss el
2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9

|
1

might have done to

performance?

school or teacher
wour child's test

| o .

Circle the
‘experience
‘quite
harmful = |
. i
Circle the
experience

harmful

1

___

ki

numb 3T below that hest indicates the effect that the
of taking achievement tests has on your child.

-  Jgo . . quite
. effect - Lo helpfuil
2 3 4 57T 7é U7 8 9 ..

number beldw,that best 1nd1cates ‘the effect that the

of taklng mental ability tests has on your, child. =

no . - quite
7 effect . ; helpful
2 3 4j 5 6. 7 B9

The flnal sectlon of thls survey is concerned with your general

oplnlons about testing.
questionnalre.

Turn to page 2 and camplete the
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T __ weight to persomal inter- R

5. #i.Q." tests are quite help- : S .

\ S . TEST OPINION INVENTORY

Please circle the number which corresponds to the extent to which you

agree or disagree with the statements below.
VT T o - — e Stron '
AU - T Stromgly S Strongly

v Lo . Disagree 2. " Agree

i .,\ o _ e 77777777.,’_.;
1. ! Giving mental ability °

would improve the.effective- . _ L RS B
ess of instruction. . 1.2 3. 4 5.6 7 8 9

2. The attempt to measure human -
behavior (i-e. attitudes,
achievement, aptitude, per- :

sonality; etc.) .is an imsult IR N

to \human dignity. S 1 -2

W
&
(%,

Qv
~
w®
(1o}

3. -in admitting students, R
‘ colieges should give more. ‘

[ V-]

views than to test scores. 1 2 3 4 s 6 71 &

4. Téétigg is too widespread o 71 ~
- in our society. SRS

) S e
‘ful in| making instructional L ] 7 I
.dé;igiﬁns;abcuf students. i 2 '3-4--5 6 7 8 9

6. Tests designed to’predict how
' "well children will do in
school tend to underestimate’ S S : .
the school achievement of e IR . _
minority| children. r 2 3 & )

[«,]]
T
[ -]
(1]

7. Séoresdé standardized read- 3 | | P
ing tests are an.important ) o - S
- aid to teachers. . 12 3 4 S : |

o
By
2 -]
w0

8. Most achievement tests assess o

mainly rote memory for umim-: -

portant details rather than. R , ; ] L
- true. understanding. - 1 2, 3 4 5§ "6 7 8 9.
9. Tests can assess impartially - |
gwghii&!sjk@dﬁlédgg”agg;gef i
° | veal talent, because they are : L - '
‘ / not affected by the child's: = ' - !

' appearance, clothing, or "

(<1
<
]
-3

‘

manners. - . T 3 2 3 4 5



-165-

szggglz _ Stggggly
" Disagree 2 Agree
10. Tests help to identify
. specific cultural handi- :
caps as a necessary first ) ' ;
step in planning remedial - - T } B _ ~ _
action. : _ - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
11.. MoSt tests of "mental'" or : ST ' =
"scholastic' ability have - - '
been built in such a way . - .
. as_to_ discriminate against - P 7 - o B
mInorIty chxidren. -1 2 35 4 5 - 6 7 8 9

12. The educational system would -
~be better off if all stand-

T VR 2 _Y¥ae < Los & wOSEX -

ardIzed testing were elimi- o : . . S

s 13, Standardlzed tests w1th )

national norms are undesir-

-able because they encourage -
. comparison and compétition

with others instead of focus-

" ing on ‘the improvement of

one s. own perfafﬁiiéé. ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9

- 14. There are so many ab111t1es > . , .
' and characteristics relevant i ‘ R

to school performance that ‘ '

assessing only one or two of o

. these characteristics does - I ) - B o

: m’or’e’harm than good. - , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, 8 S

15. When properly used,; tests can :

| serve an important function in
) ,'x_grevent1n37;;;§;§yant and un- ) ) L -
- faiz uﬁscr1m;nat1on. 1 2 3 4 .5 6 -7 8 9

bt
g
o

sy .
3
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