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/ . I. INTRODUCTION 3
. ’ . S ' .
L ’ . ) i - < 3
L Issues of campetency and accountability daninate the tone of fife in the

United States. Fram the Presiden{\n othie Oval Office to the teacher in the
rural schoolhouse cane the same questions: What have we accanpl i shed? Where
have we failed? Why have ‘our results been less than we planned? Who s -

7 ~respgnsible for our degrees of accanpl i shment or fa\ilure? Can we change the
. ‘ ‘ . ) ~
situation for the better? How can we tell if we actually aré making improve-

-

ments? What are we trying to accamplish, anyway? s

! — - b e T T T

. —= -

- Nowhere are these questions being a'nsked more earnestly than by those who

focus on” public school education in" the United States. They are asked on
1]

National Teacher Examinations (NTE), Sch&lastic Aptitute Tests (SAT), state~
: . \ N
’ created tests of -teachers and students, within teacher certification and

Y

eval\yatlon procedures, and tﬁrougp the use of myriad other measures and

-

. canbinations of measures. The questions are always there —— who is account~
& . .
. able? for what is s/he accountable? who is ccmpetent?q in what skills is s/he

canpetent?. .

. . . X )
- " Faced with taxpayers' revolts, increased interest in private school educa-
. -

tion, and the ri‘sing anger of stwénts and parents who fee!l they haven't

. recej.ved their due, public schools are finding themselves anxious to respond to \
. Yy .
.o questigns of canpetency and accountability in a sensible, thoughtful, and

accuate way. Their need to make a reasoned analysis of the problems is,
/ .

however, often in conflfct with pwllic pressure. Ffr exanple, a recent
Newsweek pol! conducted by the GpJQLOrganriition shows that 89% of those

i ~

P ; surveyed believe that "teachérs should be required to pass a campetency test
2 . o / ° -

;“ before they are hired." (Newsweek, April 27, 1981, p. 79) Of course, it is

- .

‘ )
. left to others to detemine what a.° vaJid teacher campetency test might be.

E3




The fothers™ that most often have to solve the teacher campetencies

i ‘ . .
L) A . ’

dilevma, as well” as ‘the student accountability puzzle, are the employees of

v ? - N . . "
. state education agencies. Because the state education agency (SEA) generally

concerns itself with teacher certification, school accredi'tation, and

L .

’ accountabiiDtY standards, it must seek and test solutions to co'npetency and

accomtabiiity probicns while being sensitive to pubiic demands and Iegislative
i

imperatives —- " not an_enviable position.

) The Regional Planning and Service Pro]ect (RPSP) of the Southwest Educa-ﬂ

e - —————tlonai" ‘Devel opment Laborato‘ry (SEDL) has had a continulng interest in the
y
progress of its client state education agencies‘ toward workable canpetency and
. !

accountability policies and procedures., Since 1978, the project has been
. P A ' L '"
e instrumental in bringing its ‘six SEAs! together to discuss issues and share

ideas with each other and with noted national advisors in the areas of conpe-

tency and accountability in education in the .U.S. The Invitational Symposium

" on Issues of Competency and Accountability, held May [13-14, 1981, marked the

- third time in three years that these thorny problcms have been taken up for
-~ % ,
disgussion by RPSP mernbers,2 and such frequency is certainly an. ind'icatibn,of

their importance to the region's educational polic)make‘rs. . This docunent,

Proceedings of an Invitatlonal Symposium on [lssues of Competency an

~

' Accountabiiitx, May 13-.14, 1981, suvmarizes the‘(discussions and presentations.

of six SEA representatives, thxee national advisors, RPSP staff and other

. - participants (see Appendix B) over an intense eight\h%n‘r period.

. | Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, Oklahoma, ard Texas

2 Issues in Minimum Competency Testing and Conpetency’-Baged' Education, the
proceedings of an invitational symposiun held in February;, 1978 in New
Orleans, Louisiana, and Issues in Educational’ Accountability, report of a
synposiun in ﬂAugust of that year in Oklahoma~ City, Oklahoma are -ajso

M available. i \ -

Cd

o’




- The three advisors were:
b . a

Elaine Lindheim, Director of Test Development at Instructional
Objectives Exchange in Culver City, Californja, works on
crdterion-referenced measwes of student campétency and ways to use
such measures as a positive force to improve instruction. She has
worked with local school districts in California and in Detroit to
"custanize" instructional materiats and criterion-referenced measures
and wi th the states of Texas, Virginia, South Carolina, Maryland, New
Hampshire and Connecticut on the practical impiementation of state or
local mandates. -

.

L
As Senior Research Psychologist and-Chatrman of “the Téacher Behavior
Research Group at Educational ,Testing Service, Fred McDonald works
extensively on models for assessing competency using student tests.
He relates this work to basic policy issues Such as measwr ing teacher
effectiveness and Improving teacher : eduation. Dr. McDonald also
serves as Director of Accountdbility Research in New York City and
Chaiman of the Drafting Cammittee of the Newman Conmission, and he
cnddtts research on and evaluation of teachers in New York City and

with the Miami-Dade School District. B

Diana Pullin, who holds'bot‘_h’a law degree and a Ph.D. in Education
and who has served as an intern in testing. As staff attorney for the
Center for Law & Education in Canbridge, Massachusetts, she re-

——

presented students i:/ the Debra P. vs. Turlington case in which she

.successfully questioned the test-for-graduation requirement in
Florida. She has consulted -wi th-student groups on other potential
cases and is a participant in a NIE-sponsored debate cladifying
issued of minimum canpe tency that is expected to be televised soon.

.

s . .
Closely following ,the organization of the symposiun itself, _the Pro- *

L]

ceedings include the following discussions.

o A Review of State Legislatures!' Jctions and of ¢«States Agencies!.
Policies Regarding Campetency and Ackountbility

o Issues in the Region {a suwmary ‘of the issuesv suggested by the six-—
state review) *

‘e 'Responses of the National Advisors (the views of each of the three
presentors reflecting their specific expertise and their reactions tg
xhe six-state review) . - i

‘ -

e Perspectives on’ Ccmpetency and Accountabjlity (a smﬁnry of the inter-

action among the participants)

.
° A

e Synthesis and Gonciusions {an outline ‘of the most significant features
of the symposium and conclusions such a synthesis implies)
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L] umhly sxamnation... should be made of
every child in every sohool...uith the view to
-* uo:‘ramuling whether theac indiepensable ele-
ments! of lnowledge are thoroughly acquired and M
to makssthe prospecte-and posftion of ths
teachers dipendent to a considerable extent on~
the results of this examination.” ,
" Newcastls Commasion, 1850°
. 2

"This ‘'payment by results” system {s a
‘game of mechanical contrivance wn which the

teachers will and muat.. leam how to bsat us
(ao{wol tnspeotors)f " *
JV ¢ Matthew Amold, 1809

v

"Examnations are formidable sven to the bast
“prepared, for the greatest fool may ask movrs
than the visest Amfoan anaver *
-
€.C. Colton(_ 1820 .
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. About ~ the Presentors

Fl 1}
<
Eiaine Lindheim 3 Director of Test Develop-
went® at  Instructional Objectives Exchange in
Culver City, California where she works on
criterfon-referenced measures of student compe-
tency agd wiys to Use such meatures a3 &
posjitive force to Imve instruction She has
.y-or‘led with localischool districts in California
and in Detroitfto *customize’ instouctional
mterfals and criferion-referenced measures and
with the states of Jexas.'Virginia, South

Carolina, Maryland, Kew Hompshire and Connect fcut

on the practical implementation of state or loca!

mandates R °

- .

As Senior Research rPsychologist and Chairms
of the Teacher Behavior Resaarch Group st Educs-
tional Tefting Service, Fred McDonald witks
extensively on models for assessing competency
using student tests. He relates this work to
fssues such as Measuring teacher
effettiveness and 1mproving teacher education.
r. McDonald also serves as Director of Account-
in New York City and Chairsin
of Oraftidg Cosmittee Of the Mewsan Cosmis-
sion, and he conducts ressarch on and evaluation
of teschers in New York and with the Mismi-0sde
School District. N

Dians Pultin has both & law digree and & Ph.O
in Education and has servad as an intem in
testing  As §taff attorney for the Center for
Law and Education in Cembridge, Hassachusetts,
she represented “students in the Uebra P. v
Turlington case in“which she successiully ques-
tioned the test- for-graduation requiremen} in
Florids. She has consulted with studeat grouds
@0 other potential cases and is & participant in

3 Nlf-sponsored debate clarifying issues of.

minfmm competency that is expected to be tele-
vised this fall, -

O

ERIC . - " - -
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The Regional P}ﬂﬂ“lo and /Servk:e Project
of the Southwest £ducations] Development 1abors-
tory provides assistance in planning to educa-
tional policy-makers fu the sis-state region of
Arkantas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Wew Mexico,
Oklahoma, and Texas Funded by the National In-
stitute of fducatton, the project has three pri-
wary objectives (1) to generate and provide
informatton for poligy analysis, planning, snd
decision-making, (2) to provide access to ex-
perts dn policy and planning aress, and (3) to

» provide continulng assistance in high priority.
planning and policy-making areas. frimary clf-
ents are the Chief State School Cfficers, their
senior managers, and other selectéd policy-sak-
ers in the six states -

o

-

These objectives are reached through a variety
of activities including: distribytion of
selected data bankg and informatd rees,
policy analyses arfd plauning docu-exu. blf.
cation of policy anslysis papers/and tr 13
m!torln?.mnlettzrs; formal and informs) \
consultatlon sessions with experts on critical
educational policy i3sues, state-wide problems ,
and state-level roles, and gn-going consulta-

7 tion fn dnalysis of probless, fdentification of

altemnastive solution strategles, and mapping of
responses. The objectives are congruent with -
the Laboratory itment to regional service
- and to 'the Nu( V Instltute of Education come
miteent to technical sssistance to the region .
and facilitation of comunication smong, educa-
. tional agencies and iAdividuals in the reglon.

-

Project Stetf . B

Dy Mwrthe L, Smith, Projoct Direster
yahis Levinson, Contoronse Coordinet
Mory Bonavides
Popgy Davie
Lysn Dowsen
“Susenne F Workiek

.
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Il. A REVIEW OF STATE LEGISLATURES’ ACTIONS «
AND OF STATE AGENCIES' POLICIES
REGARDING COMPETENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY, #

The 1981 symposlum began with a revliew of the status of canpetency and °

accountabllity dn the six-state reglon of the SEDL Reglonal Planning and-

Service Project. Each state representatlive gqutlined hls 'state"'s leglslative

. . ” .
and procedural view of canpetency and accountabllity and responded to questlons

-

fran symposium particlpants. The candid state summarles wifch resulted

revealed different approaches —- even different definlitlons — guidling-each of

-
-

the states in Its efforts to respond to cruclal lIssues.

/
“ In the following outline of each SEA representatlye!'s remarks, leglsla-
* A
tion and procedur?s regarding student campetency and accountabllity -are

-~

%

consldered first and are followed by leglslatlon and procedures regarding

teacher campetency ¢nd accountabllity. \'Q'lls approach does not necessarlly

A

-reflect the order selycted by the Indlvidual speaker but does reflect the

content and tone 6f hislprésentation

[ 4

~




ARKANSAS Dr. Sherman Peterson

Assoclate Director for Instructional Services

Arkansas D‘nar tment of Education

COMPETENCY AND AC(IXNTABILITY -- A SHARED RESPONS IBILITY WITH THE LG‘AL
EDUCAT ION"AGENCY

-]

.

The Arkansas Department of Education operatges under legal and implied -
- s v

. a _\'

responslblllties for “ieducat ional accountability which are assumed by ~the -

Dlrector of the Deparﬂnent. Serving at the :'pleasu"e .of the Governor and
Qonsible to t_he State 80er of Education, the D;rector of tl;e A;'kansas SEA
must enforce and fairly administer educational laws enacted by the General
A;sarbly and regulations established by the State Board of Education. Although

"there is no one in the Arkansas Department of Education who has either the

specific assig;ment nor is there a staff established for the purpose to work on

-

education accountability full-tirm:,“1 it Is clear fran the mission of the
Department of Education t,hat many staff members must share the concern for both

student and teacher cuﬁpetencies and accountability. The mission of the
. o

-

Depar tment of Education is to: .
e provide adequate and equa.l educational oppof/mlty .to every chlld in
Arkansas;

. strengthen and improve elementary, secondary, adult and vocational-
" technical. education in Arkansas;
3
‘e provide enlightened professional leadership, guidance, and supervusnon
of tht state school system;

e provide and dissgninate factual infomation pq.lrtlnent to public
education to members of the teaching profession and to the public;

o~ seek the advice, counse! and thinking of “people fram .all walks of life,
as well as the teaching professlon, in the formatlon of regulatory and
administrative policies; ° v )

-
~

e encourage local boards of education to assume and to exorclse the
control of education within their c(mnmltles in accordance with the
statutes; and

A

te D §
- contribute to the strengthening of educational personnel.2

.

———



- . .
- Accordingly, several SEA staff members have worked actlvely to influence |egis—~

3

lation In canpetency and accountability matters .so that their efforts in

serving the SEA mission would be further supported by enacted [aw. 7\5' many

*

SEAs across the nation have done, She Arkansas SEA has collected the account-

ability Ieglslatlc{n of other, states, and it has carefully monitored court
1

~ ~

chal lenges and judicial opinions regarding that legislation. Guided by these

precedents and the belief that educational accountability Is a responsibility

. - shared by many people and brganizaflons involved in formal education, the

- L
o

Ark_ansas SEA is formulating procedures which conform to the following legal

/ *  mandates. . ’b ’ ‘ =

Student Competency and Accountabil It§ o ' N

et gy

In 1977, the Arkansas General Assembly formally~ authorized the State Board
of Education to "establish educational goals for the public schools of the
state .n3 According to Act 484 of 1977, the State Board of Education, working

through the Department of Education, would establish minimun perfomance goals

. ]
in v‘arious‘sﬁbject areas. Specifically mentioning reading, the Act intended to

-

place a‘priority on basic skills. To involve a variety of people across

.

Arkansas, Act 484 also mandated that hearings across the state take place as

S

the min‘mum perfon;ance goals were being set. The hearings were cond‘ucted and

eventually minimum performance goals were accepted for trial in grades three
b N ' .
and six.

In support. of the steps taken toward the establishment of minimtm
performance goals, the General Assembly next passed Act 666 of 1979, the B
Education Assessment Act. Requiring an ;nnual assessment program I!\ the public
elenentary and secc;naafy schools of the's'tate, the Act provides -diagnostic

. ( \ - .

information to students, parents, teachers, and the SEA, and does not intend

Os
i
an




. to influence students' grade placenent or pranotion, Speclficallﬁgted, the

L

-assessment progran shall:

(a) measw e pupil perfomance in the basic swijects taught generally in
the schools of the state; , *
3. \ .
(b) provide data concerni‘ng the sfrgngths and weaknesses of the instruc-
tional prograns of the various school districts in the state;

(c) provide infomation to assist in planning education programs and
. ' identifying educational priorities;

(d)' provide teachers with diagnostic Information; and ,

(e) assess how well districts and schools are meeting state and school
district educational goals and minimun perfomance goals.4 S

To meet these objectives, Act 666 s'p‘ecified ;he outlines of a procedurebto
be l;sed in initiating the!‘_a%fsessment progran and linking it to the minimun
perfomance goals reférred ;o in Act 484, ‘The Act directed the Department of -~
Education in‘ghe 1979-80 school year, to ébtalr; a status ;gm evaluation of

. students in grades three, six and eight Lsf'ing : standardhgd tests. In the
;neantirne, the Department was also to d?vclop minimun perfomance goals for
grade eight and make appropriate revisions. in already established goals for
grades three and six. With all of these goals established, the Department was
then %dated t‘o develop appropri;te criterion-referenced tests. Validation of
these t;sts was t_o begin in the spring of'l979-80 and continue through the
1980-81 school year. Appropriate grade-level - teachers w.ere- to be actively

, involved in all p.hase,s\of this process. By the 1981-‘1982. school year, "t‘he '

/ninimuﬁ per formance tests will be administered to students in grades three,

'r' six,‘ and eight...and annually thgreaftere°__These tests will tge used for

"’ . diagnostic purposes. and wit{ not’ be used to determine grade placement or. for
, pranotion of pupils.n3

As of this time, the Arkansas Depar tment of "Education has been able to

meet its timeline. The SRA test was administered t&a‘all students in grade foyr

. " | 16 ~
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and to a sm‘le of gr-ade's-‘threo, fix, and eight in the spring of the 1979-80
( school year, and wor.k. proceeds r}ow.on establjshing the validity pf the minimum

performance tests which .were -subsequently developed :by 'SEA and LEA (local -~

education agency) staff.. As ’inq’icated in Act 666, the revision of minimum
’ N

°

perfomance goals and, ther’ef.ore’,v the revision of minimun perfomance tests, is :

to be a continuing task of ‘the Def:artmen,t,awith minimun performance goals to

* undergo review by the State Board of Educa;ion‘ every five years. ’ \ .

N
-
L

Remarks of Symposiumn Participants -

Q: Do you forsee any additional use of your testing results in the
s future?
No, no one is ‘talknng about that.

T
o 1>

:  How much additional staff have you been able to hire to fulfil! your
: ) new.obl igations? v
Three people —- 2 professional educators and’ one sécretary.

1>

’

. Teacher Competency and Accountability

.

. Currently, across the state of Arkansas, there is Interest in teachel:‘

’

preparation as ;\'/ell as in student outcames. Act 162 of 19219 authorized the
State Board of Education to set down rules and regulations for teacher —

> certification, ) ‘

. The law requires“persons applying for the initial certification
and those teachers holding a valid certificate desiring cerifi-
cation in an additional area to camplete the National Teachers
Examination or a.canparable examination developed or’ selected -
by the State Board. The State Board selected the National
Teacher!'s Examination since no funding was provlded to build a
canparable examination.6

x

¥

"

Applicants have been required to canplete the Mationa! Teacher's Examination

since Janua(y 1, 1980. Currently, under an anendment to Section 1 of Act 162

s

of 1979 (Act 814 of 1981), the State board of Education is evaluating the

Iperfon*nance of Arkansas techer certification applicants"oh“the NTE. *-B/

T
”
-

11




February 1, 1983, the Board must set the |evel at which the examination is -
) . @ . 2

. satisfactorily campleted for the purpose;/of certificatlon as' a teacher in ihe
state of Arkansas, After that date, "no applicant fortlnltizﬁ' certification or

. certificatlon in _an additional area shall receive a certificate unless ‘the

Ky
.

applicant scores at or above the minimun level. set by the Board."7 - >

\

The Depar tment of Educa%q is also turning its attention to the encour-

) agement ‘of increased continuing education at the local school Ievel.o Unl.jke
s ) :

many states such as Mississippi, Texas, and West Virginia, Arkansas has no

] " “mandatory number of staff development days which either canpose an acceptable

.

school year or qualify a schoolydis\tgct for accreditation. There is interest

N f ‘.

in Arkansas in the further development of continuing education clastes focuged
- .

on local teacher needs 'as it .is thought that such inservice could” be more

relevant than uﬁlversity courses, To yﬂs end, the Department of 'Education

¢

hopes to sponsor more state-directed workshops which will include training

- ' !

related to both school accreditation and improvement of specific student

- A4 - ° ' )
.skills, Also supporting local schaol efforts are plans, "for establishing

resource centers in three geographic &ocations-in the state. Various stafe

. t

services will be shifted or transferred to the Centers where they will be more

-

. accessible to local scho}ol ‘dj.stricts."s' Additional inservice is anticipated”

. «

) with the establishment of ~executive academies sponsored by the Department of
Education. - These academies will provide '!training' opportunities In school

administration to, pract icing administrators ,n9

-
o

Remarks%of Sympos ium Participants . '
7Q: Yol _have told us t at "the NTE wil] be used to’ determine teacher
certification. Wik it also be used diagnostical Iy?

A: Indireatly, but it will be very dlfficult._' Since there are centrg!\
testi centers, applicants do not necessarily take the exan at the,
univergities which provided their training. Without being able to
direcfly associate every ~student with his/her alma mater, we cannot
p\ov de any real guidapce,to teacher trainipg institutions.

. T 18 : : 2
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e,

:

Q: Regarding locally produced continuing education programs -—- how are
you going to exercise quality control of the wide range of programs
that will be produced across the state?

'é: By producing state-directed model workshops related to the improvement
of student skills.
A: (Mississippi): We require each course outline to specify the amount

of clock hours required to complete the work, and we require a

specific description of the content.
- .
/

Arkansas References

'2.

3.

"Education Accountability in the Arkansas Department ‘of Education," A
Position Paper fran the Arkansas SEA, p. 1.

1bid, p. 3. The mission statement originally appears in the document, -~
DEPARMENT COF EDUCAT ION MISSION, GOALS, AND CB JECTIVES WITH SUPRORT ING
ACTIONS PLANS, 1979, 0

Ibid, po . R

Act 666 of the Acts of Arkansas‘\o’f 1979, Section 2, p. 1415,

S

Ibid, p. 1417. ot ' . d

‘ , \ - .
"Education Accountability in the Arkansas Depar tment of Education,” p. I,

Act 814 of the Acts of Arkansas of 1981, Section 1, p. l. _ {

L LA
"Education Accountability in the Arkansas Depar tment of Education," p. 4.

-

Ibid, po 4. ! -
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LOUISIANA * Mr. David Hamilton .
& N Sectiop Chief, Legislative & Legal Analysts
Loui siana Department of Education

- © COMPETENCY AND ACOOUNTABILITY —— MDRE QgSTIG‘S THAN ANSWERS

*

= . Since 1'9:77, stud\ént;, parents, legislators and educators Inm Louwlsiana have
been struggliﬁs \vlth canpe tency and accountabil ity isstl:es. Recognizing the

need for zction, lesislators and state education agency personnel have plunged

‘into problcn—solving attenpts, often attracting region~wide and nationwide

- -

publicity., Today, with programs in place and-a sensitivity to the political

<

influences on canpe tency and accountability pr\oposals, the Louisiana "SEA
) N N

continues to move toward.workable campe tency te\stins of students, and fair,
realistic accountability procedures for teachers. The problan—solving con-

, tinues and so does the reflection and self—questionins -~ ‘what does happen —
*

and what should happen -~ when the scores cane in?

L] \ "
Student Competency Test ing

¢ -

As mandated. by law, the Louisiana Department of Education rﬁust set minimun

standards or minimum mastery levels for basic skills to be acquired at each

grade level, grades two - through twelve. These ski'l s must also be measwured
- . R . f

annual ty by canpetenty tests created by the Department itself for Louisiana.

In recognition of the slow process jnvolved in developing workable standards
. —

‘and tests for each grade level, a three-year procedur

has been developed. In

the fh’st year, the standards are set and the test creat

Is then run the second’ year, and appropriate revisions mad¢. The test goes
[N - -~

into effect the third year. One grad‘e level enters the ptocess per year so

that eleven years will-be required for afl grades to be included In the minimum

standards —and thirteen years will be required for all grades 'to be tested in

ghe specific ca"npctencies sot forth. A B

« :
~

A pilot of the exam -

¥
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. < - 3
The Louisiana SEA has put an amnphasis on using Qstudent asgsessnent
5 ' . ‘ ‘- N ' .t
program to enhance campensatlon and remediation. Each parish hds-been required

to greafe a Pupil Progression Plan -(PPP) - that— ks, to describe specifically

the process through which ‘t-'he stiudent wiil progress thi’ough the school system.

The PPP should: include the measw es which will.be under taken .when student
- . N

deficiencies' are détected. The ;FJ\ has worked with each :paLlsh on its

individual plan, and it is hoped that some standardization will be evident when

. ’

9th“b plans are Implemented durigg. the 1981-82 school year. The_ importance of

hY

these plans is such that tl{éy will be tequired by the Sta-i_:é—ln order for the .,(x
i

parish to receive state money., C - .
t

Remarks of MOslun'Partchpants v

What grade levels have Iditiated standards and testing?

: Grades  three, elight, and elgven.’

: What kinds of.results have you seen? ( .
It Is still eatly. ACT scores have gone up but the program really
hasn't been_rlﬁ effect long epough to determine what influenges it
may have had on the scores. Also, Dr. Hugh Peck, Assistant Super-
intefidept” for Research and Development, has some evidence that”
indi es that poorer districts are showing more Improvement in.

min imum E'anpetzéncles testing scores than‘richer districts.
~ - ! ~
' ’ - . o
. Teachér Accountability Procedures

*

‘Considerably more of Loulsiana's_attention is being _paid to teacher

.

accountability than to studenf cm\petency,LIf the nutber of programs is any

indication. The SEA has Teveloped accountability programs foi"bo'th entering

-

o2 '
teachers and employed teachers, and the State's’ Personnel Evaluation System

(PES) includes éveryche enpl oyed by public education fram the classroan-teacher

. - . - 0 .
to the SEA staff meamber. Following are the certification, evaluatlon, and

]

inservice programns currently in effect:
¥, ,

. s - t

National Teacher's Examination: By law, anyone wishing .to be certified to

-

teach in Louisiana public schools must present a satisfactory score on the NTE.
) - ; ~

A

The'accepted‘ cut-off scor2 was established by the State —Supgrlntendent of
. ; t




courses, WIth the approval of the principal

. N &
-~ - -
Lo . & .
4 I °
. .

»
N LS

D

E%tion,,and the results of testing so far have caused controversies*"&

severai teacher preparation institutions. The graduates of s::me .colleggs are

°

perforndng significantlil better "than ,the graduates of some otgerv, ano there

s

W
.have been charges that the pl?esent cut-off scores are disc

has expressed interest in working wi th colleges of education to use NTE scores

R

in a diagnostic manner but it is difficult to do so a3 there are-'no state-wlde
. N . »
stand)'ds for teacher preparation institutions. Many graduates s and thelr
s -,
institutions continue to be mhappy, and no resolution has yet ,sur,faced.
@ . ) 4o

Teacher Evaluation: |n 1977, a twe! ve-member panel wrote gufdelines for

the parishes' own evaluation systens. Evaluation plans had to include; !
(a) a job description for each position, AR o -
(b) specific tasks requiced by the job, ‘

" (c). a specific evalution procedure evaluating probatlonary teachers once
a year and tenured teachers at least once every three yéars, and
(d,) a plan for renediation of teachers found to be deficient. 2

Ju
—_— v

~

L4

Parishes have ali constructed such plans, and these were implementedL in 7980.':

v -~

The\h‘m\ediate effect df the plans has been to force school boards to docunent

their deljberatlons,‘on teacher evaluation, and to give teachers thg\owortun‘lt?"

. ' r [-3 o2
to inmprove skilis. // < , )

Professional Improvement Program (PIP): The Professiona‘l _ Improvement

)

Progran is a five-year plan for seif-improvement. 1hese pians are writﬁn by

©

the lndividuai teacher and submitted to a local c(mnittee for approval. .Accep-

!

tance of the teacher's plan may include cwrseworfc\as well as the assmption of

additionai duties not part of job responsibilitles. The prOgrm,,with its
Ay
e

salary and retirament benefit increases, has becane very popular and very

-

. ~
expenslve. LIt owill cost $75 million this year. Those teachers without .

approved PIPs may still apply for tuitlon—walvers for ContinuinyEducation)

’

teachers may request tmition

money for miversity courses‘i,n their fields of specialization (up‘.foAsix hours ’

-

A ' Coe

. .2 o
- 16‘2 .. /\5
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riminatory. The SEAt, \,
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e

per samester). These courses must be in addition to the two days of inservice

C mandated for every teacher. by Louisiana law. ¥ ’ '
y 3 '

Personnel Evaluation System (PES): The PES Is the umbrella system which

.

. 1
covers all persons employed by public education. It requires probationary

)

teachers to be' evaluated once a y"eaq,*tenur"od teachers to- be evaluated
- ‘/Q . ’
onceevery three years, and SEA.staff to be evaluated once every three months.

Remarks of Symposium Part\tclpants

Q: Has your use of the NTE resulted in a-teacher shortage? C -

: Yes. However, I'f an apPlicant comes within 10% of the cut-off score,
that person may apply for an € (Emergency) certificate for two years
and fake the test again. We are also trying to discourage teacher

. retirement, and we are st’epplng up out-of-state recruitment. o

: " How do you encourge LEA participation in all of ,your teacher
evaiuation and inservice progrzns? Is participation tied to
accredl tation?

A: No.' We have no enforcement standards ip .that sense. I!f we don't

b d

1o

\ approve of a school systen, we don't give then the money to do the
‘ ngs they want to do. It would be polltlca"lly crazy not to be
et able to.accept the money the state offers, and school systcns are’ -
\ not golng to put thenselves In that posltion. ‘

.

Our programs and legal mandates in Loulslana are all relatively new. We don't
“ 4

know what .the long—tem effects of any of then will be.
T - \
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MISSISSIPPI . + o Dre Alan Evans "
Asslstant Directar, Division of Instruction
. Mlsslsslppl Departmnt of Eddcation~ °
. : ‘ C(MFETEN:Y AND AC(DlNTABILITY - THE FOCUS CF THE ACCRED|ITATION AND
. . EVALU\T'I!N PROCESS

~ Lo

After a slow start, during which responsibil ity for educational account-

[y - L4

ability wa{ movod frcm one SEA de rtment \t‘i another,. Mississippi has moved
N !

:

. forward qulckly to address studeqt conpe.te'ncy and accountability ' through
, accredxtation and evaluation procedures. ., In "doing so, the Mlsslssl;;pl SEA has
/ * attenpted to dellneate' its obligations us well .as the obligations of‘LEA.s

concerning student ctmpetencles and accomtablllty. Similarly, (n its approach

» -~

f to teacher certlflcatlon Mlsslsslppl.has begun to outline procedures which

h : \\(III. indlcate the responsibilities of the state depargnent and of higher
) .. '
education. : . . ~

®

Student Competéncy and Accountabil ity ~

No. 35 into law._ It is "dn act'to|establish a system of educatlonal‘icqount-

. of educational quality and to provide \Information to schoo! officiils and
Sy - $ ., ; .
citizens.® The law clearly indicates*the responsibilities of the state depar t-

. . s . ) -
- ment of-education and the local school district and {n;kes It%ntlal}that the
SEA apd the LEA work together. Guidelines afe briefly .and understandably

. r .
wr iften, and are quoted below in full.,
4

e %

‘

~Section |.
. « (1) The Léglslature hereby declares thag the purposé of this act is to
wltlate and\ma\lntaln 4 staté program of educalional accountabil ity and assess—
ment of pér formance by the State Depar tment of Education which wil! obtain and’
provide meaningful information to the citizens about the public ¢lenentary and
secondary education schools, In this state. This information about educational’
- goals adopted by the deparment to student achievement in arieas of the school
curriculum, and to ‘Investigation of meaningful relationships * within this

perfomiance. - )

Ry, - . © 18, 2{- - '
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(2) The - Legisiatu’e fur ther deciares that pwlic schooi districts shal i
articipate in the state accountability and assessment program and adopt can-
patible distri¢t pians in order yo achieve improved educationai accauntabii ity
and to report meanirgfui infomntion and resuits to the pubiic.

Section 2. | . ‘
) The State Department of Edutation shaii develop a' state account-
abiTTty and assessment program which wiii: PY
(a) Estabiish a procedure for the contifuing exznination and
updating of adopted state goals for el ementary and secondary
education. * . -
) identify goai-reiated performance oBjectives that \viii lead

toward achieving stated goais. .

L)
@

(c) Establish procedures fqr evaiuating the state's and school s

district's performance in Feiation to stated goals and objectives.
Appropriate instruments to measure and: evaluate progress shail be
uged to evaluate student performance. o R
(2) The state's pro'g_m shai 1’ provide for an annual review which shali
inciude assessing the performance of students in at least the publ ic el ementary
and secondary schodis in such areas of knowledge, skills, attitudes and under-
standings, and other characteristics or variables that will aid ‘in iden.tifying
reiationships, and-differentiais in the ievei of educationa} perfomance that
may. exist between ‘schools and "schoo districts in the state)} ’

-

(5) The State Depar tment of- Education shali:

(a) Pranuigate rules foi the impl ementation of this section. . N
, (b) Enter into such-contracts as may be necessary to carryzout e
itg)'duties and responsibiiiti\es under this section. : '
(c) Establish recammendations for -camponents: of schooi district
accountabil ity prograns and provideJtechnicai assist,ance to school
districts in.planning and, impl ementing their pians. RENEIN
p -(d) Provrde in-service training for personnei who will be involved
in carrying out the state's program of ed’iq;ationai accomtability and
assessment-of perfomance. - . K ~

(e) Monitor periodicaliy_ the assessment and evaluat-ion of programs
impi amented by schooi districts.and make recanmemiagions for their
improvement and increased effectiveness. & - e

{f) Annually report and make recmndations to. the Governor and
Legislature, the State Board of Education,\schooi boards, and the
general pwiic.on its findings wi th regard to the perfomance of the
state eiermntary and secondary education- schooi system.

Y -~ P

(4) The State Department’ of Education may establish a state advisory com-
mi ttee on educational accountabil ity to make recammendations and assist it in
carrying out its responsibilities under this section. . .

. - . .~ . - [
"Section 3. . < :

The schoot board of every district in this state shall: :

(a) Adopt a pian for a tocal acomtabiiity program designed to
m€asur o the adequacy and efficiency of educational programs of fered
by the schooi district in accordance with recanmendations and criteria
pranul gated by the State Department of Education. The school board

L -~

o §

19 .
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% .

r | | .
- ) may appoint a broad ly constitlutod citizen advisory account R .
Y . cammittee to make recammendations to the board relative to .
“"" . - the program of educational accountability, but it shall be B
. ' the sole responsibility of the district school board to ' R )
. . impl enent plarr:‘required under this section, ~

(b) Report perlodically to the residents of the school .
districts and the State Department of Education, In such
N fomm and ‘giving such information as’the State Department of !
 * Education requirés, on the_ extent to which the®school district
has achieved the goals and. ob\Jectives of \its adopted plans. . . )

2

.Section 4. s R ¢
" This act shd] ] .take effact and be in forco fran and after its passage. - =~

.
-

- 7'“: Thc issw raised -is, "For uhat ar'e we\“'accountable in education?® ‘and once
. . >

3 ~ 4. <

3

.
‘.‘ g

addressod, the SFJ\ should thon ‘be able to test student learning at each grade /

N Tevel & mt how does one match the standards, the curriculum, and the tests? -
N R ~ ) . i
Mississippl Is trying to make the match through its procedure for accred-

) i tation of - schools, Aim for Excel lence (AIM). "Encouraged by SEA staff, school
T d?s‘triqg;:s‘nu:st ask themselves the fol l-owing questions. B : - .
; o e Vhat do;we’expect of our students?’ ,
o What program wiI.I h;lp studéits meet those expectatibns? ’ \
\ &_ e How can we measw e student achievcnent in light c;f our oxpectatlons
Y ' apnd our program? '

v - - . - B ,
. . N
In short, the district and.each of its schools i's asked to’ demonstrate an
A .
instractional management systen In place. -

Districts, schools, and school boards recejve specific guidelines fran the : B

.

SEA through regional and state workshops which belp each district-and school ‘

N define its instructiond] management system. ~ The .increasing enphasis on

-~

-assisting LEAs with accfedi'tation has motivated the SEA to move fran giving !

-

A local support through subject ipecialists to givingd support through accredi-

« - . « v

tation s‘peclal ists. Intreasingly, SEA expe[tise'focuses less on course content - T

[y

. L] - L (
and more with the unification of goals, programs, and testing in district<wide

and. school-wide plans. An indication of ‘the'serlousness of this endeavor may
. R LY
)




— ° . ‘ * . i/
R ’ be seen in the Evaluation Program of AIM. The following criteria describe the

pal:amoters to be applied to the development of an ®Evaluation Pr&ri‘n" of the

’

v AM system:

1.0 All Instructlonal program areas must include a systematic evaluative

cess. . ’
process . N .
2.0 A "systcnatic" testing process must be developed which contains the
fol lowing aspects: . .

¥
2.1 Evaluation techniques, items, processes, etc., must be developed
j by more than one individual and agreed upon by the instructional group
‘o, implementing the program.
“, 2.2 The devised evaluative process must exhibit characteristics
. associated wi th quality evaluation such as: (1) match the evaluation
{ + litems with the program objectives, (2) content validity (measures the
content of the instructional program), (3)_ reliability (measures
2 . consistency over a period of time), etc., (any other characteristics
s o -~which will improve the quality of'_the‘measu'cment devices).’

2.3 LA degree of "control® of the evaluative process must exist which
insures, phat all classes of like students be evaluated by "like
processes a‘pd by similar administrative procedures. -

. ’ 2.4 Systcmat..l“c testing 'myst be done periodically in reMation to
L program objectives. The nurber of testing encounters to be determined
.. by the di_strict aecording to the prograns being developed.

¥ '

g " 3u0:Collection gnd-utilization of instructional data:
. 3.1 Specific data must be collected which relate student perfomance
to program objectives at the program, school, and district levels.

¢ iy &
L. 3.2 Data are to be collected and analyzed systmticaily by grade'
’ : level andfor subject area, by school, and by district.
~ o ' . b - .
o . ; 3.3 Awritten plan for-utilizing the evaluation-data collected at the
”fl\‘"i“vzf bui!ding aqd district level must exist. *
E) L ’ : . u .
b . 3.4 A.process must .be évident which demonstrates the management of
SN . the instructional sigtcn for bringing about program change based upon
oo . results of the analysis of the evaluation data.
P A ’ -
. (SR . o - B [
e The entire accreditation process emphasizes local, regional, and state
[ . . ' .
uo invoivement with student‘canpetengy and accountability issues, and it assumes
.o * v . . [}
. ’ that a thorough accreditation process will improve student aclievement most
‘ ) _'dl’l'fi'lt‘Cil ly because it will change what happens at the school level.
o ‘.. 5 ° ”
' f ¢ . 4
~ . 21 .
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Remarks of Sympos ium Partl.clpants * :

Ay

‘ Q: What incentive does the district and the school have to
participate in the accreditation process — noney?
A: No, accreditation is not tied to money. It is tied to”
the privilege of athietic program participation. ~

Teacher Campetency and Accountabiiity

t v

Work In teacher canpete:cy a-nd accountabili ity has not progressed to the
detail of the student. plan. C;srrently, only teacher ccrtlf,lcatlo:\ is adgl"ued. )
After a year's validation study to detemine cut-off scores, Mlislsslpbl now —
employs the NTE as the determiner of teacher certification.

‘The SEA also requires each institufe of‘t;lgher educatior to specify

criteria for canpletion of teacher Nng and to submit that criteria to the

state. In addition, the deans of cbiieges of education must certify each of
gthelr graduates in twenty-three generic coampetencigs. i’urther, consldgrailon /\
* ~

is being given to framing a law which will detemine entrance requirenents to

-any Mississippi college of education.

Y . * ‘. v ' .
\(o v e




HNEW MEX1QD . Dr. Ton Chastain
‘ Evaluation Coordinator .
New Mexico Deparmment of Education

-~

COMPETENCY AND ACOUNFABILITY — A BASIS FOR DECIS ION-MAKING .-

PR

At the present time, New Mexico has no |egal mandate for canpeter;cy
testing or accountability, although the SEA does conduct ~a state-wide student
proficiency assessment. Same discussion has taken place in the Legislature
regarding teacher cfrnpetency 'testilng, and durlng‘ the.1980 session, ‘the New
Mexico Legislature provided special funding for a one-year study of the issues
swrounding staff and school accountability. That study is now being
canpleted, and recovmendations to the Ne:v Mexico State Board of éducation,‘the
Legislature, and the local boards of education are to be made. An interh;
report, detailing canpetency and accﬂountability issues in New Mexico, has b;:en

widely distributed across the state, and will serve as a catalyst for further

" discussion as the study is canpleted.

Student-Competency and Accountability
" In 1977, the New Mexico State( Depar tment of Education established guide-
lines for Basic Skills learning across the state, and {t required each school

-2 . -
district to wite specific curriculun plans which fit these guidelines,

Because al | districts must canply with the New Mexico Basic Skills plan, there

v

is also a requirement that "the Depar tment of Education...conduct a stafté‘-wige'
N N .

.-

i.
proficlgnéy examination in order to detemine student eligibility for a.Kew .
/ ‘ . . ’

Mexico ﬂh[gh school diploma endorsement [underlining added].n! Two
instruménts are used, requiting proficiency to .be demonstrated on both the

Adult Per formance Level Test (APL) and the Student Writing Skills Appralsal.-

Students graduating in 1981 will be the first/recipients of the <
diploma endorsement based on their proficiency exam results,
while the Class of 1982 will bd: the first graduating class to have

the Writing Skills Appraisal affect the endorsement. Neither the

.—»—1‘"« o 23 29 ) * .
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Migh School Proficiency Exam nor the Student Writing Skills
Appraisal, as segments of the requirement for the New Mexico
high school diplana endorsement, eliminate the Educational

. Standards for New Mexico Schools or local district require-
, ments for a New Mexico high school dlpltma.2

The tests are glven for the first time at the tenth grade level, and it a

~

student falls to dumnst_r.ate proficiency on e!ther or both, remedial instruc-.

tion must be provided and tite opportmityv’to take the test(s) again must be

given. Suggestions have been made t\hat the use of the differential diploma

wil | be debafed in court, but as of this writing; no actual lit'igation has been
\ initiated.

The student assessment associated -wi th the Basic Skills plan suppl enents

» the long-standing New Mexico Standardized Testing Prong:m (1970). The Program,

as it currently exists, assesses the achievement of fifth, eighth, and eleventh

grade students in New Mexico's public schools using- the Comprehensive Tests of ~

Basic Skills/Forms, ‘Another testing program, the Vocational Evaluation
Program, is also used to determine how well students perform in various voca-

tional skill areas. During the current school year, 1980-81, a moratorium on
r

the program is ,in effect while new test itcns are being developed and field- ~—

-

“tested to meet changing vocational education curricul un needs.3

-

LY

Teacher Competency and Accountability

Dr Chastain did not discuss ‘teacher canpetencles and accountabilt;, but

4

he did provide synpositm participants with copies.of Accountability in New

I

Mexico Schools: An Inter im Report, prepared by Dr. Agnes E. Toward, Director
oo @
of the Accountability Study for the New Mexico State Department of Education.

"

* The Interim Report is part of a response to House Bill 2, 1980 session, which
appropriated funds "to the State Department of Education for the purpose of '}

tonducting an accountability study of student per formance as a factor in school

-

accountability, and the inclusion of student progress. in the evaluation of

. 24 30 N
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local school district certified personnel." Several issues were identified for
study, and the Interim Report includes an analysis of these:

(1) " the relationship of student progress to the evaluation of a local
school district certified personnel;

(2) the use of teacher canpetency testing as part of hiring practices;
¥ (3) the concept of incentive/merit pay for teachers; and -, -

(4) the use of studenﬁerforﬁnce data in the school accreditation
process. .

A&ditionally, sutmaries may be found of measurement and analysis considera-
tions of accountability studies,’ legal aspects of accomfabilify, school and
p’rqgram accountaPility, certification and accreditation, and the work of the
Aécountability Stud'y Ta;k Force. Readers ‘interested in the current status of

accountabiity in the state can conta¢t the Evaluating, Assessment, and Testing

. \
Unit of the New Mexico State Departmeri\t of Education.

New:Mexico References

1. Dr. Agnes E. Toward, Accountabill'ty in New Mexico Schools: An Interim

Report, Santa Fe: New Mexico Stajpe Department/of Education, Decarber 1980,
Appendix C, p. C-2.

o

2. 1bid. ' _ ' ‘

3. Ibid, p. C3. '

4. lbid, Executive Sumary, p. i. -

~S -
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OKLAHOMA « Mr. Howard Potts, Assistant Administrator
) Planning, Research and Evaluation Section |,
o Oklahoma State Department of Education

ACOOUNTABILITY, TEACHER EVAl_.U\TI(N, GMPETENCY, AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

4

The Oklahoma State Department” of Education designed,” implemented, and
conducted an Accountability Program dur ing the mid-1970s. The lack of Ieglsl;-
«tive funding support, .general acceptance, and full coooperation on the part of

the LEAs resulted in retraction of the mandated accountability procedure

approximately four years after initial implementation began. Presently, there

¢

is no legislative mandate for a student accountability or minimun campétency
« . '

systan. A teacher evaluation bill was passed in 1977. A rather camprehensive
bill (H.B. 1706) relating to teacher training, teacher minimun canpetencies,

Ifcensing and certification, staff development and other issues was passed in

.
~

1980. . -
I'd
Accountability -— The Oklahoma Plan ° ’ x l
In 1973, the Oklahoma l;gislature passed an Accountability measure (House

§

Concurrent Resolution 1027) requesting that the Oklahoma State De'partment of .,

(v
1

Education praovide regulations within its accreditation process for the imple-

mentation of an educational accountability progran. The resolution fur ther

KIS

‘directed: - -

* L4

e that each school district conduct a systemwide needs assessment; that

the needs assessment involve local patrons as well as school staff

©

members and enconpass all curriculum areas at each grade level; -

. o that the needs assessment be undertakén by the local school staff ‘in

1)

canpl iance with general direction and.ig—tﬁd‘—dlnes developed by the State

3




e that a sy\si:cns analysis process including goals and objecti.ves be
utilized to plan the iRstructional progrg to meet Iidentified student
neegds ;

. ® th‘at an evaluz’atioﬁ’b’e designed and conducted annually to determine to
grhat extent objectives are being 'mert;?nd

o\/that the SEA hold inservice 'traiﬁing sessions for administratots, local -
! ' »

school %taff, and others to effect changes in the accreditation

process.
\)

The measure focused on local district respons@,ili'ty and action and did

. ot mandate state-wide testing, . - -

No funds were appropr iated to support the work on'the LEAs or .the role of

\

. the SEA in a_'ssisting the local districts. Most districts approached the task
professional ly, although reluctantly, and worked rather hard on it. Many of

these districts have continued positive aspects of the process. Same
. \

district's, however, did not take the accountability ‘measwe seriously and made

> .

minimal efforts to camply with it. Lack of fun;ﬂng, lack of understanding of

o N

C-the protess and potential benefits, resistance to change, and general non-
' acceptance of a process viewed as Imposed upbn the local districts cavbined
resulted in discontinuation of the accountabiity process requirement for

1

accred,itatibn pﬁf’poses in 1977,

[/ " Teacher Competency and Staff Development . .

\

1977 saw the passage of a teacher evaluation bill written for teachers and

(]

- . adninistrators. It requires that teachers be given written regulations pur-

—
suant to their job respon8ibilities, and mandates that non-tenured teachers be

. . ¢

evaluated once every three vyears. Additionally, it infoms both school

district and school personnel of_due-process in the event of deficiencies or

r “ ~

* disputes, | -




This evaluation bill has been suppl anented by a detﬂ?%&\blll Enrol led

-

House BIl1 No. 1706 of ther 1980. session, which covers staff development,

" teacher certificatioff, entrance requirenents for colleges of education, and

AN

support for entry-year teachers. Scheduled for camplete in;pl ntation in

1982, this Act clearly puts the cn;.)hasls on the kind o{ support ich student

- -

teachers, entry-|evel tea.chers, and experienced tea?}ers need to do a good job,

. -

Following are some examples. ., - N - .

i

Inservice: The State will allocate funds to each school district "for the

exclusive purpose ofllnservlce teacher education staff devel.opment." Tﬁe State
'B\oard of Education mz’:’st apprave ea(.:h Ioc;al' school ldlstrlct's inservI;:c- pla;\,
.and the p‘lan,must conforn.\ to guidelines set forth by the Professional Standards -
Board. This section went into effect Ih the 1980-81 school year..' “ .

. NN )
The staff development plan must be based on recammendations of a sEaff.

development covmittee appointed by the local school board. The cami ttee must

include classroan teachers (she majority), administrators, and parents of the

B " N
Ip(:al school district, and the committee should consult with higher educPtion

Y 4

°

instructors.

:
»

Teacher Certification: "The Depar.tment, with recommendations ®of the

-

Professional Standards Board, shall develop curriculum exaninations in the

- - e ® e,
various subject areas and grade levels for purposes of ensuring academic*
' s ' . '

— 3

achievement of each-licensed teacher in the area such teacher is certified to
¢

teach, as prescribed by the Board." Teaéher candidates will be e]igibl& to
take the exam following the junior year or the canpletion of ninety college
credit hours, and they wilgs not be eligible for licensing until having passed

- \
the curriculun examination. The first curriculum exaninations will be given by

@
-

Febi’uary 1, 1982, and thereafter at Ie}lst two times per cdlendar year. Advi- _

sory Comnlttees in each curriculum area are setting ohjectives for "the exams

&

and the Mational Evaluations Services Corporation is creating the exams.

28
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The Act does not specify who detemjnes the” validity of the exams, but_

a

they are scheduled to be \ested in Decenber.

Professional Standards Board are required to work with a designated authority

. screening requirqnents of college student apylicants for artnission into the
; e
: education coileges of the schvols of higher education" (effectivE"July 1,

£

l981)f' _" o ' | .o Lo N

The tate Board of Education - also requires'*-t'he successful te'acher

candidate to "‘provlde evidence of having worked with childr:en or youth‘in a

variety of sl/tuatlons“ and to show significant f"leldwork in accredited schools

" <

under the supervision -of higher education instructofs (effective July 1,
A ’ ) ¢ .

1981).

-

.’ R

The State Board must Work with the State Regents for Higher Education to

.

F i »

establish teacher education progran\s‘ for teacher, education faculty. The
programs must be approved by teacher education faculty cammittees, one merber

of \lhiélf must be a publlc ‘school “classroon teacher. {Programs must require al}

ful 1-time edocation faculty merbers, including the Dean, to serve in a state

rrvecarmes e ra Ty S

2 e

one semester.‘ This service must occur every five years. -
., . L TN T

t

e
have established, the Ent,ry-ﬁear Assistance Program. , The Progr:jl will, provide

—

entry-year teb\er positjon guidelines to Jocal school districts and rmndate

o 4 ‘e * .o
©* G

that each entry-year teacher be afforded the support of a teacher consultant,

° -
Y

an entry-year assistance cgmmittee and an appropriate inservicer.pr’ogrzn. The
. ® . g .

SRR PSRBT mpes. Troc s
-
.
/

, teacher .consult‘ant,,an exper i enc ed mr in the school, should provide
j ' [ —
; personal guidance to the &try-yea( teacher. The entry-year cavmittee should

assist the new teacher in all matters conc;rning classroon rmnagement and

.
<
.
[3 . \
Py '

29 35

Res@nsibiiities of HiLer Education:’ The Deparament of Education and the -

fran the Ozlahoma State System of Higher Education on a plan to "strengthen the )

accredited ptbiic school the equivalent of at least\ﬂne—half day per week for_

Supports for the Entry-Year Teacher By May 31, 1981»;’ the Department will

-4
(X N
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- not reconmended,

«

- *
-

inservice training.
entry-year teacher to the State Board for éertjficatlon. .
o .

it must suggest specific rcnediauti‘t;n.

-

it must suggest inservice to strengthen the teacher!'s teaching'skl!is.

Remarks of Syn'positm Participants

’ - ’ o
The caommittee wiil also decide whether to recammend the
1f certification is .

If it is recgwmnded,

4

3

X
- < :
Q: iahoma have reciprocity in certificat.lon? . p
A: Okla'ana has agreements with some states, . L
Al (Ngw. Mexico): No reciprocity in our states ) ‘- ¢
A (Mississippi): No reciprocity in our state. .
A: (Arkansas): No reciprocity inlour state, but we are trying to achieve
ite - ' : ' X
- . - 1
-~ b e i
. .
—_— \ i Ce ,
o - N \' ) ) 3
o . o N
4
> o e T
é ° M . o -
$ ° . . . : )
. ‘ “ \ ‘ - ‘)
< X , ¢ . . s ’ {:
@ . ) v 4 /
. £y - - - N ¢ o
; . S
. s
\—// ¢ . > 0 ’
’ ’
. .
- o ‘ -
- - / .
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B » TEXAS ) M. Charlgs Nix o —
’ ! L ) ' : Associate Commissioner,
. s ? - - Planming and Accreditation
- . Texas Education Agency

[y

. C(MPETEMZY A0 ACCU,NTABILITY -~ WHAT ARE THE, FUNDAVENTALS THAT EVERY
, / \ STUDENT NEEDS?

?

. The/State of Texas Is putting‘togethe_r "some of the major planks “of an
L3 ~;J

accountabil ity platform." These planks are based on specific prograns and/or

~

legal mandates, and inclu:de the following: T ;

ghe, school accreditation process,

an attempt to clarify:curritula expectations at various Ievels,

a state-wide testing program,

a court order ‘in bilingual education, and ¢
the recently enacted legislation regarding assessment of teacher and
administrator campetencies. .

v a - .

" Like the other states in the regioﬁ, Texas is concerned with determining: "the
[N e N ‘ 3

knowledge that al'l students ought to be ac'q'uiring as a result of going through

-~

scffoal," and is equally concerned that it gets better and better at delineating

/ ~ ' e ]
what knowledge and skills teachers and adnministrators should have before they
~ . . N - N

s

work in our schools. Of coufse, we don't expect to uncover all the answers

- L

- with some bit of ifagic, but, like you, we hope to continue to“pécl away the

Y

p— ~

Ihyers of the .qtvestions, and' find some guidance in our discovéries.

~a ‘

Student Competency ar{QAccountabilfltx
T —/ ’

- W

—

Four of the 'accountabiliity platform planks relate most directly to /

. ;tudents. They, in addition, have significant implications for, the Texas Edu~

s

cation Agency (TEA), Regional Service Centers;, and local sghool districts.

N

. ) The School Accreditation Process: The-current schoo) accreditation process

in Texas was instituted “two years ago. When the new process was developed, it

% ~ marked a significant change in‘State Board of Education polﬁicie;..‘:'ssentially,
. i (? . ' .
[; : ) . thg State moved fron the simple %‘«pectati?n that standards of good practice

would be maintained, to the application of specific criteria to school”

P

L
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district operations which woul d hold them accountable for the educational
- v . L]

‘ outcdmes the' criteria Implied., That 1s, a geﬁeral sense of good .school
« . . Y "

practice gave way to a specific school managsment apprc‘uch advocated by .th::‘
Texas Education Agency. That approach is a planning approach, and puts the
emphasis not .50 much on what teachers and administrators must do, but on M\‘t

students ought to learn. The accreditation standard says that "school dis-

“

tricts must set goals for student development, not for .goqod teaching." In

&

. order to set goals for student development, the districts must assess student

needs, and they must design- their prograns accordingly. Districts must
N ] ’

congir;ually measure actual student development against student development

L4

N goals, and be prepared\ annually to improve their programs.

The Texas Ed@,at!on Agency received the clout it needed to enforce this
approach when the State Legislature "passed a law requiring that a school {-
district must be accredited by tb’e Central Education Ag’e‘ncy in Texas in order
to receive foundation school progran funds" ‘(2(5)6 to 85% of school district
fundl’ng). There is r;owg five-year cycle during which schoal districts assess
needs, establish pr%ﬂtles,f build a district plan, lmpl,m%t the plan,

# ° eviluate the pla"n's effects, reassess the needs, priorities, and plan, and make
approprlate‘adiusunen‘ts. Annual evaluations assist school districts in deter-

mining whetheér student imprﬁo_a!ement Is occurring. Schools have required a great

}

deal of assistance with the new accreditation mandates, and have received most
) ¢

,' of the technical assistance fran the regional service centers. It might be

added that when ;rexas began this new process, district planning was emphasized.

Soon we discovered that the campus made the difference, and now district plans
N

tend to be a conpilation of the campus eor individual school/programs.'

An f«ttmt to Clarify Curricula Expectations: A second plank in the

accountability platform is the attempt to clarify curriculun expectations. By

curriculun expectations, the Texas Education Agency means those things the

-

*e

; ) N \
ERIG 2 98




-

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~

1

students are expected to learn, not the manner in which such things should be

taught. Over the past several years, TEA has atfenpted to designate essential

»
® .

learning outcames in reading, mathematics, and most recently, written conposi-
4

tion. We are trying ‘to determine the fundamental tools which students must be

gl\;en. oBased‘on our thlnkl'ng so far, TEA has revised its curriculun fr aneworks

3
[

(Tses, curriculun guides), attempting to provide leadership while allowing

local districts maximum authority In thelr curriculun-dec .slbns?. Though these

- . -
. 3

curriculun frameworks are not yet regulatory, TEA does strive for a cammon base
of assumptions. about student achievement across the state. The State

Legislature is currently considering a bil) "mandating that the State Board of

Education define 'the ¢ or essential or minmum canpetencies 4bross a

well-balanced curriculum.,® At/ TEA, it is believed }hat the basics are nore
than language arts and mathematics, and now the State Legislature wants to

know, "what then, are the b Let's have.the State specify those things

\

~which all students ought to have every possible chance of acquiring through

,
s

formal schooling.”

‘

State-wide Testing Program: After a E\anple testing across the .state In

1978 in the areas of reading, mathematics, and witing, the Legislature passed

a’” bill that required TEA to. establish criterion-referenced tests based upon

. . -y . ) '
essential outcomes «in reading, mathematics and writing. These essential

_outcanes are called minimun basic skills canpetencies. -The tests must be

administered to all students 'in grades three, five, and nine and they are to

measure not average expectations, but minimum ccmpet'enéles. These are the
[

.minimun campetencies virtually all grade-level students would be expecied to

master In reading, mathematics, and writing. Local districts are required to

*

use these results to identify students who are not coming up to achievement in

-

- these basic minimun canpetencies, and to strengthen instructional programns to

~

. ’ . 33. 39 .
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.-bring those students up.to at Jeast rrﬂninun ccmpetence._{ State funds are

~

dictated, and the awr&ttatlon_process expects these test results to be an

influencedn program planniag. In ot‘her‘\wrds, the testing program oeght to be
o -

part of total district thinking. It shouid be added that the law requires t he
district to report test results to the comunity, addlng another meas ur f
- 2Ae
accountability: As one mlghf, suppo&g, the major challenge of this testing .

Z

progran has been the writing sample test. Students are given\a writing
N I . B

assigment and asked to ccmplete it in _th Engll\sh language, demonstrating’

their ability to organlze ideas in writlng, and to address a specific’ audlence.
It has t)ever!5 very difficult to deveiop scoring criteria for ggod writing, and
. - . ¥

« equalily trying to train.and supervise sr‘ql?'ers so that the criteria do not sh\ift

3

\
as the scorers gain experlence.

A Court Order in Bilingual Education: Texas has received a court order
[ f > ’

which specificalliy requires the establlsh'nent of criteria for the measurament

gf‘English Qroflciency on the part of non-native English speakers, and it also

w
requires the establishment of measuement .instruments for oral and written

English la‘ngu;ge proflclericy. There must also be a designation oY\q‘uanti;Ies

*

on each. of those‘lnstrt'mEnts that" will represent the_»levei of English

proficiency requir'edvto _,f\umg_f;{on in an English-based curriculum, -

. & s ' rr/,’~
- B s

eu‘ ’ ra

Remarks of Synposlun Pa;tlci&nts . ‘ ..

-
% -

Q: Could you teli us more about the scoring of the witing sanfle =~ - —
A: In both years, we've ugbd a contn@!or. The contractors have\ worked

with us. to devefop the test, and N;elr scorers have been trained »/
teachers or English languag® arts experts. They were specifically
~ trained for scoring, and the scoring was done outside of Texas. The

first year, we had 500,000 student papers, and the second year we had
700,000 papers. Eich paper was graded by two scorers, The scorer
judges the paper as a whole., and also scores handw’ I’%Ing Iegibility.
I don't know how much it costs to score the writing sample, but the

contract for scoring all three tests was a little less than $2 million
this year,

] .

o T 3440
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p,rovlded‘ to assist distriges In the assessment and the sSubsequent remediation 4
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- Teacher Competency and Accountability | R

. The fifth plank of Texas' accountability platform will be based on .
recently enacted [egislatlon regarding assessment of teacher and administrator

canpetencies. Senate Bill No. 50 of the 1981 session "relates to the certifi-

»

cation of public school teachers, superintendents, or other administrators and

—

, to testing requirements as prescribed by the.State Board of Educ_atlon." The

N

State Board now has'the authority to establish classes of certificates and time

-

\
- periods for eath class of certiffcate. The -intent seems to be to move away
fran pemanent certification to a redemonstration of skills and/or an updating
of skills. Secondly, the State Board has been mandated to set up campetency

tests for te'achers, super intendents, and other administrators. Two sets of

ey .

tests must be developed. The first set of tests Is to be taken by students at
the end of the sophomore year before entering a univetsity teache’r pr eparation

o, progr am. Thi's set of tests should measure basic litecacy in English and

mathenatics. ' The second set of tests will: be admi{\istered. just prior to

. ’ certification and will measure specific pedagogical or administrative skills
-appropr iate to the certificate appl ication. , .
. . v
- —
] 9
. " .
¥
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CQOMPETENCY AND ACOOUNTABILITY ISSUES IN THE REGION

-

|
|
. . | |
It is clear that each of the six stat’es of this region has taken different l\
‘ approaches toward cdnpetency and accomtability demands. Each state has begun T
l
with its unique legi sl ative base and long-standing organizations and traditions

and is trying to find solutions that will fit all'of these. Same states have

.

started anew; others have tried to build on past work; all are struggling with
o, - ~ .
unknowns. To summarize the status of the region, the following' charts are

s

provided. The conparisons are clear, . .
€ \ -
BN

: THE DOMINANT ISSUES IN THE REGION N

N

¢

As the tables.indicate, the issues aqdre'ssed and the policies and proce-’
dures adopted by the region's states vary considerably. In order to'help the .
. , T
’ part‘icipants and # consultants focus _on cm‘non -_concerns, ‘M'. Charle$ Nix, I
Associate .Cattissioner of Planning and Accreditationsat TEEA, culled‘ the

4 . : .

canpetency and accountabil ity issues sug éd by the representatives' reviews,

The issues identified are listed below. -. / . e

* o In what ways are laws and cour ts oncerned with the relationships

o aong curriculum, instruction, asfsessment, and resources?
. ) - s

* o Should we be- s?riving for progdct evidence (test results and measures

of attaiment) or process evidence (effective proble'n-—so]ving) in .

accowntability- progrzns? .

<

»

-
-

ability - state legislatures, SEAs,’
here-central responsibil ity and o
how are they distributed? °

* o Who has "ownership* of agco
LEAs, parents, students? Is
=~ peripheral responsibility, an
* o What are reasonabl'e expectatibns for students to have of the .
educational systen? Are expectations adjusted according to outside
influences o the individual student? - o
L . ® How do you define the basics? How d\ you decide M)at thel minimuns
are? Do minimums becone maximuMs in an accountabil { ty system?

1

>

® What are the proper uses of accountability conclusions? To find
weak spots in the system? To determine stewardship of the educa-
tional system? To detemine certification?

. , 36 42
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SIX-STATE REVIEW OF TEACHER COMPETENCY LAWS AND PROCEDURES

Is there a state Whois re;poﬂ%ib1e for How is it implemented? What is the outcome or use?
law? implementing the ‘policy? . . ¥
Yes “State Board of Educititn through |The National Teachers Examination is.|The NTE determines teacher certification.
* ' Arkansas . the State Department of Educationjadministered to all teacher certifi-
. . cation applicants. Cut-off scores
e ’ will be determined by Feb. 1983,
after which NTE scores become
decisive. - L
Yes Applicants for certification must{The NTE is taken by all teacher NTE determines teacher certificatién.’
* Louisiana take the National Teacher Exam- |certification applicants. Parishes |Evaluation plans specify due processq\\'
ination. Parishes must develop—|had to submit evaluation plans to the|and the opportunity for remediation. 7
- * teacher evaluation-plans which SEA for approfal; implement plans in . N
assure due process. The super- |1980. .
intendent sets cut-off score.
W .
~ Yes State Board of Education. State |The NTE is given to all teacher NTE determines teacher certification.
Mississippi Department of Education. certification applicants. Approves |Influences goals of teacher training
PRl Institutions ofs Higher Education.|criteria set by teacher training programs.
- _|institutions. Certifies each -
, ‘{graduate ip 23 generic competencies.
\ Yes The State Education Department An Acqgggtabi1ity task force of SEA |Interim Report of findings. Recommenda-
New Mexico | = ’ conducting en accountability and LEF people are studying issues tions will be made to the State
* study of student performance as [specified by the Legislature. Legislature at the end of 1981.
o a factor in school accountability -
. and school personnel evaluation.
Yes Local Education Agency. State Plan & conduct teachgr inservice. Support entry-level and experienced
0k 1ahoma . Effective Board of Education. State Plan & conduct school personnel teachers. Certify teachers according-
* 1982 Department of Education. evaluations. ‘SEA is develooing to state standards. Assure consistency
. Oklahoma State System of Higher |[curriculum exams to use for certifi- [across colleges of education in 0k1ahoma |
Education cation. Set statewtde criteria for ‘
admission to colleges of education.
) Assure*continuing education for
* faculty. . -
Yes State Board. of Education Will require competency in language |The test will be one requirement for
Texas | . ‘ and mathematics before admission to |[certification.
a teacher training program in an
institution. Will require a test of
- professional skills. Applies to . . &
R teachers, superintendent &‘adminis- 44
° a trators.
Q 4 O . .
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SIX-STATE REVIEW OF STUDENT COMPETENCY LAWS AND PROCEDURES

]

Is there a state What is the outcome or use?

*Hho is responsible for how {s it implemented? (
law? — i

mplementing the policy?
4 —

t Yes State Board of Education through [The law mandates minimum performande [Scores will be used for diagnostic
Arkansas . . the Department of Education testirig at at least three grade purposes, not promotion or place-
- levels. By 1982, the state depart-\|ment’

‘ ment will have developed validated
minimum performance tests which will .
be administered to grades 3, 6, and *
8. - -

The SEA administers tests, grades The Test is one factor used in deter-
LEAs design Pupil Progression|mining oupil progress. The PPP is
required for the LEA to receive money.

The PPP must specify a remediation
process applicable to all students.

State Department of Education
= administers tests; LEAs implement|2-12.
Louisiana remediat fon. Plans describing test preparation.

P

The SEA conducts a testing proS’hm Scores are reported statowide. SEA
in grades 4, 6, 8. The SEA mandates|gives technical assistance to LEAs.
instructional management systems. LEAs create a plan connecting goals,
LEAs create and implement instruc- [programs, testing and evaluation
tional management systems. within their schgol systems.

. State Department of Education
. Local Education Agencies
Mississippi

No. The State Board
has developed a
policy in respopse to

State Board of Education
Local Education Agencies

Basic Skills testing begins in 10th
grade. Retesting may occur if ,
remediation is necessary. Standard-

Students who pass the Basic Skills
Test receive the endorsement of the
SEA on their diplomas; failure to pass

results in failure to receive the
endorsement, though thé diploma is
still awarded. Diagnostic purposes.
’ LEAs.must produce a plan which will
prepare students for basic skills
assessment.

ized Testing in grades 5, &, 11.

legislative interest.
Curritulum plans wribtenz

T

f [In 1973, an'Accountability Measure
: ' . putting responsibility for thorough
Oklahomar . curiiculum planning on the LEA was
5 , 1n?}e?ented but was discontinued in
.- . 1977. .

Identification of students who do not |’
meet minimal competencies. Program’
design for individual compensatory
education. Report to community on
sfatgg,of basic skills.

@

Criterion-referenced tests are
given at grades 3 and 5, and an
exit-level test is given
beginning at grade 9 until the
student passes or completes ‘grade
12.

State Department of Education

ERI
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o What are the best ways to detemine vaiidity and reliability of
measurement instruments? . '

o Is it possible for the accom’tabil-ity system to get in the way of
productivity? .

¢ How do we encour age cooperation wi th and cammitment to account-"
-ability? Award funds on the basis of accreditation? Encourage
product management systems in the schools?* install exemplary
programs uslng top superintendents, administrators and teachers?

4
* o What is the learner's responsibility? s 'the school responsible

for the whole child? Should we guarantee student access or student
success? -

.

o Are we gofng to dictate eﬁverxthing that ought to go on in schools?

(* designates an issue of particular interest to most of the participants)

-

It is interesting to note thaf these questions focus on how accountabil ity
can be ensufed rather than on whether or-not the state depar tments should be
responsibie for attempting to answer them. Thus, there is an underlying

agreement that .requiring canpetency and accountability on the part of state

education agencies is appropriate and desirable and that it can be achieved.

. . ¢ .
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. PIESE?ITATIONS BY THE NATIONAL ADVISORS
N
Aided by M. Nis synthesis and by the information provided by the state-

representatives, the advisors -provided their individual

—

perspectives and®

~ A

expertise on canpetency and accountability.

s 3 . M ' - '4‘1
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. o . Ms. Elaine Lindhem T
~ ) ‘ ' Director of Test Development
’ Instructional Objectives Exchange
‘ Culver City, California -

? -0, r : .
. ‘ .« ASSES%’){T DRIVES CLRRIO.LLM AD "‘STRLC”Q‘I

¥ . . ‘

" There is an old Chinese curse, "May you U've in interesting times," and it
certainly canes to mind as | listen to all of you_ describe your efforts in

educational conpetency and accowntability matters. Though each qf*ioh presents

3 somewhat dlfferent accountability scheme, you seem 'to share at least four

) underlying concerns. . . .

. P'ollcy ~— Are we establishing a coherent policy? Who is establlshlngi

it? . —
> - . ’ r—/—’
o Lack of money and staff — Are we able to.do what we think best
, under these conditions? -

o e . - . - '

o Improvement of student achfvement in basic skills -WIII these
) \ accomtablllv efforts truly help students? - ) .
&@' o Sense of public and political pressure ~— Can we satfsfy ald inter-
ested parties and do what's best for the sthools at the same time? ~ ' - . .

-

Certainly, the situation calls for a creative- -probien-solving mode!, and

—
—k\ﬁ —_
- ——

" perhaps it calls for doing a little thinklng a bit rcmoﬁe;d “fran the ]-ust-

-

mentioned concerns, and focused on a speclfic procedure. JYou wit! find, |

.

thlnk, that thls procedure will, in the end, address your concer;s‘. ! would

N -

like to 'suggest that you consider an acc tablllty model centered on Student .
T

achi evmnt. . -

The model ! propose stems fran the option each state education agency has

. ] )
in performing its functions; that is, the SEA can be proactive or ‘reactive. If
it ts reactive, it mainly strives to be in canp! iance wi th whatever laws, rules

‘or regulations come down fran the Legislature and the State Board of Education.

’ . v

1f the SEA'Is proactive, it concerns jtself with enhancenent. It seeks to

4

influence the laws, rules and regulations which it §s given and moves_one or

3
- f . ‘L

Ei Y
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v

v
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¢ - .
two, steps further. ° Enhancement ,also has the attraction of offering the

possibility to improve the public's impression of education. ‘

‘Let's be honest about this. Assessment is driving curriculun and
¥ ‘ - -

instruction today. Assessment is wedded to teaching. This is not'so horrible,

-

-

because | believe that these assm’ptions impiy significant benefits.
- g ’ w
_ e~Students will have improved nnstery«of skills. -
e ’ ’
e Teachers will feel confiqfnt as they see tangibie;resuits from
> the|r teaching. . - ‘e

gﬁ r ) ” ' =
e Increased interaction will occur among students, teachers,
administrators, and parents because the goals wiii be clear.
] Time—on—task within- the ciassroan will increase with specific
. skills to be taught and specific measwr enent of achpevement -,
expected, ) . : S

S“

. <
e Students' impressions of thenselves and the 'school will imprﬁove\,
and so it follows that parents' impressions of student achieve-
ment and the school will improve. . e T

What if we' could somehow move away fran canpetency testing, “even now? Who, :

- . J -~ € \’ B . N N -
. - 5
then, would be d|sadvantaged? Lawyers and- test-makers would surely suffer but
w NN R

; X_ who else? Studgits, especiaﬁy mindrmer—and (the handicapped wouid suffer

—— because they wo ldp't’be as aware of their’ prob cns, and wouidn't be in a_ po-
Idp P°

e
O - Y o m
« o >

sition to demanuy or expeo@@‘appropriate requ#a,tion. Educagprs’wou‘id "be at a

» o @ j 5 - -
. disadvantage becauss they woaid 5tili be feeLing ptbiic pressu'e thhout hav-
VQ ¥ ‘_r
ing a clear orgamzéd response. Taxpayers%wouid be ief.t withou’tL being” able to,
o ST

iudge value received, There must be effective teslting for stu’dent'cunpetencies.

But how? How do we do what sounZis so ea nd"iogicai? _Ton Fisher, -~ -

F . - -‘ - l , ‘ﬁ. C\u{)k 4 .~
, beieagured Director of Testing 'in Florida, has*said, "The) bek defense is to
AR .

have a well designed progran in the first, piace v i wouid i‘ke 10 suggest tor

P

you some specific testing precedures that can infiuencp the soilﬁ design of .
e ] . », N . ° M
.

. - A
your progran —— | call them Positive Proactive Procedures. ' These are aspects .

- N,

which are crucial in any testing scheme, and will- increase the ultimate

- 1 N Py

effectiveness of the testing.

Q . ‘ K 43 ) 50 .1 ‘ ) e »




O

ERIC

[}

-

” ‘v . L
. 1
N ) ’
4 . .

Criteriog-referenced testing. Crltirlon-referenced testing s to be
G .

preferred over nom-referented testing. Nom-referenced tests, whithsg,rank

students against each other, are not appropriate because they give no specific

information to the individual student. Also, since they are not tied to pro-

gran goals, they-provide no feedback to educators concerning their programs!

N

effectiveness. Criterion-referenced tests, measuring a student's achievement

. £
against an established standard, ih all ways provides "greater clarity of de-

0y

scription. . .

.« -

]

. ~

Decide the skills to be t'ested.kﬂ Remember that you are designing 'a system

which tests attainment, but is secondarily diagnostic. Whoever decides what
[ - 3

skills are to be tested 'should decide the mlnlmm; worthwhile skills., | suggest .

A

-that the decision process ought to include public outreach.,  Get a .wide

audience invoived in designating the minimuns —— get several ﬁerspectlves. And

-

be sure you are camposing a realistic list of skills which can be mastered in

e
.

the time available; don"t make a wish |ist. '

v
A .
:

4, Write a rigorous explication of the program. 'Ckarly show the rela-

tionships among the skills you've Ideni.:lfled, the program you've developed,]«ﬁ/
. A Y .

{the tsstlng scheme you will employ. Be sure your writers are people familiar

-
with instruction and measurement, and be sure the proglzzn as well as the

testing is closely related to the skills Iist,

0y
v

Create the test. Strive for congruence of test itens with test skills,.

and don't neg'lect the need to create different, but equally dlfflcu/t, test

»

foms., . \
Allow adequate phase-in time. Provide plenty of Student preparation time

7

pribr to the fi_rstkschedul‘ed testing, and plan\for multiple testing

£

opportunities. - ) - : .
. w ' -~
» Set performance standards. Again, with the widest possible range of |
- -
decision—makers, “set the standards you will accept, A group with many

- 44 o1
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perspectives represented will also-be able to give advice regarding what shouidn

happen when the standards agen't met, ~

. -

Give stroriinsu:uctional support. 01ce_tffe skills, the program, and the

testing are united, support the teachers with appropriate inservice and

: R .
materials., Be as clear as possible in describing what you expect the students
- .

- *
to learn, and how you expect teachers will help them. Point out that a rele-"

vant canpeténcy-based program is based on appropriate instructional methods.

- Keep concerned constituencies informed along the way. This dncludes

students, teachers, adm‘inistrators," parents, SEA staff, higher education
faculty, and legislators — don't surprise anyone.

Leave everything open to revision and/ review,

| believe that a testing scheme which Includes these aspects will support

sincere canpetency and ‘accountability aims. Measurenent does drive instruc-

tion, and it .can work forﬁ

/’




——
Dr. Fred McDonatd <y N
Senior Research Psychologist ;
. Educational Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey
. ' : ACCOUNTABILITY DEMANDS PROBLEM-SOLVING, BUT DO WE HAVE THE LleLRY oF
SUFFICIENT TIME? . : v

I'm nostly interested in the relationship between teacher and student
~ - . . i .
accountability, but before | speak of that, | must “talk about that word,
» » ’ ° » .
"accountability." |'m weld aware that accountability is often a code word for

v

* "response to public'.pressull'e," and that makes It hard to keep the issues

stralght and to talk clear bout them. What are the things people talk about

when they discuss 'accountabilltx? Tﬁey generally refer to one or nore of the .
following: ‘ - 3 (
o a preparatioﬂ system for teachers — that is, a system which

produces\ecanpetence (knowledge plus acquired skills).. SEAs .
here have talked about accrediting teacher preparation insti- = *

tutLons, licensing teachers, setting standards for proper -
teacher’ preparation;,

° a schoqlhimprovanent system —— we have heard about needs assess—
ments, evaludtions, prograns tied to testing, and establishment of
goals;

° m)nitou"ing programs — especally as dictated by the federal
-goverment; and - h

’

o fiscal auditing.

- The last two Itens-are not part of accountabiiity because accountability
{ .
really refers to solytions to specific problems and implies a troubleshooting -

Anode! and a tﬁeo'ry of cause and effect. If- -you have a systean of account-
abety, it means nothing if all it does is say, "look, fellows, you aren't

¥ . . ‘ -

doing very well." What it should do is give you two kinds of information: it

should tell you where you fail ims syst&n, and if you were significantiyn .

below the regression line, it should indicate the kind of correctlve action to

be- taken. You're in school, you are accountable “for doing sohething about a

, troubled situation. The studenté are obviously performing less well “Than—they
< ’ ;53 8 -
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. ¥ .
should perform. But, an analysis is also made of the characteri$tics of ‘the

>

schools which were doing much better and that information-indicates that over

here_they have this kind of reading program, or they have that kind of staff

s

organization. The whole purpose of that analysis is to give people information

“to .help then to appraise the slt&tlon and then cgne up with a correction

4

act‘lon plan. What they were accountable for was acting on knowledge‘aﬁd the

information that was available to then, and they were accountable for trying to
14 * .

' A3

do something "about it. It strikes me that with any kind of accountabiity plan

you hgve, there are those two things that need to be done. M point, t“hqre—

>

fore, is that any acc'oun)tability systan has to be targeted to that kind of

problem solving. It functions bemst when it Is specific - when you're

concerned about reading, you're concerned about writing, you're concerned about

>
®

sanething else and you have real deficlencies. That is my notion of account-

bitity, , ‘ .

’

"Let me show you\ how At can work.. Chart | {shown on page:i8) shows the

;T . .
stages in learning, and gives you same idea of what Is needed to C::(t(hrough

these stages. Perhaps you can look at these stages and detemine a

-

ciency

by enéaging a student ip a task and observing what happens.. Perhaps, even, you
s
can give a paper test, and see that learning has not occurred. But a test is

- « N,
only a meter,. and it won't tell you the cause of the problen. You must look

further to find the c,atise and plan renediation,

Chart |1 {shown on pageﬂ48)lndlcat‘es the major influences on learning, and

the possible sources of learning problems. We can think, for a moment, of the

ieaching infuences. Research-has been done on teaching effectiveness, and it's’

. . -
N 1

pretty well demonstrated that there are diffel;ences in effectiveness anong

s

teachers based c;n individual differences. The research has, been done,

incidental | in.the last five oislxt years. In general , what the ineffective

3

teacher es is/{c(:press progress at almost every’ p.oin‘t, whereas the highly -

- e

a1 9d ]

>

<
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effective teacher producés very rapid growth, You know as a learner that you —
work accordl'ng to your own |evel of energy. You approach something much mor7
effectively because it seems more interesting; you get involved, cngag’e.d; you

. \
do a lot of rehearsal and so on, especially with guidance of a highly effective

teacher. Studies of non-effective and effective teaching have pretty clearly .

« demonstrated what kind of teaching skills ;re related to these differences, so

-

v '

f
it seems to me straightforward to say you should have a preparation system, the
' /

¢ ; :
function of which is td guarantee that people can teach what they know if they

have - skills. The issue of teacher canpetency strikes me as something
stralghtf}rward and uncompllcate&, but it's not an accountability system

. because it's just for preparing people to do this particular job. Measw ing a

S

teacher's performance skills is something that none of us have done except on

an experimental basis. We can give a canpeténcy test on knowledge but we won't

-
measure the kinds of variabies that will make a difference to per formance, and

those are the things which are related to learning. ’

) In order to build an accountability system at the present time,-therefore,
~ ; ‘ ..

it seems to me that one has to do it locally. You <an prescribe at the state
‘ ’

. level that it must be a‘local problem solving, troubleshooting type of system.:

>

You can say‘that it has to get at the sp\eh\lf‘ic ‘causes of problems, some of 7

which are lotated in performance and In teaching, and some of which are located ‘

in the schoo).

It dawned on me that we are now mounting a new ’system. Two things are

happening. One is that we have.no experience in any of these systems. We have

never -set ‘minimun standards before, and we have never built this kimd of

.

accountabitity system and used to it. Since this is all new, | prefer to go
samewhat slower rather than faster,'and—ji;l 'm éettlng really uneasy about the

_pace at which we're going. _The other thing is that these systems ire not going

to produce rapid change, and no matter what you do, they will be basically --
- , 4 '
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gross systens. If you work with the teacher preparation. systen, it will take'

. two dibades to get enough teachers in‘to. teaching to get any kind of an Impact.

But ~the state assessment system s nqt usual ly. built to- produce Iong-tem
mpact, so putting such a system in ;sn't going to have any hmaét unless
people get stirred up. Every now and then, people wil |-tie’ aware of the state
assessnnnt systen, and then they'll forget about it uhen something else pops

up. The Pope will get shot and we'!ll forget aII about state—wide testing. The
system itself «is not going to make our future, so if you're going to produce

' «

chinge, you better find a system that gets at causes of problens, that gets at

them efficiently, and gets them out quickly. And good luck —— because we've

discovered that the basic wnit of time ip affecting educational change is five

¢
+

ylars.

w?.




Dr. Diana Pullin
Center for Law and Education, Inc.
Cambridge, Massachusetts

e ACCOUNTABILITY TESTING — BE<AWARE AND BEWARE

.

. l Despite the attempt to sep}rate“thcz issues here, | have great difficulty

s ]

. : in separating the edu_catlon'al fran the legal aspects of some of the kinds of

accountability programs the states hive described, and it is probably not

2

N productive in most instances to do so. Increasingly, the imposition of legal

mandates either by statute, by regulation, by State Board, or by a court of law

[

denand of the educational professlon thlng,s‘ which the professional is not

[ 4 .
capable of delivering at this time. In many Ins'tanc’es, educators have been

asked or demanded to do sonething that they are not, in fact, able to deliver * i

in a way that they are comfortable with. | would like to enphasize as a way of

<
» <

warning you about my topic, ,that education is my first levél of interest. Law
1 = - . \ .
is a means to an end, as far as I'm concerned, and it }vould be almost impos-~

sible to keep me fran talking about education anyway. As a word of warning, |

~ N -

would say that you may wish to take what | say with consideration o'f, what

Cormissioner Turlington said when the successful appeal concerning himself and

. thf Debra P. /case was concluded. After we won the- case on, the appéal,
Commissioner Tui'—lilngton called a press conferepce and declared that those of us
who had raised_quesfions about the campetency testing progran were un-Amer ican.
’ It is Importar'lt. in considering all of the types of accountabil ity programs

- we have discussed to realize that there is a demand for increased educational

. ' standards, and that demand is very real and very -important. But | would ask

. A

you to cons ider whether the accountability prograns we discussed are, in fact,
v "¢ " .progams which are so designed that we will improve or increase educational

standards. The public is in need of educational accountability, but -we mus‘t,
¢ consider whether these are, in fact, educational accountability efforgs;

1
" - v

s, 98 ~
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_ whether tﬁey are designed to be accountability efforts, whether they will have
! -~

that result; or whether, instead, same of them will resuit Iin a consumer fraud,

'

-
. f.e., the picture of an educational system that is not en’tlrely~ accucate, and

which in the long run will p?ovoke more public opposition than the educational
. . : - -

c system presently faces. . ' -

Seco‘ndly,jthose who question min imum- c.anp\etenq.y programs. and other

< accougtabil ity progl:ams involving testing are individuals, who are no: against
testing per se. They are p'eopl'e who‘feel‘that educational testing Is a very

“important function, and who ask vhethe; the particular test that js t;elng used

is a quality test. Those of you who work un&er either existing or coml‘ng

’ mandates for. educational accountabil ity should be aware or 'g_ew&re of the Im-pl j-

cations of the demands being made on you. - | an going to talk mostly about

minimum ccnpeten'cy testing because that is what | have thought the most about.

Py

But | think some of the lessons to be learned fran the minimum ‘ccmpetency i
testing movement will affect all the kinds of .accountabil ity e'f/forts we have
been describing. / ’ . -

<

- L A . )

« Primarily, all of those efforts involve attempts at a political interven
tion rather than attcmpts'at educational innovations. 1 see these account-
ability efforts as being a result of very stgnificant and substantial political

pressures rather than  the result of an. enlightenment within the educational

profession which attenpts to apply nmew learning to educational practices.

Despite the fact that these accountability efforts are all basically politica

innovations, they have very real educational impacts, and those educational

jmpacts alie( the.educational system in this country in several ways.
£

1

First, we are in the process of redefining what we mea'n &on we ‘designate

someone as‘an "educated" Indlvidu'al. We are redefining the outcomes of our e

’

system of ‘elcnentary, secondary, and teather education. The defifition is

being changeél as the objectives for the accou}tabillty programs are outlined.

, L S ] .
Qo & ¢ .
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We also, however, are redefining or reassessing our demands about quality of

educational services being ‘provided. * Aithough the demands for Increased
, . ,

.quality are being ma#, there is a real problcn\, regarding whether the standards

.'\t;eing Impl emented ar‘e,‘ in fact, increasing standards. Elaine Lindheim referred
. . . ¢ ' '

to the problen® earlier, . The question Is not only whether the test measures

against a standard which Is a new higher standard but aisc; w;\ether the test is
consistent over time. -Se.\}e'r_al of the coipetency testing prograns | have

exanined, for example, are touted as being programs in which increased student
‘- . .

performance on the minimum canpetency test is described as proof that the

~
<

educational system is both working and provoking real educational Iimprovement

Ll N

among students., The same educational testing efforts, however, use test

/ instruments which have never been validated. There is no proof that the tests
: . : SN
/

e dre not getting easier and easier, - and therefore, there is no proof that the
students are learning nore than they have .in the past. | suggest caution

before implying that a particular system is functioning more efficientiy, wh'en,

3

in fact, it could be undeu:mini'ng" the pursuit of accountability because of the

nature of the test instruments useq. This may be the inevitable result of the

political nmotives of those who propose mary “types of accounfability ef forts,

“

‘although any measwed improvement”in educational achievement relieves some of.

the politicail pressure which motivated the implementation of the program in the

.

“first plac’e.
The othe; aspect to the change in the definition of education which
~ .
results fran these programs at the elenentary/secondary level is that the
programs are, in fact, narrowing the curriculum being offered in the schools.
The "minimuns® defined .{hrough campetency tésts or by the educational ob]eg-
tives are betoming the "max imums" due t; .the intense pre§su'rc on studerﬁand

on teachers to perform successful ly whatever the assessment standard is to bew

This narrowing of the curriculum, which is A result of accountability efforts,

ERIC ' 55 60

-+

5 Y

a0



?

canes at a time when there is Increasing evidence that I't Is not basic skills
achlevement which |s declinlng, It is, instead achievement in the more canplex ’

skills ~~ canplex skills which are not assessed in most canpetency testing

progr ams. T . ' ~ *

Another very signifitant educational . impact of accountabllity efforts is
® : .

to have the result, if not ‘the intention, of transferring control ,of education
; , ,

ftan ‘the local schooi district or “the teacher preparation institution to the
state. The control over those programs by the state is potentlally aliuring to
the federal fevel. The state is not dictating c'urrlcullm in those~states where

there is a state campetency testing program, It is not outside the realm of

L -

possibility that the .federal goverment will begin to dictate to the state
directty. Many of ‘the block-grant proposals we discuss In Washington now

include a federal requirenent for needs assessment or a measwe. of account--

ability., The second n‘nnrz_gr Jn which controi of education is being challenged

involves a shift which has been o;currlng for some time. Decision makers at

s

the local level are changing frcm‘pafent‘s or schoglboard marbersq;:o educators.
Y Fina'lly', qu'think the Iimpact of the accountability efforts we have dis—
cussed, ‘and the impact which is of most impor..taﬁ;:e 'toAthe' Iegz;l system, is the
shift of responsibility for the success of edbcalfl'onal system 'ﬂ:‘cm those who
are ;;rovi‘ding the services to those who are recehng t\he services. It is'very

clear that the extent of the controversy over 611: use}’of min imun canpe tency

testing Is as great as it Is because of the extent of the hamm on students who

‘areiﬁdenl'c_:d diplonas and other rewards of the educatiogal system. Let's look

then, at the scrutiny of these kinds of accoudtability effort.s'tiy the ,courts,

>

and let me try to project for you where | see all of this going in the near

future.
First, you are fairly unique as a region the count;y because §0u°have
avoided many of the prob!ems Inherent_ in these types of accountabillty efforts,
: "
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As 1 look across i}\e country | see the use; for example, of ‘minimum ctmpetéhcy
testing to: , / *

.

o differentiate the diplanas awarded -~ the case In New Mexico;

» 3

deny diplomas altogether;

- - o . , Lo
e determine class placenent;

e determine grade promotion; or to

. -

o detemine initial "entrance into the school system, as was the
case in South Caroiina.

<
@

14 -
Each of these efforts holds students accountable to.a different extent, ‘but

€ach of the efforts places- upon a student a*major régonsibillty for, the suc— °

» ~
cess of the educational system, The chances of legal scrutiny of the program

. ' N
increases substantially when the student is to be held accoyptable or respon-

sible for the succesw?of the educational system —- responsible in such a way

that there are no provisions for weighing anything other tham the student's own
» - . o

effort in mklné the determination whether education has been éuccessfulﬁ. We
do not know the extent to which home'.envirorment, stafus, motiyation, or effort

contributes to the success of the educatlonal process. There is np one who

m -

.suggests that the student is .the only varlaple"'ln the, educ eq;ntlc'm. Let

me briefly descrlbe_ihe occasions upon which c'qnditions_of the accomthIlity

-

prograns have triggered court scrutiny.

To date, there is a handful of lawsuits pending against various states and
local school. districts on the use of canpetency):esting to make various
determinations about students. Only two of these cases have been decided. The

first decislon was in Debra P, vs. Turlington, a court and district court case

in which | was involved, and in. which the court determined that it would be

v M -

appropr iate to place a four-year moratorium on the use of functional 1lteracy

tests used to determine the award of high sehool diplomas. That district court
. ®

N *
decision was based upon two theories. THe first i tha?ma‘ny of the students

»
o

.
. B2

-
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- -

tested as part of the diplama rqgulrment wore Black students whé: had “been

.

denied equal educatlonal opportunities in the past. There had been sufficient

evidence of a relationship between segregation and test performince, but there

was a substantial disproportionate failure of blacks. The students' earlier

educational careers whad been in segi'egated schools, and so it was not
., * ’ '
b

appropriate to use the testing programs for those students. Secondly, the

. ' 4
district court was concerned -about the phase-in time for impl enentation and

-

time afforded for preparation. The court basically held that there is a
’ Q

g ,
. requirement under the Constitution of this country. that students and teachers
.be given an adequate opportunity to prepare to pasis an examination when that
C Ir'e exanination is used to determine the award of a diplana.
! S

Our appgal of the case was based on the grounds that the court had not

~sufficiently understood the importance of this need for notice of phase~in and

that if there \\;as a Constitutional requirement of notice of phase-in time, that
requirenent was more susstantial than the district court had described. There

had to be not only phase-in time, but proof that during the phase—i;l time,

_there were efforts being made %o ensure that the students did, in fact; have an
,J N R - . L' .

;.:_/q;portunity torlearp_!hautﬂ was on the test, and Were being sqab]eaed to a test

that matched what they had been ‘taught. The appeal s successful ly concluded

t

2 on behalf of the students. | suspect, however, that the matter “'won't end
e .

there, but | do not see a strong likelihood that the S;xprcne Gobrl‘wﬁll be

A .

- ’ ‘_ -
interested- in going all the way iIn- considering issues “of“ general testing
J\

. & =z
. techniques. | am not sure this is the issue they would be particularly inter-

.

ested in, and they have the right to decline to consi'der ict.'

The decision is not one which leans heavily on legal precedent. [t is a

ve o .t

decision which if based upon a fairly jintuitive conclusion on the part of the

- -

~Cour t. that when you propose a legal mandate of the type imp\osed, there are
LY

certain canmon sense principles which must apply because those principles are

ERIC S :




%(‘ rooted in the due process and protection clauses of the Constitution. Br Fefly

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

"involved- in such testing programs.

- . .
’

surtmar izing, the Court sald that It is very Important and very attractive to

increase educational standards. Quality of educatlon_hust be improved, and the

Court recognized, as has every other court to consider this issue, that efforts .

<
to Improve educational quality are desirable and that they should be encour-
N

aged. What the Eourt said, however, i3 that you have an educational system

0

which ‘the students enter wi.th a reasonable expectation ‘that if they progress

.

successfully through school attending on 2a regular basis, passlné their

[}

courses, and getting. good grades, that the successful passage through t.hé

.

i ’ i ; . \'\V'B\S
program will result in a diploma. It is unfair to have—successfully gore

through™ the systen with the presumption tht you were being educated and then be

told at the eleventh hour and the twelfth hour that‘whlle you thqught you were

td

being successful ly educated, wé have ascertained that we have new measure

[ . ' .
that indicates that you were not. | spoke to many of.my clients who said to
* - = ¢ M
me, "What can | do? | went to school regularly. | got A's and B's., In fact,
| was on the honor roll. | did éveryghing I- possibly could do. All of a

sudden | was given this test mw{ they told me indicated that | had nat been

successful ., The Court recognized that the “expectation on the part of the
. - : . & «
student regarding the sucgessful passage through the system was legitimate

. ¢

reasonble and constitutionally protected. There were certain standards to

A . . .
.

which the state \,vould(be held in.attempting to deny that reasonable expectation

to the students..

o ’

The Court re?&g’nlzed that there Is sor'ne fundamental principle of fairness

. -

. e -
. The principle requires that when one is

. . ¢
going to use a high schoo) .test as ‘proof that the student“Has successful ly

»

passed through the educational system, it must be established that that

o«

examination covels materials t%t'the student has been taught in the schools.

The court usged the. terminoiogy we have been suggesting for a long time: that

~ ®

- ) .
v -
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“

in curricular guides, the state using a test to deny high school diplanas must

establish that the things used in the test are~currently taught in school, that

* they have been taught in the past, and the students have had a fair opportuniey

.to learn. In the oral argument to the appeals court, Florida could not pr\ove

¥

v

those points. There certainly was not a suf(lc‘len; anount of proof being
offered as to the match between téstlng and teachlné, and,’ in ‘faot, the state
cammission handling the study of the test‘lng progran had concluded that 'the
rnforrm‘t'Ion covered on the t:st may have been taught to same students but may

. e ,
not have been gaught at alle | like the analogy the Court made in discussing

2

the whole process of education. The Court points ot‘xt that just*as a teacher in

a particur_ar classroan would givGe the final examination only.on what he or she

-

taught in that classroam, a school should give a final examination only on the

canpletion of twelve years of study on what had actually been taﬁght durln;

-

those years. | am sure that what you saw as—a final examination for graduation

- »

has not been taught in all the schools, in all the classroons, to all the

-

‘ ? o . ~—y,.
students. On that concluslo{n, the Court .sent the case back to the trial court

~

and said to. the trial court, "give the state an opportunity to prove to you

that, in fact, the test items are taught." But noting the racial impllcatic;ns

" of the test itself, how grossly out of proportion fa'ilt;re.rates are for black
4

2

students, the Court went on to indicate that even if the Court was assured that

K

'what was tested is whal: was ‘taught,elf the racial disproportion of test results

remained, the Court must also establish that there is not a racial basis for
those test results. Th‘ e Coyrt must Jetemine whether the-scores are a result

of past denials of educational opportunities or ongoing dlscrimination in the

educational syst&n of the state, or something else. ’ :

The Florida case, therefore, p?ésents two sets of claims agaN the

accountability prograns. The first get of claims is fairly 4egal concerning

- \

racial discrimination in education and the ongoing effects of that past,




i

’ .

discrimination and the impact of current acts in discrimination. In addition,

the Florida case presented some very viable and somephat novel legal issues on
-~

- behalf of every student in~the school systen regardless of race, language

.

background, or handicap. Those claims are rooted to, and fundamental to,
aEcount‘abil‘Ity. JAre we, in fact, imposing systams of educational account- .
ability in, which we are asking people to deliver what they say they are

delivering? Those claims will affect not only students but, as we'shallnsee,

S 4

teachers and teacher candidates. The Florida case is being tried again and

rephicated in the state of Georgia. That decision will be forthcaning in a

L3

3 couple of weeks. And it may well be replicated in same other jurisdiction.

In addition, though, there are some other types of claims Aot addressed in -

~

the Florida Ii\tigation or In the Georgia litigation which also affect the

. delivery of educational services., There has not yet been a clajm presented by
limited-English speakers. Are those individuals offered fair opportwities to

. ‘ s e
learn the language, and do the tests give a fair chance

for thofe students to

* demonstrate proficiency? There has been, h6wever, a ‘successfu'l lawsuit brought

.

on behalf of handicapped students who were subjected to a test for diplana, “In,

that case, a school district sued the New York*Comissioner of Education ep -

-

behal f of two.handicapped students who had failed the caommissioner's c;anpetency ’

-

test. The school district refused to deny/the diplora to those students,

though, saying that the students had successful ly canpleted their schooling,
{' ) s 4 - .
and had successfully progressed through their Indivldualized educational

5

PV pl"ogrzns: Tfiey were entitled to dipl anas. The camissioner's testing program,
which did not accamodate handicapped lstudents, was unlawfully discrimigatory

against those students on th.e basis of their h'andi‘cap. A decision handed down
PR S {

.- i

in February, by a New York state court, held that under federal statutes

“ % s
concerning education for handicapped, as well- as New York statutes and the
v _ Constitution, a test for diplomas, when handicapped students do not have a fair
Q . °
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opportunity to participate, is unlawful. Note that the key to the Mew York
. , -
judge's decision was not the special education statutes. In fact, for the most

part, he discounted those. The judge's decision was based on Constitutional

<"

due process. There is a notice and phase-in requirement which is important

~ because it gives students fair opporttnities to prepare for the test., The New

Id

York judge heard some; expert testimony which Indicated that handigapped
(en even more time to prepare to pass a minimun canpe- .

students need to be g

tency test than other students. He alludes to the fact that the time period’

2

should be rather le . So the timing Is Important, and extra time may need -
. e’

. } 4
to be important to handicapped students. On thaf basis, a.New York judge said

that it was unfair to deny diplanas to handicapped students, A similar case
. ‘ #
has just been initiated in Illinois., ) .

£
-

‘There are a couple of other sets of 'rsiues which might be caning dgén the ~ °

-
~ -

road. Given the. present conservative attitudé of the cointry, ] suspect that <

™ N >

there may be-chal lenges either bySNstudents or by teachers to the inclusions In
-~ ‘
certain -of these accountabil‘ity assessments, of questions which infringe, upon

¢ people'.s religious or political beliefs. Same ,ininhum 'conpéte'ncy testing . -
questions ‘| have” seen wouid offend ‘the Pope beciuse they ask about reproduc-

YN/‘t‘fon. Others would of fend feminists because they depict very traditional sex

roles in the family. Others would of fend certain Indian groups because they

a
-

imply some values which | think are not universaliy shared. R

~ 3

There is the potential for npew litlgation concerning. the extent to which

-

-the tests are reliable and whether min imum’ canpe tency “test results reflect

. ) / >
o ! , . .
educatlonal inadequacy. To explain what | mean’let me also explain how | think
] ’(\. .
. this may be the way in.wh'ich these accwn‘tability efforts will- cane back not .

.

only to haunt educators but to Xich en,in the face.” | think the test for

diplana and the other kinds of ag¢countabid r'ty you ha&- described were, “in part,

K /
‘l @.
a response to the yo~cakjed educational ,malpractice cases which cane out in the
. . : K R »\-"
® ’ ‘W ‘ ) ‘-' -
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who continue to be functionally illiterate sued their school districts for

+danages, alleging that they have been victims of malpratice by educators.

minimun standards of education in your state of in your school district, you

-are defining whata minfimal ‘level of edycation for every student in your state

s -

,tion is that you cdn deliver those educational services to most >students. -

ERIC

—x ‘ % ’ .
early 70's. These were cases in m\nudent's who had been given diplanas but
-

13

’

Every one .of thoss cases was unsuccessful. But the pdliticans who pass these
kinds of accountability requiremeénts never really recognized that those law-

’ v
suits were unsuccessful. | think it was an attempt to protect themselves that

-
.

they began implemehting these kinds of accountability schemes. |t is yery

possible, howeve,ﬂhat instead of allowing tée -educational system to \yash its '

. i

hands of some of the allegations of .educatiohal inconpetency; people may use

N «

low test perfouygnce as'a part of an indication that the educational system is

-~

not functioning well. If you define a minimal conpetency progran, that is, the

.
> ° - ~
. - 0

N .

or schéol district is to be, Once you define that minimal level, the presump- "

~

N

<« : ,
There may be same exceptions, but for most students at that level a service can

°

be. providgd. -For students, like my clients in Florida, successfully to

pnogres’s through the system working on that kind of minimal adequacy is an ~

-

accountability {scmd\al. If a student progresses, receives good gra&es, passes

exans, and then, with a nurber of his or her colleagues, "fails the minimun ¢

T - *

canpe tency tests, oge might legitimately presune that the reason for failure is

o

sane dysfunction’in the educational system. It m}ght be called malpractice
§ o

becayse it results in a’failure/ to provide the student the minimal level of

N A}
»

education v;hich.’you define (In your performance standards or your objectives as

that which was reagonable for all” students and teachers to obtain, In the

-~
[ . .

future, therefore, | see people using min’imun canpetency. test results  to
N r * .
attenpt to-get.a foot in the door in a way they could not have done with
J 1 "~ ’ > - A
educationai malpractice suits. And you may find people using the results of
< @ . -
« Y ~. %
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7 . ~ , . .
significant decision about a t%»ror a potential teqcher/ﬂ.not quite the
& <

«." ’ N . N
“educational’ malpractice suits. And you-may find people using the r'res_ulgs of

°

your tests to challengé the success of the educigtlonal systen.- That challenge

.

might well be linked to a school finance chal lenge because mary of the ‘areas in’

-
s @

which test ge’rformance is lowest are also areas in which there would - appear to.
be a disproportionate al loction of educational ~ressiirces. “The, min imun

Accountability lawsuit might "also include a challenge to the .way schools!'

) Y

finances are distributed in the state. That, | think, will very possibly be

v

the new direction for suits related to students, .
) - .
-Because my time is running out, let us talk about how these issues will

af?ecl teachers. Certainly the minimal adequacy lawsuit makes an impact on
{ - . Q
teachers, although | think it—would be-—verz_ difficult to determine how ‘an

individual teacher could be responsible for acts in which many Jpeople are

% -

involved. Note, however, that“student perfomance on standardized achievement

tests has been used successfully in the past to determine .feacher tenure and to

° -

. / ’
detemmine teacher discharge., There is' ah—lowa case, the Scheelhaus case, in

®

which a teacher was successfully dischargedbecause her fourth grade claSs did

LN

mot achieve the educational advancemént the school distcict expected on the
& Tk ‘ N :

lowa tests of basio skills. The teacher organizations are quite logically

»~ ' ¢

asking whether, in the»\nearA hlture, teachers wIII‘Be evaluated on the ba‘s of

student performance: on mjn imyn conpetency for state-wide assessments, and with

< ¢ .

the 'IittIAe bit of guida\ce,we have, indications are that that could very well

. ’ .

happen, a;1d the teachers could be’ very successfully discharged on that basis.

’

-The‘ ssue of assessment .aof teachers “either .as potential teacher candidates, or

v ’ ~
’ [ ] B .

“for. their classroam effectiveness, is similar to the students' analysis, but

B -

. . . L. g ?
.only in a limited way. It~is in a limited way because the harn which wil l

- ' ,

L. B .
resul't, or the ham which will _be caused by the use of the test tounake it a

¥ . s

-
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same as \‘he ham which resulted in Florida, for example. The ham Iin Il'lorlda

. ! -

) wad overwbelming. * The denials of access to higher education and to the job

‘market were clear. In the case of the teach®r, someone denied access to a

teacher training pregram or to a particular job in the teaching profession is

PR o . ,

1
not quite as significant. There are other recognized alternatives. There is
.also more freedon of choice for either a teacher training candidate or a

teacher, The students in Florida have no choice but to go to school, and they

a— L -

had no choice about what school to attend. The teacher training candidate has

much more choice, although | suppose that may be limited if ghe wte;cnher

-~

a L]
training candidate really only had one state institution, for example, to go to

.

. be trained to be a learning disability teacher. “Because of those differences

' .. in the impact of the testing program, | think the issue or the match, for

-

i example, between teaching and’ learning is a Iitt]e di fferent. As a-teacher

training candidate, if | am not getting the instruction | need to be certified

in your state, | can go somewhere else to get that intruction. The issue of

. s - ‘ . .
the job-relatedness for same of the instl\mnts used to assess teachers | think

¢ .

@

' is a very real one. There might be §ignlficant potential difficulties for

< ' those Jinvolved in perpetuating those tests; this is one area in which the legal
. ' .
- mandate is quite clearly denanding more than | think the profession will

* deliver. | am not sure that we can say what makes a successful teacher, and |

. . . A
am not sure that we can say how we can assess that with a paper and pencil or
. . ¢ . . ’

- -

. an observational measure. | do "see the potential for mounting successful
challenges to those kinds of teacher accountability efforts. | suspect this

-

‘ _\)ecause they watch and parti;:ipate 50 closely in kinds of work we have done on

. ‘ ® =

> behal f of the students, an'.d ] think that they are thinking very seriously about

.

taking same of the lessons learned in the minimun caripe tency testing. contests

‘ and applylng them either to teacher accountabillty or to provlslons to limit

access to the teacher profession. | do not, thlnk that any of you are going to-

_ i3 U

. ) P ,
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H

: be simltarly harcrased as~lp Florida. You have the beneglt' ;af learning fram ihe
mistakes that Florlda n;ade, and they are mlstakes that are related to the
context in which the SEA was placed. The SEA was asked to do the impossible, .

+_ and | think the only criticism I have of the Florlda,SEA is that It did not
clarify that point to those who aske& then to .do ite The lesson is that when
you feel you ar'e being asked to do the impossible by a legislator, by a s'tate

board, by a comnissioner,. know what you can delilver and know how quickly you

-

~ can deliver it. |If you are asked to do something that you feel professional.ly
S h _unco'nfort;ble wi th, sz;y so. And say-)so, II you can politically, in a pwlic
\ . 'way. Those of us who scrutinize thes; cases because our clients ask us to do‘
'so aré not going to c‘hallenge you personally for acting if we /feel that you
hfxve made'afgogd : _/f/fbrt to at~temp£ to do your best, and if -we féel that yo1u'\
-+ exercised yg pr;fesslénal responsibility. | doﬁbt.ihat most of you v:vi.lﬁl'\ever ’
. ‘be deferdapts ‘in Ia‘wsults because you can avoid that Ey ;xer.clsing your best
professiona) judgment ant.i.by e-ngaglng in good professional practl;ces.
. | ' ‘ . .
R /J * )
. - e i
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Dur ing

the

V. DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES

-
A [

course of the symposium, there were. many occasions

- . I3

When

questions arose which inspired spirited exchange. The *following is a brief

-

summary of those questions ind thé interactions they fnsphred.

Q: Would Dr . Pul Iin'ca?ment on educational malpractice?

.

Educational Maipractice and the Burden of Proof

] o \

Dro. Pultin: . "t is difficult to sue- for malpractice when no standards

-

Ms. Lindheim:

-

.

v

»

pare sét. -In the past, malpractice suits have been
‘unsuccessful . Now that states are setting standards,
opportunity for educat ional malpractice is renewed,
althoug}r itis still very difficult to say what teaching

practice is. . ] - .
A . > ’ )

-

If standards are set, why shouldn!t people sue? Educa-
tors just have to be aware of the possibilitie‘s. : .

' .
Q: But is'it passible to prove that the elements that are tested were, in
“fact, taught? . . \

De. Pullin: In Florida, only the renedlal ciasses could be described
as "teaching to the test." o
» - . . .
Mr. Nix: -A process of review is the only way to ac¢amplish the .
- . task —— a process which constantly canpares what student
" should know versus what teachers have taught then,
. , : ; -
Ms. Lindheim: And you must make those camparisons whenoyo_u re forming
the progran and when you're evaluating it. )
Q: But what constitutes proof? v .o
Dr. McDonald: You have to determine whether "you've taught it and the
kids haven't learned it yet," or whether "you've taught
it and the kids can't learn it." Wouldr't yol have to
show some kind of systematic deficiency?
) . / .
‘Dre Pullin: No Pegal standard-of -proof has been set, and | wonder if
.. : it can be. How can you prove what has occurred without

being in all*he classroans?

You'd have to have a very thorough explanation of what

3

~

,

-

S

et

(

the test is measuring and thereby focus the issue. -

-

e
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“Dr. Pullln:. Probably ycﬁi"d have to give a general asswance of. the
. . relatedness of the program, the teaching, and the test-

ing. Likely, the Court would expect the local school or

O . the state to establish a curricular mtch. And since
criteria for proof doesn't exist, you'd ask the Court to
< define the standard of proof first, and it would probably

be minimal.

]

Mr: Levinson: There is.no cdnsensus of opinion’in this area. With a

‘shlf,,L)f power fram the LEA to the SEA, and the, develop-

ment of state ratings, the state would probably have the
burden.

Dr. Majetic: The Court would.really be asking, for a rational vs. an

arbitrarymeaswe. 1t would mnt to know that there has
been some atfempt at the development of a rational answer
to a difficult problen. The Court wouldn,'t necessarily _

scrutinize beyond that. . .

«

Mr. Nix: That's good, because connectlngﬁdeflclencles wi th program
parts is dlfflcult. . s
- <
‘ .
Dr. Evans: I agree ~~ how do we fl,nd the breakdomm? Although too .

many times, we substitute a new proirm for anal.ysls.(

-~

= - Minimums and Maximums :

Q:  How do‘we prevent minimuns fran becaning maximums?
J ' -
, Ms, Lindh®in: There are several things you can do: ; ‘
¢ (1) be clear in your expectations,
(2) be sure test-makers have an explicition of each test
item, oo
(3) know what you want so you will know uhen the students
* have learned, and

(4) involve Iots_gof people in establishing mlni'mm standards.

¢ . - ‘ \ - AR
Q: But who ‘decides who is ta t;e eQduca‘ted? In public school, everyone wants
*in ~~ how do you do it? )

. i
-Ms, Lindhein Make people think the progran and the testing are working,
and perhaps teach to the test.

L]
~

M. Nix: , But lay people don't have a consensus on the mln'lmm;‘;%y
’ ‘ more than we do. SN
Mr. Levinson: But they, ér groups of them, can either put pressure on the
publ ic school or opt out. You have to think about who has
y political powér. ' Certaihly, there-are social rewkrds for

. ’ the elite in other school settlngs, and in tlmes of scarce
’ empl oynént ~-what good is the min imm?\The value of what

you have deperids on what othecs have,

)

. +

-
[ .

o
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Ms . Davidson: So it could be that minimuns may actually bump all .
standards upstairs. .

Ms. Lindheim: And we!ll see who has the power. A diploma does have a
value- to some ‘people. And litigation canes fran the °
di.sadvantaged, especially if the rich go to privte school.

Or< Evans: | In Mississippi, most kids are in public schools. 8% are
in private schools.

Mr . Hamilton: In Louisiana, 10-12% of-our kids are in private schools,
many of which have no interest in accreéditation. Of course,
as times get harder, it's difficult to say howmuch the
parents are going to want to support these private schools.

' (4 '

Or. Pullin: As to preventing minimuns from becoming maximuns, plah lots
‘of program phase-in time. Begjn at the elementary .school,
and "alter the system over t toward higher standards.

. Norm—Referenceﬁests vs. Criterion-Referenced Tests
. ~/ :

Both norm—referencedltes'ts and c'r'iterion—references‘ tests look the same
to me. Could someone help me see -the differénces?

1o

Ms. Lindheim: It is important to remerber how the instrument is formed.
In a nom-referenced test, you are measw ing a students's
attaimment against the attainment of a group of otKer
.students, You do mot necessarily learn whether Student A
4 nﬁster‘ed a particular skill or body of knowl edge, but you
' < do have an idea of what Stud¢ht A learned as canpared with
o what the other students iearned. Perhaps no one mastered
. the skill orf the body of knowiedge, but the students are
, not measured against that. In a criterion-referenced test,
v ;they are, One designs the test to measwe an individual
student agatnst a stated standard. ldeally, one learns
whether or not that student's learning measures up to the
. standard — that is, Student A%did master the skill or s/he -
did not. The two tests'call for different analyses, and tof
choose one over the other, one must determine why one is

. ‘ testing, and what, specifically, one wants to know.
\ .

Accountabiiity, Money, and”Effectiveness

+

. Q: I've,been thinking about the uses of accountability outcomes. Does anyone .

. have data regarding the impact of money on school ou"mes?

, 0 'Dr. Evans: - Mississippi doesn't have any actual da®a regarding the impact
.0 : p of money on achievement, but it seems to us that there mjght

- ‘not be a positive correlation. ’\




Ms . Davidson:

Dr. Evans’:

Dr . McDonald:

Dr. McDonald:

can dlctate the curriculum, for good and bad.

It's the sane thing in Texas. We don't have any data,

elther, but we do have at least one urban school district
which has had several moneyed prograns —— an abundance of |
riches — and still has low achievement. - We have other |
districts that have much less money and higher achievement.

.
. . . &

Qf course, just becayse that district has moneyed programs, 4
they're not necessarily good programs, or programs effec—- (
tively taught. Monexnssn't the only varlable there.

" True. But we're not seeing high achievement In all those

heavily-financed Title | schools, either, tfough | know we |
have to consider student socio-econamic status in those )
results. . . ‘ )

The Educational Testing Service has found a negative corre- |
lation between paraprofessionals and outcaones. Maybe.a ¢ |
way of cutting money-and raising accountability is to |
eliminate paraprofessionals! S,

7

-,

The Power to Set Minimum Standards

tions have been bothering me. What power do we have' to set
minimun standards? By setting the standards, the SEA is
getting more and more involved in social policy issues; do :
we have the right? After all, perhaps the setting of . .
minimum standards is inherently inequitable —— for the handi-
capped, for those who have been denied equal educational
opportunities for any reason, for those,kho have difficulties L
or inabilities {n learning. >

As, we have been discussing alk these issues, several ques- . |
i

met —-— the teacher or the state? What is fair? Perhaps

we should leave it to the individual professional and P
intervene where possible. After all, we are talking about
social experimentation in an area Mlere there is no experi-
ence. Are we talking about needing.something similar to a
Food and Drug Administration for children's rights? Society

|
J«
And who is responsible for seeing that the standard is
s developing centralized functions, and it lopks like states " ‘

\
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J . ' V. svvimesls AND CONCLUSIONS

.

Accountability and campetency standards presume that one can describe” that

) .

body of knowledge or that éollection of skills which every chlld ought to

. : -
master as a result of passing through public schools in the Unlted States. It

% “presumg¥ that the knowl édge and skills cammon to every effective teacher can be

N

described and taught.

*

) N

These presumptions, however, collide with the(mt_xltlple, canpl e;( demands

[

characteristic of a plurallstic society. The dominant culture of the United .

States has assumed that its public services were based on equal opportunity and ’

—

:equal treatment. It has as{uned that anyone coixld accanplish anything if #he
rules were followed and the ‘sysien depended upon. Yet ‘the educational system
fties in the face of these belliefs, saying, "No, you don't have the minifiun .

skills in mathenatics so you can't have a diplana,® or e seens that you don't
A [4 o !

have the necessary awareness of proper téaching metholds, so we won't certify

you to teach in .our state." Is this *the )usi appl ication of reasonable
e , - . ot ' Y { - - - R
standards, or the denial of equal opportunity, or an indication that the educa-

tional systam doesh't work?‘ : . oy .
> And }f.the issue Is uncanfortable for,the dominant culture, what are the
Impl'}catlons foul the many otl;e.r cultures co-existing in this pluraiistic’

) ~cointry? 1f a body of knowl edge and a ﬁi ectl_c;n o; skill.s ;ho;ld be common to
every ptbll:: school gr.at‘iuate in the United States,‘ what detemrmines these
deslgnatlons?. What does"thge‘ public s;Chc;;i .prornlse the student at the end of

- * the process? ) ' ,
‘%‘ . . e . . _,. \ | .

: N ‘ ,. | e 76 '
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e the body of knowl edge and the collect‘lon of skills'necessary to

* get a job? , . . .
A e -
e ‘the body of knowledse and the collection of.‘ skills necessary to
influence one's destiny? - '
, @ the body of knowl edée?ﬁd 1*: collection of skills necessary to
cope with unpredictable ®hange? ) -_—
o the body of knowledge and the eol lection of‘skH Is necessary to
support one's self-reliance? ’
o the body of knowl edge and the collection of skills necessary to

function as a citizen of the U.S. working for "the greater good?*
Are these the minimun skills youngsters: need? Are there others?' Could some
of the required body of knowledge conflict with a cultural value? Do students
g0 to schooi for different pu-poses, and If they do, does th(\\hange their
expectatlons of the b:‘ of knowledge and collection ofyskilts they shouid

receive? Can someone fram one culture accurately describe the min imun

knowiedge and skills essential to someone fran another culture? —_Are there

K @ g

aspects of II‘fe in the Upited States which cut across all cul tural groups, and -

are they the proper domain of the public schools? What ‘does an effective

teacher in’ a classroon In South Texas, an effective teacher in Jackson, .

Mississippi, and an effect\lve teacher in riral Oklahama have in caman? Can it
2]

be described? €an 'It be |earned? ' ..

If anyone could have posslbly thought that campetericy and accoqntablllty

[ ] 2

were straightforward- snmple ideas, the symposlun and this document certalnly

present evidence to the contrary. , in the slx-state region of the SEDL Regional

Planning and Service Project, there are six differert approaches and six dif-
fer ent k_l‘nds(5 of program Implementition, all of whlch‘rmk,es nsase within the

individual state's historical and legislative framework. !

—

. &
Even the national advisors are gulded by dlfferent emphasis. When Ms.

-

.Cynthia Levinson, Conference Manager, asked each of the advlsors for a descrip-

tion of an Ideal Accountability State, she received the f¢>||ow|ng~ rfes;)onses.

T S 7077
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' There woqld be lots of

v Y

Eiaine Lindheim -

Fred McDonald ) - Diana Puilin

Each grade would have | wouid have a.problem My state would be very

defined expectations for imposing standards. “similar to Eiaine's.
all students. :

, | .would want a "cul~ (I would emphasize,

Local programs would be tural sign-off" fram though, that there are

heavlly’gguided by the State. all affected groups. many differences among
S0 individuals.

All prograns would be ] would reduce the .

monitored by measur ement anount of monitoring. Tests would not be the

schemes. ’ ' ;

only judge of a person.
] would use a. probl em-
solving method :to deal
support far the teachers. with social &hemes.

X

1

There is no-doubt that the "how" of écmpetency. and acho'untability is stiil

-

entangled with the "why," and several people are stiii wondering, "Even if‘we | \
‘ - \

figure out how to have campetency and accountabil ity schemes, are we going to'_

~

T eaye someone. behind?"

Struggling wi th "should we or shoul dn't we'; becanes a.luxury in the face of
an indignant public or a preésured legisiature. And while the states struggle,

local school districts do, too. As this dbcument was being prepared, an action
* *

of the Atlanta, Georgia school board was made public. The board voted to "base

any [teacher] layoffs on judgements of .canpe tence rather than seniority...

[
-
.

No final degision has been made on the criteria for measuring campe-
., tence, but according to a draft proposal,-weight would.be given to
several factors, including senority, eductional preparation and a
supervisor's evaluation. The new plan is to take effect in the
1982-83 school year, when Atlanta will probably-clgse several schools

in the face of falling enrollment ~~ and many jobs- are likely to be
lost." (Newsweek, june 11981, p. 69) .

. s

. \
Canpe tency and accountabiiity issues remain complicted.and volatile, and worth
every opportunity fo\r scrutiny’knd reflection, The Invitational Symposium on

Canpe tency andNAccomtabllity Issues.was certainly one of those opportunities.

-

-
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. . . -, . ]
- 1. Acts of Arkansas *

2, Education Accountability in‘ Arkansas Department of Education
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. ©
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~ ”~
- -
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. . —_— : .
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. ‘. (Edward F. Iwanicki)

+
- - -

12, Minimal Canp;n\‘lﬁTesoting’:e Unexamined Assumptions and Unexplored ‘ !
Negatives Outcanes (George F. Madaus and John T. McDonagh)

13, Wwhat ‘to:Loaok'for in Minimal Competency Tests (George F. Madaus) :
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