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Ceriter for the Ztudy of Evakiation

The mission of the Center for the Study of Evaluation is to conduct
inquiry, from a variety of perspectives, into thb nature of educational
programs ,and services. Our commitment to inquiry into the field 'of
evaluation grows.from the belief that school practi6es and the compe-
tencies and satisfactibris of those who participate in the educational
enterprise can benefit from information collected in accordance with so-
cial science methodologies. Ac-tivities of CSE involve study of the
instruments and methodologies tor collecting information as well as the
spciopolitical contexts of educational decisions as a means of contribu-
ting to the long-range growth in effectiveness of public education.

Information about CSE and its:publications may be obtained by
writing to:

Director, Public Information
Center for the Study of Evaluation.
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles,, California 90024
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NIE REGIONAL toNFERENCES ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

In the Spring of 1979, the National Institute of.Education, in collab-

oration with the United States Office of Education, the UCLA Center for the

Study of Evaluation (CSE), and members of a nation-wide network of research

and development agencies, sponsored a national colloquy on the role of test-

ing in the public schools. Of strongest significance was.the conference.

theme that testing could have an important impact in imprioving the effed-

tiveness of instruction, but that much remained to be understood about test-
1

ing needs armc prob)ems. Eight regional conferences were held as a way to

share information afriong approximately 1200 participants. These people re-

(
presented the community, parepts groups, and the professions of teaching,

educational research, policy, and administration and represented local,

state, and'regional interests.

Each conference involved presentations frohl national and regional fig-

ures in the area of testing and instruction, and included university pro-.

fessors, representatives of professional organizations, publishers, and

school personnel. The conferences also provided an initial,training oppor-

tunity in.test development and iest selection to acquaint participants fur-

,. .ther with some of the newer ideas in the field. Each conference,focused

iis second day on regiorially important issues and needs. Significant out-
.

comes of the project were the recommendations provided from this diverse

group on areas for continued support at the federal level. In addition,

an edited set of speakers' papers and the'training materials in test de-

velopment and selection were also important resources developed from the set

of conferences. Agencies providing local support and organization were:

iv.



The Network
Research for Better Schbols
Southeastern Regional Cohsortium
CEMREL, Inc.
Southwes-tEducational:Development Laboratory
Midcontinent Regional Educational Laboratory
Farwest Regional Educational LabOratbrY
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

Overall conference support 4nd-materfa1s preparation were the responsibility

of CS

The recommendations of th Regiohal Conferences can be synthesized asi

follows:'
0

.. current testing,perspectives need to be refocused.

.. decisions about test deverbpment and selection.should involve
a much broader constituency than isrbresently the case

.. the 'instructional application of teting needs to be refined

.. greater coordination is needed among federal, state, and local

testing needs.

Some implications growing from these recommendations are presented.

Work associated with the Manning ahd con8uct of the regional confer-

ences took plice between October 1978 and September 1979. Work associated

with the product rAmisions took place between April 1 and August 31, 1980.

The final products of the contract extension consist of (1) a book of read-

ings on testing"and inStruction compiled from the invited speakers at each

regional conference, and (2) a set of training materials on fest development

and selection drawn from the materials introduced at the conferences.

0
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THE REGIONAL CONFERENCES: PLANNING, PURPOSES AND PROCEDURES, AND FCLLOW-UP

Overview to the Conferences

On. March 1-3,.1978, the Department of Health, EduCation and Welfare

convened a National Conference on Achievement Tests and,Basi Skills in

Washington, D.C. The purpose of the National Conference was to bring

together teachers, edutat.ional administrators, testing experts, local,

state, and federal government officials, told parents and community rep.resen-

tatives to begin a national dialogue about the, role that achievement.testing

can play in improving the quality of elementary and secondary education.

Among' the policy recommendations stated at the National Conference was-the

need to encourage awareness of a broad view.of American education,i a view

in which testing,is only one part of the endeavor; to promote appropriate

expeetations about the uees'and limitations of tests and testing; and to

involve a diverse constituency in dicussions of issues and development of

solutions. Among the implementation recomnendations growing out of the

National Conference was that the federal governMent should convene

conferences and training workshops for the diverse audiences who are involved

in or affected by tests and testing.-'The Regionl Conferences on Testing

and Instructfon, discussed in this report, are oneoresponse to these

recommendations.

The-tontract far"developing and supervising the Regional Conferences

oh Testing and Instruction was awarded to the'Center for the Study of

Evaluation (CSE) at the Graduate School of Education, 0;versity of Cali-

fornia at Los Angeles by the National Institute of Education(NIE).

The conferences were a project under Testing, Assessment and Evaluation

of the Teaching and Learning Division of NIE. Each Regional 6onfer-

.0
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ence was intended to offer presentations on two major topics: the uses

7

and limitations of testing, and the function of testing as ktool in

classroom instruction. Participants at each conference were to consist of

instructional:administrative, policy, and research personnel, as well as

membe'rs of the local community. The conferences were intended to foster a

collaborative approach to issues of testing and instruction, to provide a

broad overvisew to some of the ma,for concerns in testing and instruction, and

to attempt to translate.t6-3e broad concerns into issues and implicayons of

importance,te the particular region.

To meet these goals, a series of two-day Regional Conferences oh testing

and instruction was planned. The conference for each region was coordinated

by CSE (an,d, a regional educatiOnal laboratory or agencies in cooperation wi,th

the United States Office of Educatton Regional Commissioner. Sinte the NIE

procurement specified only eight conferences, tyro sets of regions were

combined (Regions I and II, and Regions VII and VIII). The'eight cRnferenees

were conducted'during March, April, May, and June, 1979. In addition to

presentations on the major topics,of interest, each conference also'offered

a sec6nd set of agenda items specific to the-region in which the conference

was being conducted.

After initial discussion with NIE representatives on the structure of the

conferences, CSE had,identified the following set of tasks to perfom:

1) tbentify regional agencies with whom to coordinai:e effort
2)-) plan the "national" agenda, that is, the comMon therm for

Day I of all conferenees
3). identify'a list of.Day 1 potential speakers, and contract with

those selected by the regions

4) identify the structure of the two-day agenda, e.g., how much titre

in small groups, etc.

,
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5) provide liaison and assistance to regional agencies
6) develop and supervise sub-contracts for local conference

activity,
7) develop i\nvitation protocols.
8) adapt and, develop materials for workshop activity on testing

and inztrUction
9) appxove regional agencies' plans for speakers and

conference structures-
10) provide on-site assistance in training facilitators for

small group sessions
11) maintain contact with the NIE
12) synthesize recommendations from the eight conferences
13) prepare final..report

The CSE director discussed the conference activity with the laboratory

directors when it was first suggested by NIE. Following award of the

contract to CSE, each director was contacted to determine the?lab director's

intention of participating, and to obtain the name of a staff person

authoyized to work with CSE ontbe project.'

Since the conferences were designed to be,Yegional, and since many of the

laboratories operate Regional Service Programs, CSE alS-0Gonsulted with

Ed Ellis, Assistant Director for Regional Programs, Division of Dissemination.and

Improvement of Practices, of NIE, at a joint meeting of the Council for Educational

Development and Research (CEDaR) Communicators and the Regional Service

Program in Oregon, Fall 1978. Thus, two divisions at NIE, the Teaching

and Learning Division, and the Regional Service Programs, were aware of the

collaborative effort.

As potential agenda items were discussed between representatives of CSE,

the regional laboratories, and the NIE, draft versions of the two-day

conferences were formil.flated. Reviews of these drafts were conducted to

ensure that the final set of agendas would reflect the intent of the project:

to design and conduct.two-day conferences on testing and instruction where

9
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(1) the first day of each conference would be relatively constant and consist

of major speaker presentations on testing and instruction, and hands-on

activities on issues in testing and instruction;:and (2) the,second day of

each conference would continue these two themes but through a set cif

specific problems and issues important to each regi.on.

A set of tasks was developed Which provided the core requirements for

regional subcontractors.

Each regional agenCy was to:

I) coordinate with appropriate Office of Llucation Region and
Chief State School Officers

2) specify preferences for Day I speakers
3) implement invitation protocol to assure representation

of appropriate groups
4) select site and coordinate on-site activities, e.g., room

arrangements, luncheons
5) plan with assistance from CSE the Day II agenda
6) prepare pre-conference announcement
7) provide facilitators for small group activities

\

Thesestasks were to be implemented with assstance from CSE and the

National Institute of Education.

The educational or other apency sponsoring a Regional Conference, the

United States Office of Education region represented, locations and dates,of

conferences, and the designated laboratory/agency liaison were:

Conference Designated
LaboratoryAgency Reaion Location Dates _Liaison

Central Midwestern V Detroit, t.g Mar. 27-28 James Winters
Regional Educational
Laboratory '

Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory

X Vancouver,
WA

Apr. 30-May 1 Beverly Anderson
,
4

Midcontinent Regional
Educational Laboratory

VII-VIII Kansas City,
MO

May 7-8 Linda Sikorski



,Laboratory/Agency
IL\

Region

*
tonference ,

Location

1

Dates ,

.
Designated

Liaison

Farwest Regional -

Educationallaboratory

Research for Better
Schools

The Network
, .

Southwest Educa.tional

Deve,lopment Laboratory

e
Southeastern Regional

IX

III

I-II

VI

1..: /

Lbs Angeles,CA

Haverford, PA,

Boston, MA

Houston, TX
4

Atlanta, GA

May 14-15

Jun. 4-5

'Jun.11-12

Jun.21-22

Jun.25-26

Lynn Jenks

Marcie Sachs

Clare Durocher

Hardy Murphy

Jack Cook
Consortium

Conference Organization

Certain,principles were.agreed upon by the CH. staff, the NIE project

officer'S, and the directors or coordinators in the regional agencies. In

brief, each conference was intended to:

1) Frovide a basis for a discussion of the uses of tests in schools
2) provide a basis for discussion of the relationship of testing to

instruction
3) provide a regionally-relevant agenda
4) provide an introductory trairying experience in the.development

and use of tests to improve instruction
.

5) provide a forum where' representatives of federal, state, and
. local educational §encies could meet with public school teachers

and with university personnel to consider the issues involved in
testing ..

6) elicit feedback from participants regarding needed research,
development, or technical assistance in the area of testing

In an attempt to reach the intended broad constituency, invitatiOnal

protocols were designed. These protocols were intended to ensure that

participants would consisteof approximately 50% instructional staff, 25%

administrative personnel at school and district levels, and 25% governmental

and.community representatives% Each conference was planned to accommodate

approximately 200 participants.



CSE's resp6sibility in the planning and design of the conferenCes was

to formulate all the presentations and activities of the first day. 'Thus,-'

,

CSE prwrided each regional spOnsor with a suggestedlAst offlationally

[

reccigniz.ed experts in the ,areas of testing d instruction. Eack-region,

with one or two exwtions, ihvited a speaker from the CSE suggested list to

address the testing theme and the instruction theme. In the-case of the_

exceptions, either a suggested speaker initially selected by the region was

not available,' or the regional staff suggested a spea-ker not on the CSE list.

These latter speakers were chosen because of their-familiarity wit'h regional

concerns and because they had previously worked with and established rapport

with the regional constituency. (A list of invited speakers on testing and

instruction appears in Appendix A.). InAdditlonit_was agreed that CSE

0
was responsibte for providing practice acti'vities on the themes of testing ahd

instruction during the afternoon of the first day of each conference. Training

of staff, as necessary, to conduct these afternoon sessions was ajoint CSE-
.

regional agency responsibility.

Sessions designed for the second day were to address, through speakers,

special Anterest groups, and panels, topics under testing and instruction f

:particular interest in the region. It was planned to enlist speakers from

'within the region for each second-day topic or issue.

In addition, regional sponsors were responsible for providing a mechanism

to elicit local recommendations about issues and implications in testing and

instruction.

General Schedule for Each Conference

The first day of each conference generally consisted of introductory

remarks to set the scope, focus, an'd intentions of the conference, usually

-6 IL)
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made y the reoional sponsor, i.e., laboratory direCtor. These introductions

were followed by 'presentations on the major themes of testing and instruction.

The major presentations were summarized by a CSE staff member to reiterate

their major points, to proOde a bridge to and focus for the afternoon

training activities,.to'begin the process Of establishing the regional flavor

of the conference, hnd to initiate thinking on the need to address regional

recommendations and implications.

Afternoon activities consisted of small,graup.ac vity on issues in
A

, .

testing anb instruction. Participants broke into-small groups and,

facilitated by CSE and regiOnaT staff, discussed morning presentations and

were oriented to materials of relevance to test development/selection from

the standpoints of instructional sensitivity and technical quality. Summaries

of.M.jor addresses on testing and on instrucIion and descriptions of CSE

materials ire presented in the next two '.:ections of this report.

Second-day activities'focused on the major issues in a manner deemed

appropriate to the region, translated issues into regional questions, and

elicited a set of recommendations. Regional recommendations are discussed

elsewhere in this report, and all conference agenda's are presented in

Appendix B.

Follow-up to the Conference Activities -- Extension of Original Contract

As previouslystated, the RegionaT Conferences Were intended to stimulate

a broad view of American education in which testing is seen' as only one part

of that endeavor. Further, the conferences were intended to develop real-

istic expectations about the uses an4 limftations-of tests and testing and

to involve a diverse constituency in dialogue about the issues involved in
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tests and testing and possible means,of solution.

As a springboard for such dialogue, each regional denference presented

an invited speech on testing' uses and limitatibns and anitnvited speech on the
,

Uses of testing information-in instruction. These talks provideda bridge

for the introduction oi,training materials addressing questions of test

development and selection.

At the conclusion of the contracted work associated with planning and

conducting the Regional Conferences, CSE proposed a no-cost extension of

work to the National Institute of Education: This extension was designed

to meet two broad purposes. First, CSE would produce aboo0of readings

based on the invited speeches on testing and instruction. Second, CSE

would revise the-training materials on test development and selection on

the basis of external review (these materials had already been somewhat

modified on the basis of Pre-conference try out and their reception during

the Regional Conferences). Preparation of both the book of readings and.

the revised training materials were intended to continue the kinds of:dia-

logue begOn at the Regional Conferences and to make the results of such

dialogue potentially available to teacher, adMinistrators; theorists,

researchers, and policy makers.
0

The work associated with this extehsion took place between April and

August, 1980.

The Book of Readings

A total of eleven invited presentations resulted from the eight Re-
/

gional Conferences (some speakers were invited to make presentations at

more than one conference).. CSE tasks associated with producing a book of

readings from these invited presentations we're as follows-:



to edit the invited speeches, prepare transitional materials,
and have the edited presentation reviewed by the authors

. to subject the edited papers to external review

to revise the materials as necessary

to prepare materials for potential, commercial publication

The effort requireety CSE to edit the papers varied widely among the

authors. In some cases, inyited speal4s had prepared draft papers; editing p

of these papers primarily required the kinds of changes assdciated with copy

editing -- consistency of prose style, tone, point of.view, grammatical and

syntactical considerations. . I9)some cases, speakers' presentations were less

formal and relied primarily sin4notes: n these cases:, editing required by

CSE staff was extensive. This work invalved transcribing taped presentations,

altering style,and delivery patterns into a form appropriate forformal book

publication, writing transitional pieces between sections of the speech,

writifig summaries, and so forth. In a few cases, speakers made informal

presentations on the basis oftheir previous work already in print. In one

case, this ind of"presentation cut across more than one earlier paper by

the author. For the speeches presented in this mode, OSE editing was again

extensive and, in effectr'amounted to large amounts of writing and/or're-

writing for consistency and approftiateness for the abdiences envisioned for

the book of readings.

All edited papers were sent to.a for review and approVal. At

'the same time, CSE staff wrote introductorymaterials for the draft book of

'readings, anti a concluding section.

The edited papers were reviewed by Bernard McKenna of the NEA. Final

-- revisions were made and the voluMe now stands.ready to be considered for

&
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commerCial publication.

The Revision of CSE Training Materials

As will'be seen'in a later.seCtion of this report, the CSE materials on

test selection and development had already been subject to_revisio-n onsthe

basis of local try-out and.feedback from the earlier Regional Conferences.

It was felt, however, that the materials,.given their potential use by and

effect upon classroom teachers, should be viewed by external experts. CSE

tasks associated with.revising the materials consisted of the following:

. field test

revision

. external review

final manuscript typing.

Judah Schwartz of MIT reviewed the draft materials in terms of their

methodological soundness and the relevance and accuracy of-the domain spec-

ification examples they provided. Bernard McKenna of.the NEA reviewed the

materials from the standpoint of classroom application -- are they potenti-

ally useful to teachers? are they sufficiently broad to allow users to con-

sider development of a wide variety of assessment techniques? are exemplary

materials relevant 'and accurate? In addition, both external reviewers ex-

amfned the leaders' guide accompanying the materials. Concurrent with these

reviews, the materials were tried-out with teaching and central office s aff

of a°1ocal school district.

After the reviews, and the local.try-out, the materials were subject

to a final level of scrutiny.-- this time by CSE staff with a background in

tests and testing and who represented classroom teacher experience and con-

'tent khowledge in the skill areas dealt with in the materials.

10



These CS5 staff (1) independently of each other and of the external

reviewers provided detailed critiques of the materials and made suggestions

fOr revision; (2) examined the'results of the critiques made ty the external

reviewers; and (3) mpde' appropriate changes to the training materials and

to the accompanying leader's guide. All changes are now.incorporated in

the final versibn of the materials. CSE is presently considering appro-

priate means of disseminating these materials; for example, it may be that

a commercial publisher interested in the book of readings would see value

in appending practical test development/selection materials with.the read-

ings on testing and instructional issUes.

SummariTs 'of the invited speeches and CSE training materials appear

in the next two sections of this report.

11
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SUMMARIES OF INVITED PRESENTATIONS ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

4

As mentioned previously, each Regional Conference offered two major
0

presentations during the first morning, one on testing and one on instruc-

tion. Speakers on testing frequently discussed tests froli; the standpoint

of their uses and misuses. Speakers addressing instruction often dis-

cussed the instructional implications of testing.- Since the speakers

usually differed from conference to conference, and thOrefore the parti-

cipant'S across all sites did not have the opportunity to hear the total

range of issues offered by all major speakers, summaries of their

presentations are included here, organized by the invited topics of

testing and instruction.

-

Presentations On Testing'

. Ron Edmonds

Ron.,Edmonds is Senior Assistant to the Chancellor of Instruction,

Board of Education of the City of New York. In his talk on testing,

Edmonds' major concern was with.the organization and administra-

tion of schools to lead to a more equitable distribution of basic

skills; 'he believes that schoois cannot'proceed,to equity until they

respond to those students presently getting the least from education.
4?

In Edmonds' estimation, current norm-referenced testing practices have

too great a hold on American schools, and that hold is the greatest

single impediment to the-equitable provision of the goods of edUcation

-- particularly in the area of acquisition of basic skills, Part of the

solution strategy offe ed by Edmonds involves the local generation of

cri teri on-referenced. tests,

12
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Edmonds sees four major impediments to solving.the problem of test

misuse vis-a-vis the equitable delivery of basic skills: (1) educators

and others are too timid, too slow, and/or too indifferent to instructional

equity; (2) there is a great need for more rigorous analysis of test.uses

and Ibuses; (3) public understanding is modest and misunderstanding so

pervasive that there is a great need.to inform the public before improve-

ment can take place in testing; (4) the vested interest of the commercial

testing industry.

Edmonds is a so concerried with the interattion between pupil perfor-

'mance and family background. He,believes that*pupil family background in

itseif is not the principal determinant of achievement, but rather how

.schools respond'to that background. Discussion of this kind of issue is

the first step in the consideration of instruction and test content and

t kinds of items developed to measure desired skill's. Such discussion

should fo4s on school orgatiization and administration', so that schools

become.more democratic and equitable in what they deliver.

Edmonds' approach to the use of criterion-referenced tests calls

for public discussion of what parents and others want childien to know

and be able to do to demonstrate cquisition of basic skills. This

public discussion must involve examination of student instructional needs

and scrutiny of the measures to be developed and the ouccomes they

will t After resoYution of these,instructional and testing issues,

schools should consult the professional test maker to guide local

development of measures tHat are technicalbc sound, instructionally

relevant, and responsive to the,results of the public needs sensing.

Locally generated criterion-referenced tests can provide schools

with information that is very useful in the attempt to deliver basic

a
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I

what their arents want theM to know. That is, schools need to becoMe more

equity oriented; criterion-referenced test results.can be used to involve

parents in this movement.

skills tornhy more students.than is currently taking place. One role of

critericin-referencedtests in this regard is to provide families of students.

with a basis to discuss with schools the acquisition of basic skills;
4

these,tests would provide a descriptiori of pupil progress in relation to

.
.

I

,

With the use of criterion-referenced tests as defined by EdmOnds,
-
N

. /

, three defensible purposes of testirig emerge: (I) to judge the instructiOnal

Ieffectiveness of the school building.-- to distinguish between schools that

are and are not instructfonally effective; (2) to report individual pupil

I

I

achievement -,,C not in a normative mariner, but in terms of what the studnt

currently kno4; and (3).to report.individual pupil diagnos'is 'and design

instruc- tional prescription that will improve the diagnosed deficiences.

. 2. Willjam Coffman

William Coffman is Director, Iowa Testing Programs, Universityaof Iowa.

One of tlis major concerns is that the put,Tic is very interested in getting

a simple answer tO the question of how well their schools are doing. Since

standardized tesq are standardized, they ought to be able to provide that

simple answer. However, interpriting test 'results is nota simple job.

When they are faced with a choi between having test re'ults that are

misused and having no test results, teSchers will generally opt for no

test results, as is currently evidenced by resolutions for a moratorium.

Coffman suggests thattthe greatest'error made is to assume that

because standardized tests carry impressive technical manuals, and have

names that appear to focus on desirable learning, they are mcil-e accurate and

releveit measures than they actually are; that is, that they are more

14
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valid and reliable than they ctually are. By way of example% Coffman

cites the, 'Iowa Te&t of Basic ki ITBS . Its -recling Comprehension

subtest is reported to have.a r liability of approximately .85 when used

at a particular grade level. But the Standard error of measurement
P

reported=in the test manual means 0-eat the reported sCOre for a pupil

may difl by several units either,way from the true score one would ob-
. ,

.* taia.frOm averaging many different*tests like the ITBS but with different

questions. The difference between,reported score and true score mayitead.

to students being p1acet -in too low or too high a percentile rank, It .

takes considerable experience to be able to treat test scores as indicators,

as useful informatton in the context of other information one, might have

abOut 'a p

' reports t

pil. Yet it is probably better practice to have periodic test

an to *end entirely on subjective impressions, especially if

'one has the results .of other tests in a comprehensivebattery as additional

checks.

Still citiag the ITBS,'Coffman then discussed its language subtests

spelling, capitanzation, punctuation, and usage. The composite based on

these four subtests has a reported reliability considerably higher than.the

reading comprehension -- between .90 and .94 for the typical grade with

estimates of standard error of measurement ranging betigeen 2.0 and 5.6.
.e

Therefore, ane can otilain a relatively more accurate estimate of the abiiity

of a pupil to answer multiple-choice questions about the mechanics of

English composition than about the same.pupil's ability to answer questions

about passages read. But Coffman raised the question about how much can be

said about,a pupil's ability to express thoughts in.writing on the basis

of scores on the language subtests.



The problem(of reliability is less severe when one lodltS at average

scores for a class or school rather than at scores for individuals. How-
.

ever, by focpsing on output only agd by 'assuming that the test is a

comprensive and valid measure of whate1er it,is named, test results

r-
'can be misused. A school with below average test scores may be doing an

excellent jdb, while a,school with above average.scores may be doing a

mediocre job. Thii,s problem often leads to use of pre- and post-measures to

determine which scboOls have the greater gains. However, given the,con-

Tiderable,enror in any standardized test score, the gain scOres derived

from testirig at the beginning and end of a period of instruction'reflect

the errors of both measurements and thus become even less dependable

than the test scores themselves:
el

Coffman,then turned to discussion of the USOE guidelines for the

evaluation of Title I programs. These guidelines, he suggests, are strong

on statistical manipulation and weak of validity. Each of the three Title

I models rests oh assumptions which are not likely to be met in the situa-

tions in which the models are applied. For example, one model assumes that

the national norms for a test are appropriate references against which to

compare a Title I program. The apprOpriateness of this comparison, however,

can only be made by local educational authorities who are knowledgeable

about local objectives and informed about what particular teaching, learning,

and other contextual activities are occurring at the local Title I site. A

second model calls for the identification of a comparable group of pupils
-)

With which a group receiving Title I treatment can be compared. The experi-

mental comparison required by this model is usually not.feasible in education.

The third model assumes that the...performance of pupils 141:la school not pro-

1
vided with Title I treatment is adequate as an indicator of what would be a
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reasonable expectation if no Title I treatment has been provided. While

the analyses emanating from this model may look impressive, again the

underlying assumption is usually not met and, so the conclusions are usually

invalid.

Coffman points out that we should not attemptto draw conclusions fromn

such comparisons on the basis of test scores alone without applying pro-

fessional judgement to make adjustments for the effects of variables assumed

to he controlled and which usually are not.

In terms of criterion-referenced tests, Coffman believes that their

advocates seem to suggest that such tests avoid all the problems pf validity

and reliability encountered with norm-referenced tests, a supposition he does

not accept. In this regard Coffman raised issues of objective focus, setting

standards or cutoff scores, and number of items, answered correctly to infer

---
mastery. Coffman feels that any good achievement test should be a sample

from some criterion doMain and that, instead of comparing norm-. and criterion-

referenced measures, we should be concerned with the breadth or specificity

of the domain and with whether the interpretation of the score is norm-

referenced or criterion-referenced. With a norm-eeferenced interpretation

we need to ask how good is the obtained score as an estimator of the true

score of the pupil on the developmental scale used for reporting. With a

criterion-referenced interpretation we need to ask what is the probability

cihat we.have classified the pupil correctly or incorrectly.

Coffman concluded-by addressing the minimum competency'Movement. He

feels that funds being spent on the development and operation of minimum

competency testing programs might better be directed at efforts to understand

how to work effectively with children who are not learning at a normal rate.

17



He believes that ouruTrent problem is not that educators cannot
0

identify deficiencies, but that it is difficult.to knoWhow to solve a ,

particular learning problem.

By way of summarizing Coffmanoffered the following points:

1. tests are professional tools that are not to be treated over-

simplistically

7

tests are indicators to be used as guides to judgements; they

are not substitutes for professional judgemcnt

3. both norm- and criterion-referenced interpretations of test

scores are useful and informative and should not be ,set up

as antagonists

4. there is a major task of educating people to what tests can

and cannot do

3. Peter Airasian

\
Peter Airasian is 4-clessor of Education, Boston College. In his

presentation, Airasianprovided a perspective in which to place current

debate over uses and-misuses of standardized achievement tests. He defines

an achievement test as a sample of behavior that is used to make lferences

about a larger domain of behavior. On the basis of this sample of behavior

inferences about how pupils would perform bn the )arger domain are made.

Three points of interest emerge from this definition of a test. First, when

we examine the content validity of an acyevement test by,comparing the

objectives-of instructton.to the items in the test, we are asking whether

there is sufficient correspondence between what was taught and wfiat is being

tested to permit valid inferences about pupfl learning. Second, no test

provides an exact inference about a pupil's performance on the larger domain



of intefest; because a test is a sample of behavior, the results of_a test

are subject to error. Third, the word "test" is a generic term, encom-
.

passing not only standardized tests, but also other educational situations

in,which a sample of behavior is used to make inferences about an individual's

or group's eharacteristics. Many so-called alternative assessment proceduces

such,as pupil interviews and examination of work samples are also tests.

1While they differ from traditional norm-referenced tests in form and content,

as well as in the way results are presented, they are nonetheless tests.

Airasian sees the social context of schools and classrooms as teqing

situations with or without the'introduction of standardized achievement tests.
a

Even if standardized testi were elithinated, a great deal of testing and

inference making would still go or in schools and classrooms. But this is

quite proper, since one of the primary roles of a teacher is to guide stuOent

learning, and this'cannot be accomplished without testing in one way or

another. It is therefore simplistic for critics of standardized tests to

argue that with the abolition of such tests will emerge classrooms not con-

cerned with testing or inter-pupil comparisons.

With this background information given, Airasian then turned to areas

in which standardized achievement tests have been criticized. These kinds

of criticisms can be presented in terms of three general areas,, They are

criticize-d on the basis of characteristics intrinsic to the tests; that is,

on the basis of what the tests are or what they measure. They are also\

criticized on the basis of characteristics not intrinsic to them; that is,

4
on the basis of what they are not or do not measure: Lastly, they are

criticized on the basis of What they do; that is, on the basis of their

effects on pupils, teachers, and the educative process in general. For
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example, criticisms related to cpracteristics intrinsic to the test

might be that standardized achievement tests mean that about half the

pupils Vested will be below average; or that stanaardized tests measure

orily a small portion of:what teachers and schools try to do. °Examples

of criticisms related to characteristics not intrinsic to the test might

be that standardized tests are not diagnostic,'or that they do not

measure creativity, interest's, initiative, values. Examples of criticisms

-'related to the effects of tests might include that standardized achieve-
,

Thent tests label pupils, mislabel pupils, that they dominate school

curriculum, or that they foster competition in the classroom.

-But there are anomalies among these kinds of criticisms. First,

standardized tests are criticized because they measure a limited and

trivial dimension of the entire pupil. The same tests are criticized by

others because they mesure too broad a range of pupil characteristics.

Second, many of the criticisms concerning the characteristics which tests

do or do not possess may be overcome in'practice bythe informed selection

of tests in the first place. Third, given that any test is a sample of

behavior might be taken as an argument for using more tests to measuile

additional areas rather than as an argument for abandoning standardized

achievement tests altogether.

Airasian then offered four actual misuses of tests to consider. First,

it is a misuse of standardized achievement tests to treat cores as if
v

they were an infallible, unchanging index containing tO error. Any test

score contains error, insofar aS it is impossible to say with certainty

that the ihdividual's-observed score indicates his or her "true performance

on the general domain to which we wish to make inferences.

nfr
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A second misuse occurs when a single test score is used as the sole

criterion for making important decisions about individuals and programs.

Test results should always be interpreted in light of various contextual

parameters which characterize the pupils, teachers, and the general school

environment.

A third major misuse of standarized achievement tests occurs wKen

uncritical assumptions are made about. the traits that a test is presumed

to measure. JusI because a test has the word achievement in its title

Ioes not mean that for all pupils in all situations the test taps only or

even exclusively achievement. for some groups, depending upon the nature

of the instruction they have received, the test may not be a measure of

school achievement at all, but rather a surrogate measure Of verbal

fluency, home background, or social status.

A fourth misuse of standardized achievement.tests occurs when the

infOrmation provided by a test score is confuse&with interpretations of

what;caused the behavior to be summarized,by that score. A test score is

-

a numerical description neither gobd nor bad in its own right but only

when it is interpreted in terms of some judgmental criterion; it provides .

an estimate of an individual's performance at.a given point in time; it

does hot tell us why the individual performed as he/she did; it,represents

an abstraction from the contextual parameters which might relate to or

influence it.

No single test, given at any siKgle time and divorced from consider-

ation of contextual contingencies, should serve as the sole c.riterion for

making decisions or providing,explanations of pupil behavior. Within the

classroom, there is one primary use of standardized achievement tests.

They provide an additional source of evidence about pupils which teachers

21



may use to corroborate.their own judgements and perceptions about pupi14.

Often,.test results will tend to agfte with teacher judgements; where theji

do not, a flag may be raised to suggest further consideration of particular

pupils.

4. William Angoff

William Angoff is the Executive Director for Technical DevelopMent at

Educational Testing- Service. Althougb many of -his remarks were set in the

context of the history of standardized testi in the United States, his

presentation did deal with aspects of tes't use and misuse. For example,

Angoff believes that standardized testing, when used properly, is an indis-

pensible tool in a democratic society in which large numbers of young people

seek to advance themselves educationally; socially, and economically, and

thus are asking to be evaluated as individuals without social, ethnic,

national, or religious labels entering into the evaluative process. The

four principal characteristics of standardized tests described by Angoff

In this regard are their accuracy, objectivity, standardization, and

comparability. Even though2test scores are imprecise Angoff believes that

they ai-e.still better than alternative devices such as subjective Werks a d

grades, interviews, recommendations, rating scales, and oral examinationsi

-No matter the indispensability of these alternative *approaches, they ar

far less precise than we would like to believe and far less precise than

standardized tests. Standardized tests, he maintains, still remain the

most accurate measures we have.

On the matter of objectivity, Angoff believes that the kinds of

alternative approaches 6 assessment listed above are subject to human

bias. While standardized tests are susceptible to possible bias, if they

are used as they are intended to be, they are free of bias. At the very
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least, they are free of the contamination that trises from pre rmed biases

that creep into any evaluation of one human being by another.

Angoff cites the fact of standardization as the principal character-

istic of standardized tests. Such testing is conducted under carefully

controlled conditions, the scoring is done in precisely the same way for

all examinees, raw scores are converted to scaledScores by means_of the

same conversion table.for everyone.

Finally, Angoff cl-ted comparability as one of the most significant

developments in the field of standardized testing; that is, the statistical

technique of score calibration which makes it possible to make valid coal-

,

parisons between and among individual students and groups of students.

Further, the same techniques of calibration allow us to combine data in

various mays and make it possible, for example, to make comparisons across

years and to plot and observe trends.

,While tests liave a useful and important place in American education,
,

it is easy to overemphasize their value and make the mistake of placing
'17

too,much reliance on them': tests are not perfectly accurate, they are n'ot

perfectly predictive, they,do not measure the whole person, they do not
,.

,

measure native or innate ability, they do 'not measure the human potential,

they do not compensate fOr unequal preparation or opportunity in previous

exposures to education. On the other hand, standardized tests are more

?' f

versatile, more useful, more objective, and much'fairer than any other

method we know for assessing human tal nt and abilities. However, they

are not A panacea and should never be used-in isolation to make important

decisions when additional information is available.
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5. Frank Womer

Frank Womer is Director, Michigan School Testing Service. Womer

defined a test as a Aata gathering set of activities, ahd discussed the

basic ways in which inferences aboutthe meaning of a test suire can be

made; he defines the norm-referenced application as the attempt to make

. accurate comparisons of the performance of one student with other like

students -- how a st.l ent ranks with his peers on the given set of questions
V

used in the test; he efines the criterion-referenced application as the

attempt to relate tSe t scor if a student to some desired test score --

a desired test score being a standard that is deemed appropriate or even

essential for students in a given grade or a given age.

Womer then described specific uses and abuses of tests as falling

readily into one of three categories -- planning how to use test results,

the testing (using) phase, and the actual interpretation.

Under,threAnning phase, Womeri_scussed the following issues:

Looking for information vs. looking for answers: Test scores should

be seen as specific bits of information about performance on a test. They

can be related to other kinds of information known about a studeht to add

interpretative capability to the test score itself. A test score does not

provide a set interpretation.
0

Looking for information vs. justifying prior judgements: Even worse

than assuming that a test score equates automatically to a given answer is

the situation in which 0 test user is concerned primarily with seekintest

scores 'that confirm prior decisions or opinions.

Developing standards vs. borrowing standards: It is unwise to use

test norms as test standards automatically; yet many consumers of test

A
scores tend to set average performance as the expected standard for everyone.
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Rather, attempts should be made to set standards of expected or hoped-for

attOnment independent of test norms.

Identifying needs vs. categorizing: To assume a student will maintain

an undesirable level of competence on the basis of a low test score ignores

the great variations in opportunities and motivation to learn specific cog-

nitive skills and to practice these skills. Test scoreS should be seen as

a challenge for improvement rather than as an impediment to improvement.

Judging effectiveress of learning vs. judging effectiveness of instruc-

tion: All achievement tests are designed to measure whether students have

or have not learned something. But the test scorAthey provide does not

indicate the manner in which a child learned the skill or the conditions

under which the skill was learned.

Under the using phase, Womer discussed the following kinds of issues:

Ascertaining what a test measures vs. assuming what a test measures:

A test's title rarely describes specifically what is being measured in the

test; it is therefore unwise to assume the test title will provide sufficient

information either to select a test for instruttional appropriateness or to

interpret the results it provides.

Testing for individual needs vs. lockstep testing: Althogh group

testing may be an essential ingredient in a testing program, it needs to be

temper d with more individualization of testing than now exists. Teachers

may not ee the values of test results from aySystemwide testing program

nor be able to use th6 for their own instru tional purposes.

Using repeated test measures vs. using single measures: It is unwise

and dangerous to draw.sweeping generalizations from single test scores;

three or four test scores from different tests or alternate test forms

taken some time apart may provide more reasonable evidence of a typical

level of student funCtioning.
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Understanding the nature of derived scores vs. superficial understanding:

Misundorstanding and misuse of such commonly used test scales as the grade

equivalent or the percentile is a severe problem. Such scales provide infor-

mation about the ordering or ranking of scores and should not be used to draw

exact inferences about differences between scores.

Inter retin variabilit v . inter reti exactness: Since all test

scores are subject to potential error, test users should interpret test

results in a band around the specific score that a student obtained. Each

test score should thus be seen as a range of scores within which a given

student's attainment probably lies.

Making testing subservient to teaching vs. dominating teaching: Achieve-

ment tests Should be tools designed to reflect the goals and objectives that

teachers and others are attempting to attain.

Under the interpreting phase, Womer discussed the following:

Interpreting high scores vs. interpreting low scores: While there are

only a few different ways to get a high score on a test -- to know the answer,

to guess, to cheat, there are more different ways to get low scores -- not

know the answer, poor guessing, poor,mdtivation, lack of exposure to or

practice with the Skills being tested, etc. Therefore low test scores need

.
not be permagent evidence qf low attainment, and unwarranted interpretations

of low test scores represent a major misuse of tests.

Sharing results with students vs. secrecy: If a test is really an

information gathe device then that information may appropriately be

shared with sfudents: e.g., to belp the students know when they have -

mastered something and when they need.further study.

Needs assessment vs. certification of attainment: The results of

standardized tests have been used for many years for purposes of demonstrating

the levels of atta4nment reached by a group of students. But test results
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should also provide useful diagnostic information for the classroom

teacher to help identify learning needs of individual students.

In summary, appropriate uses of tests can be maximized and abuses

minimized tf a test userknows what he wants from test results, selects

tests designed to give that information, k'hows the characteristics of tests

and test development, knows the characteristics of derived scores used to

report test results, and treats the resulting scores as information that

has potential utility for improving the learning of both individual stu-

dents and groups of students.

6. Deborah Meier

Deborah Meier is a New York City School principal. She is concerned

that so many teachers, parents, and legislators do not understand the

terminology of standardized testing. The few tents that seem to be under-

standable and useful,

\

such as grade level, are actually misleading. Yet

there is almost compk te reliance on formal test scores, even when they

run counter to profess onal judgement of student competence. Given the

great impact of tesyng on schools, and on teachers', parents', and chil-
,

dren's attitudes toward schooling,tests must be scrutinited much more
,

refully.

-To elaborate her position on formal testing, Meier used an auto-

biographical and anecdotal approach, with examples,of conflict between

test sco-res and professional judgement. For instance, she discussed the

third-grade child who had been an early reader but who scored poorly on a

formal reading test. Observation revealed that this child thought the

"fairest" way to approach the test was to read the passage, then cover the

passage with his hand and try to answer the questions; that is, to see how
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much of the passage he retained after reading it. For this child, because

of his interpretation of the task, the test was not a "reading" test. An-
.

other example involved a kindergarten class Meier taught in Central Harlem.

When the first of these children reached second grade, the age at which New .

York City begins testing, childre that Meier had judged to be reading well

scored poorly on the tests. .rKese disparities led her to be more critical

A
in her examination of test content and form ancrchildren's perception of

the nature of the testing task.

Pursuing these issues as a teacher, Meier discovered many students who

could read a passage with oral fluency, discuss it intelligently, and yet

get the wrong answers on formal tests of its content. Some children gave

answers based on experiences which, though reasonable, were not the exper-,

iences envisioned by the test makers; other children gave answers based on

a logic the test was not designed to tap; still others chose a wrong answer

because they misunderstood the task or the test directions. Again, for

these children, the test cannot be considered a test of reading exclusively.

WorHng closely with these children, Meier would read paltages and

their questions aloud; many ofthe children did not fare any better on test

questions even when they were relieved of the task of reading. Their dif-

ficulty lay not in reading as such but rather in dealing with content, rea-

soning, or deciphering the nature of the task or the bias of the test makers.

Seemingly simple passages on a second- or third-grade reading test have

subject matter, a particular terminology to describe the subje t matter,

and a particular way of demonstrating mastery. But even whOn children were

not puzzled by the subject matter or led astray by false but clever guesses

about the meaning of an unfamiliar term, they still often missed the test

makers logic in sela?cting the one correct answer.

Meier, then, is concerned about misuse or misinterpretation of the scores
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derived from standardized achievement tests. These tests, designed to discrim-

inate among certain kinds of children, provide scores that are constant nation-

wide; half the children will always be labeled be:low grade level and half

atove, and so the demand that everyone read at or above grade level, using

these test scores as criteria, is unrealizable.

.,This issue led Meier to consider the nature of bias in standardiZed

tests. Test,makers need items that discriminate among learners on a statis-

tically predictable basis'. They design items that will be answered wrong

by certain kinds of children; and the sime number of children in the popu-

lation as a whol will answer particular items7.wrong as in the sample group

on whom the tests were normed. What matters, according to Meier, is not the

.absolute "fairness" or "accuracy" of the "right" answers, but their ability

to distinguish the better students from the less able ones and in so doing

produce a predetermined scoring pattern..

A reading test, for instance, will have items in which vocabulary, sub-

ject matter, language style, metaphors, word and idea associations, and values

assume a "mainstream" sociAl and personal history. The child who has to stop

and think about what these assumptions are will not do so well on the tests

as the child for whom the assumptions hold. The tests thus provide a fairly

accurate screening device -- separating children by their ability to handle

"mainstream" culture from those who did not. The tests require a class and,

ethnic bias, and for reasons that are neither vicious nor prejudiced. The

bias is simply a characteristic of this approach to measurement, but it must

be recognized for what it is and what it produces.

Standardized tests produce a score that combines many traits, including

the ability to read. But they are not a very helpful measure of what the

school can do to help children learn to take meaning from what they read.
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If standardized test scores are confused with how a child reads, then gll

children are done a disservice, but the disservice is most\serious for di-

advantaged children It is therefore, necessary to see:theJimitations of

such tests, and use them sparingly and only when the information they pro-

vide is the information needed.

We need to admit that we have only imprecise ways to measure children's

skill at something as deceptively simple as "reading." Our formal tools of

measurement are no more Objective or, accurate than techniques in which a

teacher listens to a child read a selection and then questions the child

about the selection. Teachers and parents alike need assistance in under-

standing and accepting the diagnostic richness of these techniques. Nothing

is more harmful to a good education than the present erosion of the capacity

to make judgements, to have personaj standards, Formal te§ting must be
\

returned to its propel. place -- as minot adjunct of education. Perhaps

then schools will be able to devote the time and effort needed to deliver

equality and quality in education.

Presentations on Instruction ,

1. Eva Baker

Eva Baker is Director of the Center for the Study of Evaluation and

Professor in UCLA's Graduate School of Education. Baker explained the

current positions about testing as a function, in part, of the history and

background of testing: tests have been used as or claimed to be usei as an

instrument fosz..ering competition; the growth in testing technology has been

continuous; the great belief in the psychological virtues of testing; and

the great and varied claims about what tests can legitimately be used for.
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Among these widespread claims are that tests provide useful information

for decisions about student selection and/or provam selection; to make

decisions about classroom instructional practice; to permit comparative

descriptions across schools; to provide useful information to a wide

variety of concerned audiences; to make decisionsabout students' college

entrance; to make decisions about teacher certification and/or evaluation;

and that tests meet many mandated requirements for information about

students and educational programs.

Given the apparent widespread use of tests, Baker is also concerned

with determining how much testing is actually taking place; how much of

;

the information provided by tests is actually used by teachers, to what

extent the use of test information has an effect upon students, programs,

and teachers; how much testing takes place not for the purpose of educa-

tional decision making but rather to satisfy external demands for infor-

mation.

Should testing continue, Baker is also concerned about questions of

which kinds of tests provide the most useful information and for whom,

how much testing should take place, and the extent to which test infor-

mation can be used to improve school 'decisions regarding equity issues and

student competence.

Baker also pointed up areas of irrationality in turrent debate over

testing. On the one-hand, there appears to be a great belief, in the quality

of tests developed by experts who are eXternal to schools; that the tests

developed by these experts provide a match with a given curriculum (a cur-

riculum which may also have been developed by an outside'expert); that the

information generated by testsmill be used by..teachers and schools to modify

instruction. On the other hand, CSE work and other researchers have pin-



pointed many weaknesses, both technical and instructional, in norm- and

criterion-referenced tests currently in use. Commercially made tests,

both norm- and criterion-referenced, vary on techriical quality as well as

on their appropriateness to the local curriculum. Teacher-made criterion-

referenced tests may be focally responsive and have greater instructional

relevance but can often be challenged on technical questions. Further,

teachers do not appear to have great faith in the values of testing.

Teachers feel that tests are imposed on them; they do not meet the realities

of the clasSroom;.that tests often have a weak relation to instruction and
\

thus'teachers rarely-rely on their results for instructional deCtsions.

Even when teachers do attempt to tie test information into the'frOhstruc-

\
tional decisions, they admit lack of knowledge about what derived

\

scores

actually mean; the results are thus difficult to interpret and to relate

to instructional needs and decisions. Finally, these problems are often a
/-

function of poor description of a test; a written description often be-

fuddles the issue of what a test will supppaedly measure and the kinds of

information the test user actually needs.

Tests will not provide teachers with information for instructional

decisions unless they meet the following 'kinds of design criteria:

1. publicness -- test development procedures and test intentions must

be made public; tests must provide sufficient clarity of description that

teachers understand how to use them to make decisions about individuals

and classes; students.need to know why they are being tested and exactly

what is expected of them; parents need to understand test intentions,

results, and the bases of decisions affecting their children.

2. economy -- tests should be used more sparingly; they need to be

more ecOnomical, not only in terms of money, but also in terms of student

and teacher time and student and teacher anxiety.
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3. sensitivity -- tests must be directed to instructlonally sensitive

matters; they must be responsive to and lead to instructional intervention.

4. significnce -- tests must be meaningful; they must be of signifi-

cance both to the students who take them and the teachers who use them.

Even with the advent of these criteria, however, tests should only

supplement, and never supplant, other kinds of information, such as teacher

judgement; used to make classroom decision's.

Baker does not sUggest that teachers must become instant test deielop-

ment specialists. Rather she asks that teachers become more informed con-

sumers of test information in terms of the decisions they make. Teachers,

as pformed consumers, need to be able to ask the right kinds of questions

47
about a particular test: what kind of information does_this test provide?

what kind of scores does it yield? what kind of assistance will it provide

for instructional decision making? what evidence is there that student

performance can be improved on the Sasis of the test? what evidence is

there that curricula exist to facilitate the desired improvement? does the

test help communicate expectations to students and parents?

Baker proposes local test development as one means of improving the

usefulness of tests. But whether tests (ft locally or externally generated

they should meet the four broad criteria previously outlined. Should tests-

begin to address these criteria, it will be possible to develop a coherent'

logic in test items. On the basis of that coherence, instructional needs

can be identified and appropriate prescriptions made about what to teach or

how to.provide additional,practice on an identiftgd skill deficiency. Tests

developed on this basis provide the first step in systematically tying

together testing and instruction in the classroom.
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2. Madeline Hunter

Madeline Hunter is the Principal of the University'Elementary School

of UCLA. In her talk, she expressed concern, about the amount of testing

currently taking place and the time it detracts from the task of teaching.

....
She is also concerned that many students do not understand. or aCcept the

purposes of testing.

Hunter further suggests that 4achers are not using the broad range

of data that is often available to them, perhaps because of tension between

the kinds of information they went and external deman.ds for other kinds of

information. Part of the confusion qmay be explained by examining the pur-

poses of evalu tive and diagnostic in'formation and the fact pat they are

intended to le1 to different uses/conclusions. Hunter defines evaluativec
information as being judgmental, comparatiye, and typically summative and

thus of little use to teachers in instructitnal decision making, She de-

fines diagnostic information as the principal aid to teachers in making

prescriptive decisions to improve the performance of indi'vidual students,

groups, and classes. In. this regard, further, standardized tests either

providetoo little information, or too much too late. Direc.teacher ob-

servation of students, she suggests, is the best source of diagnostic

information.

Hunter offers three approaches to diagnosis. These three approaches

consist of:

1. formal, standardized achievement tests

2. informal diagnosis

3. inferential diagnosis

Formal testing may provide an accurate source of information, but can be 0
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time'consuming and costly. The two other approaches4 relying on teacher

Ns\

observation of students and constant use d'f feedback while teaching, provide

diagnostic information in'a less costly.manner. In the case of informal

diagnosis,.potential imprecision of information is.offset by timeliness of

the information in terms of allowing immediate prescriptive decisions

during the act of teaching. But it is important that students understand

the purpose of info;mal diagnosis; it is not intended to haye a summative

or evaluative function. Such diagnostic information, however, may need to

be examined in terms of its relationships with the results of formal testing

programs.

Inferential diagnosis can also be an effective source of information.

0

It draws upon prior experienceoith and knowledge of the students being

observ8d. Obviously, the comparability of the prior and present experiences

is an issue in terms of reliability of the information generated. Both in-. .

formal and inferential diagnostic information can be used in conjunction

with forma] measures to corroborate instructional decisions.

The kinds of decisions made on the basis of diagnostic information

will also be influenced in terms of issues of dependency/independency in

instruction and learning. Not all learning occurs in a dependent sequence;

in somp,lea-rning areas sequence's are independent. The importance of these

two kinds of sequence must be understood in test data interpretation, since

these data must be translated into instructional strategies on the basis of

student mode of learning (input) and verification of that learning (output). .

Instructional strategies should also address:

I. 'the content decisjon of where instruction should begin

2. student's optimal learning mode

3. amount of teacher and student time needed to achieve desired

/74--

improvement
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Hunter suggests that formal tests are not entirely effective in

answering question number-three about time; however, theyomay. be quite

effective in nswering question number one on instructional tntry And to

tore extent in answering question number tWo about stydept learning

modality. To the,exter that formal measures have these properties, they

may effectively Corroborate teicher decisions made on the basis of class-

room observation. 'There is no stnglebest approach to testing'.

3. Judah Schwartz

Judah Schwartz is with the Educational Development Center and

Massachusetts Institute of Technology. His talk on alternative approaches

to,assessment has bot-h test use and instructional implications. Schwartz

described the history of the psychometric dition in thrt development as

a response to society's perceptions of its ---T eed for accountabil.ity and

selection. He amplifies these broad(Lses in terms of accountability,,,N

judgements about the quality of school systems, accountability or licensure

judgements about the performance of individualeachers, and the wish to

detect and assess the effeCts of instrUction for the purposes of diagnosis

and treatment -- i.e., to help shape the form of instruction. While

accountability,_telection, licensure, and diagnosis are all legitimate

and necessary functions in society, there are reasons to question how well'

the psychometric paridigm can allow us to fill these societal functions- in

an enlightened and humane way.'

'Schwartz's offers two broad classes of objection to the psychometric

paradigm, The firtt is that multidimensional phenomena -- for example,

traits, abilities, or behaviors .cannot be ranked ordered. Well ordering

is indeed a property of one dimensional attributes, but multidimensional

phenomena cannot be well ordered except when a theory of aggregation is
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present. Under those circumstances it is possible to aggregate complicated

and diverse phenomena so that they differ from-one another only with respect

to the value of the.attribute in 'question. However, in the absence of such

0 theory it is not possible tb rank order the value of the attribute.

The second class of objection to the psychometric paradigm is the problem

of validity. Psychometric instrumentslare almost alwayl,validated in deriva-

tive ways. And yet the validity of achievement tests as measures of educa-

tional accomplishment are rarely questioned. Even in the area of criterion-

referenced testing, little work has been done in establishing with clarity a

possible meaning or meanings for validity. The general methodological

problem is still far from settled. In short, there is still a great tendency

to choose test items for their discrimiriating quality rather than quality of

content.

Schwartz then introduced three interrelated questions dealing with

detecting the effects of instruction and assessing the quality of those

effects, either in terms of learning of individual children or in terms of

the effectiveness of programs. These are:

1. how can'we best measure and analyze the effectt of instruction

on students' learning tn the major school subjects?

2. what are the most appropriate times and strategies for memring

the effects pf schooling on student learning?

3. what do we learn from means of assessment ottler than standardized.
4*

achieveEft testing?

Before discussing these questions, Schwartz first addressed some of his

own beliefs that informed the ensuing presentation. First, many of the

%things that can.be learned can only be measured through means of assessment

that.do not fall under the traditional rubric of standardized, norm-referenced
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testing. Second, competence, as a construct, is not observable, But per-

formance is-observable and so we probe competence via observed performance,

and we make inferences about competence from our observations of the per-

formance. It is logically unacceptable to hold simultaneously the view

that 'performance implies.competence.and'no-performance implies non-compe-

tence. If we accept the view that performance implies competence, we make

no inference whatsoever about competence in the case of non-performance.

Third, he does not believe that the intellectual activity of people can be
0

masured; people come in groups of one and are not statistically inter-

changeable.

In,terms of his first question -- better measurement -- he offered a

number of criteria. Among these criteria were: better assessment instru-

ments must be flexible an'd must accommodate the idiosyncratic learning

styles of different children; they must be as free as possible of cultural

or ethnic or linguistic assumptions; modes of answering questions must be

adjusted to be comfortable for the child; testsshould have greater diagnostic

0:

value; they should be made public in their entirety.

Kis second question -- when to assess -- was discussed from the stand.-

point of flaws in the assumption that growing competence at some-task is

accompanied by better performance at that task. He cited research demon-

strating the occurence of non-monotonic development in a wide range of kinds

of learning; i.e., where the performance of students on.lasks on which they

had just received instruction deteriorated as they attempted to bring into

consonance newly recognized dimensions of the task with those.already

mastered. He then raised the question of implications of non-monotonic

development with respect to the issue of optimum times to conduct assessment
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and suggested that continuous rather than episodic asseismi.nt is the only

way to avoid the problem of faulty inferencebf student coapetence based

on a "snapshot" approach to a student's cognitive development.

In terms of his third question -- %that can one learn from alternative

assessment techniques -- he i concerned that student performance on a norm-

referenced test is always defintd in terms of.the performance of others and

0

not in terms of the task itself, and therefore provides little in the way%f

diagnostic information On the individual child. Further, he described the

multiple choice format used in most standardized tests as a crippling feature

which does not allow for observation of.a student's formulation of a problem;
4

by not allowing the student to construct his or her own answer to the question,

by forcing the student to choose among several formulations that the test

maker has provided, We abandon the possibility, of gaining insight into the

child's own thinking about the issue. We need alternatives that capitalize

on the student's own conceptualization of the domain.

Among the gains to be made from alternative assesSment strategies he

cited: the abilitY to identify the weaknesseS in the performance of "strong"

children and the strengths in the performance Of "weak"-Aildren (strong

and weak defined as a function of percentile-ratings); the ability to

provide informAion about how next to proceed with individual children having

difficulty with various pieces of an educational prograM and, as patterns of

difficulty emerge-among _groups of children, the ability to help teachers

reshape group instruction to meet identified difficulties with their instruc-

tional programs.

4. Jan Barnetti Vicky Hardway, and Connie Myers

Barnett, Hardway, and Myers are P ractitioners in the Spring Branch
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Independent School District, Houston, Texas. Barnett ii Atsistant Director

of Pupil Appraisal Services; Hardway is a 4th grade-teacher; Myers is an

elementary school principal.

Barnett, Hardway, and Myers discuss the uses of criterion-referenced

, testing as an'educational tool. In their presentation, they argue their

case from the general to the'particular. In doing this, they provide a pic-

ture of test development and the instructional uses of these tests from the

standpoint ciethe state, the district, the schopl., and a particular class-

roam in the school.

The state position is that sChools need measures of what a student can

actually do, not just how he or she compares to others. "Assessments of

learning competenc4es must include competency-based and/or criterion-refer-

enced measures in addition to other types of assessment techniques." This

charge requires the educational diagnostician to take into account a broad

range of assessment information. Barhett et al describe the rational for

such testing practices as follows:

to permit individualizat'ion of student programs

to demonstrate accountability

to permit full utilization of instructional alternatives

to recognize individual student differences

to provide instructional continuity

to make student mastery decisions

Barnett et al discuss their district's decision concerning the develop-

ment of tests to be used for the purposes enumerated above. District planning

for test development was intended to produce tests that would be linguisti-

cally fair, environmentally or culturally fair, and appropriate in format for



the examinee. These tests would then be adminstered in a setting appropriate

to the examinee.

Given the difficulty for the individual teacher of developing tests with

these characteristics, Spring Branch decided to mount a district centered
4

curriculumr.:est development effort: As part of this effort, teachers and

-z,

other sWf worked together to-develop an instructional program and the tests

for asseSsing student achievement in the program. The relationship between
,

testing and instruction, and the associated test development effort, were

guided by teachers' answer to questions of:

. what skills or concep.tdo I teach this group of students?

what levels do I'use in ins ( ructing this group?

how do I teach for more than one or two levels at a time?

how do I provide instructional continuity for these students?

The concern for providing a link between testing and instruction is also

seen at the school level. Here, representatives of the district office, the

school principal, and teachers wo4 together to develop a school instructional

program, tied to district objectives, that will provide instructional con-

tinuity for the individua' student across content areas. Students with dif-

fereing skills, needs, and abilities can work together in the same program

as long as the program is built upon a continuous progress philosophy and

the skills of the highest priority for learning or foundation have been iden-

tified.

The task force develops test items and guidelines for test administra-

tion to accommodatemost, if not all, learning styles. Further, variations

of the test design are made to facilitate the test matching the subject

area being tested. In this regard, Barnett et al discuss the followi.ng



considerations at the school level:

. the design uses a composite type of criterion-referenced test so as to

llow students to exhibit both strengths and weaknesses in a given

Oft of the prograM as well as to demonstrate overall proficiency.

. the composite may also be designed to periodically retest some or

all essential skills at a higher developmental level. This increases

the liklihood that reinforcement of instruction will continue to be

stressed in the classroom.

the design may also attach different values to.particular strands

in the content area.

the design also includes a checklist which allows for teacher ob-

servation of skills that are difficult to assess with paper-and-

pencil tests.

. the test allows for the quick assessment of the student's ability

in the particulap content area.

At the classroom level, where individualized instruction and contin-

uous progress methods are used, assessment provides the data upon which the

teacher plans and operates a child's learning program. In the classroom,

bOth norm- and criterion-referenced tests may be used. For example, a teacher

:moy begin the school year by administering a norm-referenced test to deter-
,

mine how the class s a whole or.how an individual learner compares in per-
.

formanée Oth the aVerage performance of the norming Opulation. To 'generate

the information needed to focus instruction of individual needs, criterion-

referenced tests are administered to identify the student's status in rela-

tion to established performance standards. In this regard, the teacher has

available criterion-referenced tests that are used for initial placement in
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the program and a series of criterion-referenced tests to monitor each stu-

dnet's progress as he or she completes a discrete instruction unit. These

tests are updated yearly for tethnical quality and content coverage.

In conclusion, Barnett et al offer the following advantages of this

kind or instructional/assessment program:

it helps teachers group children with common needs and to plan

instruction based on the needs and learning styles of those in

the group.

it enables teachers to monitor the continuous learning progress

C.

of each student,

. it assures that teachers will test what is taught in the class-

room.

it allows clear communication among teachers, parents, and stu-

dents regarding attainment of specific skills.

it assures integrated instructional programming.

5. James Gallagher

James Gallagher is Director of the Frank Porter nraham Child Development

Center in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. In his presentation, Gallagher dis-

cussed problems and procedures associated with minimum competency testing pro-

grams. He addressed some of the reasons'behind the demand for such testing

programs, the scholarly reaction to this demand, and the response of one state

to develop a minimal competency testing program.

Gallagher first described the growing public demand for minimal education.

In large part, this demand has been in response.to disconce ting reports about

the current status of public education -- the drop in achievement test scores;

decline in student knowledge of the'sciences; large numbers of the adult
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population being found to be illiterate; students with limited writing pro-

ficiency; average scores of students applying for college being at the ninth

grade level, and so forth.

Public response has been to demand some form of minimal education; pol-

icy makers have translated this demand into the establishment of minimum

standards in the schools. Minimal competency levels, Gallagher argues, can

only he established through the use of informed human judggment. But the

critics would say that using human judgement to set standards in "arbitrary"

or "capricious," Gallagher, however, asserts that such judgements cln be

based on the evaluative capabilities of human beings to make reasonable

decisions -- that standards can be based on reasonable knowledge and sensible

judgements. To be sure, there are gains and losses associated with the

competency test issue. Students mey be' misclaSsified, for example. On the

other hand, competency testing can identify and help students achieve minimum

academic skills. Supporters of minimum competency testing argue that the

losses incurred in giving the test can be minimized with increasing sophisti-

cetion and program development, but that the losses involved in not providing

such a program are substantial.

AccOrding to Gallagher, most of the scholarly rtactioh to the call for

minimum competency standards has been negative: meaningful standards cannot
0

be set; even in such basic areas as, reading and arithmetic it is difficult

to Make accurate measurements; the assuMption that standards must remain mini-

mal; that such testing is intended to fail students. These problems not-
,

withstanding, educators must attempt to make their standard-setting activities

more public and more systematic.

North Carolina responded to the challenge by passing legislation to
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assure that high school graduates possess skills and knowledge necessary to

functionas members of society; to provide a means of identifying strengths

and weaknesses in the education process; and to establish means for making the

educational system accountable to the public for results. Gallagher enumer-

ated the following points reflecting the legislative intent:

all llth graders were expected to take tests satisfying minimum

competency requirements for graduation.

a trial testing of all llth graders was first to be conducted.

full scale testing of all llth graders would then begin.

students failing any of the tests could retake the parts of the

tests they had failed.

. local schools were required to provide remediation assistance

to students demonstrating less then minimum competence.

. a Competency Test Commission was established to aid in carrying

out the intentions of the legislation.

Any statewide minimum comfDetency testing program must answer the following

I 4

questionc.: what competencies should be addressed? what specific objectives

will this involve and how are they to be measured? what constitutes minimum

competence and-what is to be done with students who do not pass? In North

Carolina, the following procedures were enacted with these questions in mind.

The trial Iting phase was to be limited to reading and mathematics.

Groups of reading and math teachers rated and recommended potential instru-

ments for the trial testing. All LEA's in the state were sent a list of over

250 minimum competence mattiematic and reading objectives and were asked to

prioritize them. The teachers who had reviewed the measures were then asked

to.cluster and compare the objectiyes rated by the LEAs in each of the field
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trial instruments. These clus^ers were used to determine how well the recom-

mended tests would measure the curriculum objectives deemed most desirable.

Studept4 failing to meet Minimum competence standards as measured by the tests,

but who meet other graduation requirements, would be provided with a certifi-

cate instead of a diploma. The LEA must provide a basic skills remedial pro-

gram for those who do not pass.

The specific 'procedures of the,North Carolina system were as follows.

Some 15 commercially available measures were reviewed in reading and'mathema-

tics. Three tests for reading and three for mathematics were selected on the

basis of emphasis on functional application of basic skills; emphasis on mini-

mum competency; congruence wittl the schools' educational objectives;,publisher

commitment to further test development; attention to the elimination of cul-

tural bias; provision of adequate technical information; and ease of test ad-:

ministration. Analyses of the spring t -out of thesi4;easures (with 36,000

students involved in the reading tr -out and 36,000 in the mathematics try-out)

r?sulted in the-selection of the HARP (reading)and the TOPICS (mathematics)

for use in the fall of 1978.

The commission wanted to en re that the tests be as free of cultural

bias as possible. Analyses of student perfomance on individual test items

showed that some items did exhibit bias: the total number of items modified

or removed for all reasons (to match state education objectives or to reduce

cupural bias) exceeded 40%in reading and 50% in mathematics.

The final task was to set minimum standards or cut-off scores on SHARP

and TOPICS. To help establish these standards, four studies were conducted:

(1) to compare competency test and norm-referenced test results; (2) to

determine teacher judgement of minimally competent students; (3) to determine
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teacher judgement on cut-off scores; and (4) to examine the items omitted by

students taking the test. When the results of these four studies and the total

spring trial analyses were available and correlated, preliminary cut-off

scores were established. These cut-off scores were then reviewed and 'finally

set at 72% correct on the reading test and 64% correct on the mathematics .

test.

-^

These summaries represent the kinds of issues presented during the first

morning of a Regional Conference. As previously stated, the presentations were

discussed before moving into the afternoon test development activities. This

I discussion dealt with each speaker's key concerns, and provided a bridge to the

ensuing sessions on the CSE materials.

CSE activities associated with summarizing these presentations was com-

pleted by September of 1979. The extension of the original contract to de-

velop a book of reading on testing and instruction compiled from the confer-

ence speeches took place between April 1 and August 31, 1980. During this

period of extension, and after extensive editing and materials writing by

Test Conferences staff, the formal papers were sent to authors for review

aqd approval. The final volume, consisting of all formal papers and intro-

ductory and concluding materials written by CSE staff, is separately bound

in Appendix C. This volume it entitled, The Role of Testing in American

Schools, James Burry and Eva L. Baker, Editors. CSE is currently exploring-

commercial avenues for publishing this volume.
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DESCRIPT OF CSE MATERIALS

For each Regional Conf rence on Testing and Instruction, a notebook of

CSE materials was provi d for each participant. These materials were used ,

in the afternoon of the first day of each conference. The primary purpose
/-

of these materials was to offer a practical guide for teachers, curriculum

and test developers, and school administrators involved with testing and in-

struction. Taken together, the materials attempt.to improve both testing

and instruction by integrating them both at tht basic level: the classroom.

By focusing on those aspects of instruction crucial to testing and the ele-

ments of testing which critically affect instruction, the materials serve

as a handbook for those who teach, who prepare curricula, and who select

and administer tests. They provide instruction and examples on:
4

a) domain-referenced tests
b) item-rating scales
c) test selection: comparing test relevance to a given

curriculum
d) test selection: comparing the technical and practical

merits of tests

The Afternoon Session Materials

The materials used in the afternoons of the first day sessions were

designed to take information developed in the field of testing and provide

both context and exercises through which the participants would develop

some familiarity with the concepts and procedures discussed. In planning

the afternoon session, a number of options were originally considered about

the strength of "treatment" of the materials and the likelihood that a rela-

tively short session (ranging from 2-4 hours) 'could actually develop partici-

48

t-o()



pants' skills. It was cleat from4revious instructional development exper-

ience that the time available at the sesstons should not be spent in the

individual perusal of materials. A conference derives its benefit in part

from the interaction of individuals. It has alsq beenCSE experience that

asking individuals to "read up" in, advance of a workshop or conference often

results in a range of responses; some-participants'do and others do not and

the spread in skills is accentuated by this uneven compliance. A further con-

sideration was the topic itself, testing and in5truction. We felt that such

issues were best treated in the context of personal interaction. Thus, the

materials were structured so that conferees would be "talked through" the

concepts included, participate in a group problem solving exercise or two,

and then leave the conference with materials in their possession and be able

to use them independently to pursue their professional interests.

The substance of' the materials, dealing with domain-referenced testing,

item review procedures, and test selection derived directly from other NIE

funded work at CSE. Thus, the task of materials development could be accom-

plished because the conceptual basis of the product had already been created.

IThe four modules used were designed to,give practical suggestions on

how to connect testing with instruction for the mutual benefit and improve-

ment of each. Each of the four topics has a functional definition guideline

for its use, as well as examples showing how the procedure can be used in a

school setting.

The first topic, domain-referenced tegting, explains a domain-referenced

test and the terms associated with it, provides instructions in writing

domain-referenced test specifications, and includes sample domain specifi-



cations. Domain-referenced test specifications prOvide a two-way chart con-

necting learnfng outcomes- to instructional content and the assessment of

learning. These charts are developed with.sufficient clarity so that some-

one reading them Will understand what instruction is ithplied and then be

able to develop appropriate test items from it. For example, domain speci-

fications define the content of subject matter area and the skills or be-

haviors within that area which the teacher will teach and which the student

is expected to learn. Description of instruction includes.the materials to

be used, the times spent on various thaterials, the kihds of activities and

practice the student will be doing throughout the course, and perhaps an

'explanation of what the teacher will do. The test specification identifies

more'precisely those specific content areas to be emphasized during instruc-

tion,.and which will be the'basis for the test at the end of the instruction.

Test questions on the given subject are written to prowide a valid sampling

of student learning under the conditions described in the domain specifica-.

A

tions. Thus, each step in domain specification defines the preceding one in

more detail, making it more concrete. Because they are built around specific

instructional content and objectives, tests developed in this manner may pro-
.

;ide a more sensitive assessinent of what the learner has learned, and can lead

to prescription responding to the test diagnosis.
,

. The second topic, the ite41 review procedure, is intended for use after

a domain-referenced test has been developed or to assess test items developed

by others. The scale is concerned with descriptive validity and the extent

to which a given test item reflects the content of the domain; how well the

item reflects the domain will affect the degree to which test performance,



.1

iS an accurate .indicator of student performance in the domain. An item-

rating scale provides a methadology for judging the degree to which a test

item-belongs to the-hypothetical" set of items described in the domain test

specifications. This kind,of judgement involves examination of the rules

governing membership in the set to determine the degree to which the item

. is a representative sample of the set as defined by the1 membership rules

(see Polin Baker, 1979). The schemeallows for an item-by-itemqeview of

a test or an item pool, and a numerical rating of the iteM i 2
rms of each

feature of the domain test specifications. The.final rating indicates how

well the individual test item represents the domain as described in the

specifications. This scale provides a tool for test makers to evaluate a

test on the bAis, then, of how well the test items actually represent the

e'
. content of instruction stated in the domain specifications. More specifi-

cally, the scale provides a means of judging a test item from the standpoint

of such features as: how well the item meets the general description of the

domain; how well the item compares to the limits of acceptable instructional

content; how,well the item meets the rules established for item generation,

both from the standpoint of selected and constructed responses; and how well

the item matchei the features specified for test format, test directions,

and sample test item. In addition, the scale offers guidelines for judging

item appropriateness for the intended students from the standpoints of lin-
.

guistic and cognitive complexity. Explanatory terms, instructions, and

sample test items (as well as their respective domain test specifications)

in secondary English punctuation, elementary mathematics, and elementary

science are included in the materials used with the item-rating scale pro-

cedure.
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Topics three and four in the CSE materials are concerned with test se-

lection. The third of these topics deals with comparing tests' relevance

with a given-curriculum. It-provides step-by-step details for coMparing

test items with specific curriculum skills in order to choose the most appro-

priate test for use on a school-wide,,multi-level basis. It thus involves

a series of judgements about (one's own) curriculum objectives and the degree

to Which these objectives are reflected in a candidate test, expressing these

judgements numerically, combining the results for a single test, and compar-

ing the results across tests. That is, the comparative procedure, defined

in terms of curriculum and skill objecPves, offers another. method for de-

termining the match between what is actually taught (the content of the domain

specification, i.e., the curriculum:objective) and what the (selected) test

measures. The greater the congruence between the test and the curriculum,

the greater the likelihood that students' test scores will reflect what they

have learned. The procedure is particularly applicable for deciding on major

tests, such as school-wide achievement tests. For example, it permits test

selection to be lointly shared by teachers, curriculum developers, testing

specialists, and administrators; it helps the user to find the test most re-

sponsive to local needs; the procedures, while explicit, may be adapted to

meet local constraints; finally, the procedures focus on such important de-

cision areas.as the proportion of a test battery that is locally relevant,

the proportion of the local curriculum that a test battery covers, the im-

portance of the skills covered, and the appropriateness of the test's diffi-

. culty for the intended students. The materials used in this topic also in-

clude a sample test relevance rating form and instructions and explanatory

notes.



The fourth topic deals With the test selection decision in terms of

the comparative technical and practical merits of tests. The procedure

detailed in this topic describes the specific features to be used in rating

these- technital-and-practical-merits of tests. Among-these features are

the objectives or the domain a test neasures, the adequacy of the test's devel

ment process, the degree of and manner'in which the test was field validated,

the appropriateness of the test for the intended examinees, the procedures

involved in administering the test, and how test scores are reported and

what interpretations they permit. Instructions are given for rating tests

on these kinds of features; more importantly, the materials address ways

in which the potential listing of test features to be evaluated can be modi-

fied to meet local needs in testing. That is, for each of the broad test

features listed above that may be assessed for local relevance, the mater-

ials discuss a variety of sub-topics that may or may not be important to

the local user.

The difference between procedures used in the first two modules and

those in the second two modules can be thought of in terms of the control

of the person charged with test development or selection. Modules one and

two assume reasonable control over the test development process, perhaps

in the careful preparation of teacher made tests, or a district development

effort in testing. Procedures three and four are attempts to make the test

selection process specific, but principally for those situations where the

test is prepared by others, e.g., commercial firms or consultnts.

In addition to the materials described above, a glossary of terms is

included, as well as a list of organizations where testi, test item, cur-

riculum objectives, and domain-referenced test specifications may be ob-
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tained. The materials are accompanied by a facilitator guide to be used

for small group training sessions.

All these materials went through several revision, based on field-test

results, prior to their use in the test conferences. On two different oc-
.

casions each section was field tested with groups of elementary teachers in

a southern California school district, and revised between each field test.

The third field test preceding the'revisio prior to the first conference

was administered to secondary teichers in,1n Arizona school district. (This

district's research and evaluation staff s recently developed specifica,

tions lor domain-referenced testing on district-wide basis for both forma-
,

tive and summative evaluation purposes.)

Data and informal feedback obtained during earlier conference presenta-

tions led to further revlsions of the materials during Spring, 1979. On the

basis of all try-out data to this point, revisions consisted of the following:

a) the facilitator's guide was modified in format to provide
greater ease of use; the content of the guide was amplified
to provide greater background that the f cilitator could rely
upon to inform his/her presentation; e mples were added to

provide a greater link with the kinds f topics discussed by
the major speakers on testing and in5t uction in the mornin
sessions.

A

b) overhead transparencies were developed for section

dealing with domain-referenced testing and the item-rating

scale

c) the item-review scale worksheet was simplified

d) sample domain specifications used throughout were reduced in
number and made to focus on basic skills

e) materials throughout were modified to provide a tighter simu-
lation in which to use the materials for training

Given the constraints of time, local (non-CSE) staff who used the%ater-

ials described above to facilitate small-group orientation to issues in test
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developmentand selection primarily relied on self-training in the use of the

materials at the Regional Conferences.

The CSE training materials were further reviewed and revised during the

latter contract period in order to improve the package.

As mentioned previously, the materials were subject to independent ex-

ternal and internal reviews. On the basis of these reviews, the materials

have once again been revised. These reviews helped assure the usefulness of

.the materials to teachers and others involved in test development or test se-

lection; application of the materials in the development of a variety of as-

sessment techniques; the elimination of excessive jargon; expansion of the

range of examples provided; and
appropriateness of the leader's guide.

The materials have also been useful in CSE research activities, parti-

cularly in the area of domain-referenced test development and review. The

existence of the materials has allowed a training condition after which

estimates of the utility of the item-review scheme can be made. The materials

were also successfully applied in a bilingual program setting in which the

concern was with the development of a test of English as a Second Language.

They have direct application in the field of writing assessment, and have

great promise for further research on refining categories of the rating scale,

particularly those of cultural and lingbistic dimensions.

CSE is now considering
appropriate means of publication and dissemina-

tion. For example, it may be that a "print version" could be published as

part of the volume on testing and instruction; it may be that a "hands-on,

workshop" format could also be made available to those people seeking direct

technical assistance in the area of test selection and development.

The revised testing materials, Making,
choosing and using tests: A
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practicum in domain-referenced testing, Eva L. Baker, Linda Polin, and James

rry, and the accompanying leader's guide, are separately bound as Appendix .

this report.
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CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

During the second day of each of the Regional Conferences, one of the

major actiyities was to elicit from the paticipants their recommendations

about regional issues, needs, and problems in testing. Another pncern was

to get a sense of the conferees' perceptions of the value of the conference

as a whole, as well as/of the CSE materials. While this section of the re-

port is primarily concerned with recommendations, we will first briefly pre-
--.

sent some broad trends reflecting.coaferees' valuing of their experience.

(Summaries of across-conference and regional evaluations are in Appendix E.)

In terms of the entire conference, participants were\generally enthusi-

astic about speakers, sMall group sestions, and the opportunity to exchange

ideas with colleagues. There was an obvious feeling that the Regional Con-
.

ferences on Testing and Instruction provided a necessary first step in de-

veloping dialogue leading to improvements'in testing practice. Some parti-

cipants would have preferred a greater number of 6ache s to be in atten-

dance, supported by funds for released time.

In terms of CSE testing Materials, participant resp nse was quite

positive in teres of pqtential usefulness of the materials. The most

common theme was that, should similar conferences be conducted, much more

time must be devoted to training. The materials were full of new ideas

that required time for digestion. A second prevalent theme was theneed

to use simpler language in the narrative accompanying the practice activi-

ties. Such revisions have been accomplished.
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Data Collection

Procedures for collecting reccommendations from participants on problems

and 'needs in testing varied across sites and depended upon the sUb-contractor's

organizational preferences. For the first of the regional testing confer-

ences,Region V. Detroit, it had been expected that a panel convened to pro-
,

vide a sense of the conference would also attempt to guide Orticipants

through the process of making their recommendations. Primarily because of

time constraints, this method'of drawing recommendations did not prove to

be feasible. Consequently, before the second conference took place, Region

X, Vancouver, Washington, discussions with the staff of the Northwest Re-

gional Educational Laboratory led to the development of a specific form and

technique to draw recommendations from the participants on a set of topics

important to testing and instruction.

During the second day of the Vancouver conference, participants worked

in the same small groups in which they had been oriented to the CSE testing

materials during the.first day. Guided by the same facilitators who had

worked with them previously, particiOants in small groups were assigned one

of the following topics and asked to make recomnendations in terms of the

sub-questions in each major area of concern:

TOPIC I: DATA USEFULNESS

Question 1: What test score data have you found useful and for what

purpose?

Question 2: What do you consider to be inappropriate uses of tests?
To wfiat extent are tests used inappropriately?

Question 3: What can be done to make test data more useful for re-
porting to parents and the public? What test data should

be reported to the public?
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TOPIC II: TEST SELECTION

Question 1: Who should be involved in the selection of existing
tests used at a local level? What kind of test selection
process should be used?

Question 2: What kinds of tests do you need that are not readily
available?

TOPIC III: INTEGRATION OF TESTINGWITH ADMINISTRATION AND PROGRAM EVALUATION

Question 1: What ean be done to increase the usefulness of test
results for program administrators?

Question 2: What misuses of tests are most common at the program
administration level?

Question 3: What testing or assessment techniques, other than standard-
ized achievement tests, would you like to see used'for
program evaluation and administration?

Question 4: What factors should be considered in developing or
implementing a testing program?

TOPIC IV: INTEGRATION OF TESTING WITH INSTRUCTION

Question 1: What kinds of tests and scores are most useful to teachers?

Question 2: What can be done to increase usefulness of testing to
instructional staff?

Question 3: What are the appropriate and inappropriate uses of
teacher-made tegs within the clisSroom?

TOPIC V: TRAINING AND RESOURCES

Question 1: What preservice iraining is needed (for and by whom) to
promote appropriate and beneficial test uses?

Question 2: What inservice training is needed to promote worthwhile
test use?

Question 3: What other human and material resources are needed -- and
available -- to promote worthwhile test use?

TOPIC VI: TEST DEVELOPMENT

Question 1: What issues are paramount with regard to test develop-
ment?
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TOPIC VII: CONTROL OF TESTING

Question 1: How should testing be coordinated to ensure that it is
efficient and that it provides the necessary information?

Question 2: In what ways should the federal government be involved in
determining the kind and extent of student testing?

Question 3: How could testing costs be reduced?

At the conclusion of the small group sessions, facilitators collected

the information and then summarized topical recommendations at a plenary

session.

This method of obtaining regional recommendations was successful. Both

the data collection form with the proposed areas of investigation and the

manner of obtaining recommendations were then offered to the remaining

test conference sites as a suggested model for obtaining recommendations

from the participants. All of the remaining sites, with one exception,

followed the topical approach used at Vancouver to elicit participant

recommendations.

At the Region IX conference in Los Angeles, test selection/development

concerns were combined to form one topic, groups were given a topical

assignment and again participants were guided by their smell group

facilitators: this was almost identical to the Vancouver form/approach.

At the Region VI conference in Houston, a form similar to the one
4v

developed for the Vancouver conference was used. However, the manner of

obtaining the information differed somewhat, and participants were asked

to respond to ten specific questions, each of which had a counterpart
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At

either in a broad topic from the Vancouver conference or a sub-question

of the broad topic. The specific questions posed to the Houston

participants were as follows:

1) The three biggest problems associated with educational testilig
in the public schools are:

2) What kind of preservice training is needed (for and by whom) to
promote appropriate and beneficial uses of tests?

3) What kind of inservice training is needed (for and by whom) to
promote worthwhile test use?

4) What do you consider to be inappropriate uses of tests? To
what extent are tests most commonly misused?

5) What test scores have you found most useful and for what purposes?

6) What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national
level rather than using already existing standardized tests?

7) What kinds of tests should be developed at a local district
rather than using already existing standardized tests?

8) Who should be mainly involved, and in what ways, in the selection
of already existing tests used at a local level?

9) What kinds of tests do you need that are not readily available?

10) Do you have any other concerns or issues that could help us to
detect expectations and directions on testing in education?

The manner of data collection was also somewhat different. At the Houston

conference each participant was asked to respond to the above questions.

The form was passed out to participants during the afternoon session of

the first day. Participants were asked to have their forms completed before

the close of the second day. In addition, each small group elected a

local spokesperson who would report out the kinds of recommendations made by

his/her group before the entire audience at the close of the second day.
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- The areas of possible recommendation and the manner of collecting

information differed somewhat at the Regions I and 11 conference in

Boston, although the topical approach was still followed. At this

conference, participants were asked to complete,an opinion form. This

opinion form asked the followi,ng open-ended questions:

1) What do you consider to,be the.three biggest problems associated
with educational testing?

2) How should the federal government be involved in testing issues
(e.g., research, conferences, material development)?

3) How can state departments of education 6v helpful to school
districts on testing issues (e.g., technical assistance, research,
information exchange)?

4) How should testing be coordinated across the state, district, and
schools to make testing efficient-as well as useful?

5) What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national -

level to replace or supplement existing standardized tests?

6) Are there any other comments about educational testing you want
to bring to NIE's or the Network's attention?

The method employed at the Region,IV conference in Atlanta was .similar

to the method followed at Boston. Before leaving the conference, Atlanta

participants responded to statements about testing and provided their

opinions on a scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

These questions were as follows:
A

1) State departments should provide more technical assistance on
testing to local districts

2). The federal government should provide more technical assistance
on testing to local school districts

3) Teacher training institutes-should require all candidates for

new or upgraded teaching certificates to take at least one

course on testing
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4) One of the biggest obstacles to-implementing objectives based
testing programs is the difficulty in keeping adequate student
records

5) 1 would like to have alternative ways to objectively assess
student competencies besides standard paperand pencil tests

Teacher made tests can eliminate the need to purchase commercial
test instruments

7) An expenditure of up to $10 per'student per year would be a
worthwhile investment ma well-designed district testing program.

In addition, participants at this conference were asked to list what they

feel to be the three biggest problems assOciated with educational testing

in the public schools, and to write in any additional comments about

testing that -6ey would like to bring to the attention of NIE or the local

sponsor.

Recommendations from the participants at the Regions y11 and VIII

conference in Kansas City were elicited in an entirely different manner

Before leaving this conference, participants were asked to spend some time

after the conference refleCting on their experience, and then to mail to

the local sponsor recommendations for follow-up in terms of their

appropriateness to the local level, the,state level, and the national level.

No recommendations were drawn from the participants at the Regiod III

conference in Haverford.

Thus, there were three basic means of eliciting recommendations from

conference participants:

1) Use of the form developed for the Vancouver conference; the

questions remained the same or quite similar; manner of gathering

and recording remained almost identical; recorder may haV&changed

2) Locally generated topical opinionaire

3) Mailed responses
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However, the recommendations across conferences produced a great deal

,of agreement, suggesting that the recommendations received were not

necessarily a function of the kind of measure used.

.t;

Recommendations Across Conference Sites

What follows is a recounting of participants views as they are

represented across all Regional Conferences. It is difficult to differen-

tiate the strength with which various recommendations were made, partly

because some con4erence recommendations were made by a single group and

snythesized by a leader-reporter (following a procedure used at the

National Conference on Achievement Testing in March, 1978), partly because

some conference recommendations were made by more than one group, and

partly because recommendations at some conferences were gathered from

the individual participants.

With these caveats in mind, the following trends seem to emerge

across all conference sites. They reflect opinions of the approximately

1,200 people who participated in the conferences. (Summaries of

recommendations by Regional Conference are included in Appendix F; a

listing of participants, by conference, appears in Appendix G.)

Test Purposes/Uses: Usefulness of test data was considered one of the

most important issues. Participant commentslnoicate that-test results, to be

useful, must be related to what is taught, and must provide the basis for

follow-up instruction. Test results providing placement and diagnostic

information are most helpful, as are tests showing competency data from

the beginning of instruction and rates of growth at specified times
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throughout the learning period. Even the most useful test results can

become inappropriate through misinterpretation in explaining the results

to students-, parents, or the general public. Misunderstanding,of test

results can best be prevented by providing appropriate information and

training for those responsible for administering tests, using test results,

and disseminating information on test results. Information and training

are not sufficient, however. Other essential requirements include:

establishing a basis of trust and involvement among all those involved in

the testing process, developing alternatives to standardized testing, and

using multiple measures, not one single test score, in making decisions

about a student's placement and curriculum. Many participants stressed

concern about the standardization of tests in general, questioning their

validity for meeting the local needs of their students, and asking for

'other evaluative and assessment procedures, instead of paper and pencil

tests, to gauge learning.

Participants believed the existing test oriented models have measured

test results for their own sake, to the exclusion of learning results, and

that this focus has created a sense of failure in students. A shift in

perspective is necessary, one that utilizes a curriculum-oriented model to

emphasize what has been learned'. What participants have asked for amounts

to a change in the purposes and values of testing,, so that tests become

the comrencing point for the student's educational progress.
4

Testing Constituency: Regarding local test selection, participants

believed that representatives of all groups-- administrators, teachers,

test specialists, counselors, parents, and curriculum developers--

65



should be involved in the process of deciding which tests to use. This

process should involve three steps:

1) Deciding on the purposes of the test.

2) Representihg all schools taking the test on the test
selection'committee.

3) Having all tests reviewed by a panel of teachers, parents,
curriculum specialists, and testing specialists to insure
appropriate content, technical adequacy, and practicality
for administration.

Test Application: Integrating testing with program evaluation and

administration can be achieved more successfully if teachers, parents and

administrators are more fully informed about the purposes, content, and

results of tests, and if all those involved have an opportunity to review

the results before any action is taken. Misuses, of tests can be avoided

at the program level, if all those involved had more information and

training on selecting tests, and on using test results appropriately. Fo'r

program evaluation and administration, assessment techniques other than

standardized achievement tests are worthwhile. Such techniques as

informal staff, community, or student surveys, measures of affective and

psychomotor skills, teacher-student ratios, attendance, drop-out rates,

and longitudinal follow-up studies to track, student performance over a

period of years, can all provide valuable results that can support or

challenge other data, and should not be overlooked. In developing a testing

program, the purpose of testing must be thoroughly set forth from the

beginning; all those affected by the testing should be involved in test

planning if the program is to provide useful data for administration,

evaluation, and instruction. This demands a well-coordinated group effort.
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Integrating testing with instruction can be accomplished best by

formal and informal teacher diagn is of students, involving the entire

staff in every step of the testing ocess, and using classroom tests

appropriately (i.e., to create maximum instructional flexibility and

immediate feedback)

Coordination of Effort: Regarding training and resources, participants

asked that a course in the practical aspects of testing be part of teacher

preparation for certification. Continued inservice training is also needed,

and specialized,training for those who report to the public.

The parti 2/ ipants lggested also that parents be involved as members

v
of afiisory/6)mmittees, and that district personnel be helped to develop

,

a positive attitude toward testing.

The participants agreed that teachers, parents, and administrators

need to become more involved in test development, but they also acknowledged

this goal puts additional demands and pressure on an already burdened staff.

While technical assistance or outside test developers are helpful, a

review by local staff and community pexsonnel is necessary.

Participants indicated that the control of testing, and the coordination

of federal, state and local testing programs, should be clarlfied.. Most

participants believed the federal government should sponsor and fund

continued research in all the issues in testing, as well as disseminate

guidelines in clear language on compliance issues and questions of equity;

the federal government should not be involved in measuring student

achievement. The participants stated the absolute need for clear state

guidelines on the responsibilities of school districts, and each district
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should be responsible for determining what test information is required,

the measures that are acceptable, and how to obtain these measures.

Across all Regional Conferences, then, recommendations appear to

reflect four areas where change is needed:

.. testing perspective - there is a need to refocus the purposes
and uses of tests

.. decision-making constituency - a much more broadly-based
constituency should be involved in decisions about test selection/

development and use

.. instructional application - test development/selection should
reflectInatters of timeliness, format, information provided, to
allow testing to be integrated with instruction as needed by teachers

.. coordination of efforts - greater coordination is needed among
federal, state, and local testing needs; training, technical
assistance, and dissemination will be part of this effort

Recommendations by Conference Site

The follOwing recommendations, in highly abbreviated form, were made

at the individual conferences. Many of these recommendations are

represented in the preceding across-conference summary.

Region X: Vancouver Conference. Approximately 180 'people participated

in this conference. Participants at the conference included teachers,

evaluators and planners, measurement specialists, administrators, counselors,

and university personnel.

.. Data Usefujness:

use alt rnatives other than "average" scores

need for diagnostic/placement/competency data
improve thçans of reporting test results
need for p ompt feedback on test results
need for in erpretation
use of multiple measures
use of alternatives to traditional measures
educate broad constituency in tests and testing

68 / 1
0



.. Test Selection/Development:

involve broad and representative constituency
-develop alternative measures

.. Integration of Testing With Program Evaluation and Administration:

need to train program administrators in test-selection,
administration, and interpretation of tests

use one test for several decision purposes
prepare.and involve staff and non-staff in testing decisions
gather information from sources other than tests

. Integrating Testing with Instruction:

involve teachers in all steps of the testing program
use test results for changes in the instructional program
rely more on teacher-made tests

.. Training and Resources:

provide preservice training in test construction/test use, and
incorporating test results into instruction

provide inservice training to teachers and administrators in
presenting, using, and interpreting test results

involve parents and community groups in review/advisory capacity

.. Control of Testing:

need for clear state guidelines on districtresponsibilities
need for clear federal guidelines regarding tompliance/equity
leave control at local district

Regions VII and VIII: Kansas Cit Conference. Approximately 100 people

participated in this colletrence. While othen target groups appear to have

been well represented, teacher participation was law.

.. Recommendations to LEAs: .

provide inservice training in test selection/development and use
examine use of alternative measures

.. Recommendations to SEAs:

provide resources to districts interested in exploring alternative
testing .approaches

avoid statewick testing programs
provide training in broad scope of evaluation techniques
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.. Recommendations to the-Federal level:

encourage districts to explore alternative testing approaches
provide technical/financial assistance
promote dissemination of good testing practice

Region IX: Los Angeles Conference. Approximatel, 100 people attended

this conference. Instructional, administrative, and governmental staff

appeared to be quite well represented.

Data Usefulness:

use of multiple measures
increase student understanding of testing
need simplicity in information
need diagnostic information
use scores for motivation and feedback

.. Test Development/Selection:

need *'-or locally developed measures
need for federal/state/local cooperation
need to compare results of local measures with standardized

measures

.. Interpretation of Testing with Administration and Program Evaluation:

promote within-school instead of between-school comparisons
test sensitivity to local goals-should be the basis for test

selection

.. Integration of Testing with Instruction:

need to develop good diagnostic measures
need to arrange scores by skills and subskills
increase teacher participation in test construction
need for broad sharing of test results
assure close correlation between test items a6d curriculum

.. Training and Resources:

workshops for teachers, administrators, parents on test use/misuse

Regions I and Boston Conference. Approximately 120 people

participated in this conference. The target participant groups wire quite

well represented; responses were received from school personnel at every

organizational and instructional level.



.. Problem Areas:

test misunderstanding/misinterpretation of results
difficulty finding technically sound tests that are locally relevant
over-reliance un single test score

.. Role of the-Federal Government:

promote alternative test development
organize conferences on test ilse/misuse

.. Role of State Departments of Education:

provide technical assistance
act as information exchange
conduct research on testing

.. Test Coordination:

increase coordination across state, district, and individual schools
disseminate information on successful testing programs

.. Test Development:

need for alternatives to standardized testing
NIE leadership on promoting alternative approaches

.. Other:

NIE sponsored training programs and information exchanges

Region VI: Houston Conference. This conference was attended by

approximately7100 people. All targeted constituencies were in attendance;

teachers were particularly well represented.'

.. Problem Areas:

using a single test scure_fordecisions about students
using tests for purposces for which they were not intended
overcoming student indifference to testing
inability to interpret test results
poorly constructed teacher-made tests

..Pre-Inservice Training:

all parents and all school personnel - especially teachers - should
redeive training in test purposes, test construction/selectior,
test interpretation, and using results to'improve instruction
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Most Useful Test Scores:

diagnostic results
grade equivalents and percentiles

.. Test Development Needs at Sfate or National Level:

minimum essentials on exit tests
teacher competency tests (with input from teachers)
tests which minimize cultural bias,

.. Test Development Needs at Local Level:.

criterion-referenced tests reflecting local curriculum
hort diagnostic tests

bilingual tests
tests of writing composition

.. Selection of Tests at Local Level:

broad and representative constituencies should be involved

Region IV: Atlanta Conference. Approximately 180 peOpli attended this
%

conference. Targeted participant groups were fairly well distriputed.

.. Need for state department of .education technical assistance

.. Need for technical assistance from the federal government

Requi4re all teacher candidates (or applicants for upgraded teaching
credential) to take at least one course in testing

.. Need for alternative asses'sment approaches

.. Need to disseminate information on successful testing
programs/techniques

A

Avoid relying on single-score criterion for decisions about students

.. Great need to inform the public about assessment programs.
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IMPLICATIONS

Recommendations from the Regional Conferences, as previously stated,

seem to fall into four broad areas of concern:

the need for a new or amplified perspective of the purposes
and uses of tests

.. the need to involve a much more broadly-based constituency
in matters of test selection, development, and use

.. the need for tests and testing to serve instructional
applications and to embody characteristics that will
facilitate their integration with instruction

.. the need for greater coordination among federal, state, and
local agencies

The question arises as to how these needs, the many specific recommendations

they relate to,and the range of issues discussed at the Regional Conferences

might be addressed in the future.

It seems clew- that before these recommendations can become practice,

there is a great neA to continue to provide training in the kinds of

issues dealt with at the Regicnal Conferences. Further, to be effective,

such training must reach the range of constituenLs suggested by the

conference participants,- not only more teachers (as well as other

educators) but also parents and boards of education. In addition, the

conferences emphasized that the local curriculum should have primacy of

position for buildihg a useful testing system, that what is to be measured

should reflect what is to be taught, and that the concept of what is

effective measuremen* needs to expanded.

Therefore, before considering application of new ideas in testing,

further awareness-building and training experiences, similar to those o

fered at the Regional Conferences, might be considered. Some of the
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concerns voiced by the participants could be addressed at the regional or

state level, e.g., broadening the perspective of testing and exploring means

of coordination of the various audiences involved. However, those recom-

mendations reflecting need for instructional relevance of tests, how they

are best selected or developed, and by whom, how they are best used, how

their information is to be interpreted and integrated with classroom in-

struction, might be more effectively addressed at the level of the local

school district or, perhaps, the local school.

To begin local efforti in such areas, the ideas raised at the Regional

Conferences could be used by districts interested in responding to the is-

sues raised. The problems discussed by speakers could be disseminated to

such districts. The training offered might be exported. The information

in this report could also be provided. With such information, local users

could then consider the most effective means of providing training to their

own staffs to meet their particular coucerns in testing and instruction.

This approach, further, might ameliorate the problems voiced about attempt-

ing to provide training to an audience consisting of varying levels of skill

and understanding of testing; attempting to provide training to an audience

.with differing instructional philosophies, objectives and testing purposes;

attempting to simulate test building and the validation of items against a

hypothetical curriculum.

Since further training might be needed before practice can change, and

since the Regional Conferences seem to have been quite effective as a first

step on this kind of training, means might be considered of providing stmilar

activities at the level of the state, local school district, or school. At

the level of the individual school, it is more likely that commonalities of
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instructional and testing purposes will be found, thereby facilitating in-

struction in test development and test use.

Tentative findings from current CSE project activities in the matter

of test use would seem to support the recommendation that the local school

district and the school is an ideal locus for the stimulation of test infor-

mation for insteuctional improvement. Conference findings reflecting the

need for an amplified perspective of the purposes and uses of tests, the need

to involve a broader constituency in test selection, development, and use,

the great need for tests to serve multiple decisions, including instructional

ones, and the need for greater coordination among state and local agencies,

are supported by recent CSE findings on test use.

CSE's Test Use project has found that school and classroom application

of testing is a function of the design of the testing program and the per-

ceived uses of the information. Issues of perspective and coordination

raised at the Regional Conferences have a great bearing on the exemplary

design of testing programs and the use of their results. In ternm of de-

sign, CSE has found that coherence of the school/district testing policy,

its relationship with state testing policy, the kinds of leadershfp provided

in the instructional uses of test information, and sense af "ownership" of

the testing program interact to influence the design of effective prpgfams.

Teacher knowledge of tests and testing, teacher inservice in tes and

testing, the uses of instructional alternatives in the schoo , and the per-

ceived technical quality and instructional relevance of ests interact to

influence the instructional uses of tests in schools.

The CSE materials produced after the conferences the book of readings

on testing and instruction and die associated materials on test selection
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and development -- would seem appropriate vehicles to stimulate a sense of

testing perspective and coordination. Further, CSE's materials address the

full range of variables associated with test program design and test use.

We hope that the materials will provide an initial framework for the design

of effective testing programs'which yield information of use in the improve-

ment of classroom instruction.
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Appendix A

List of Invited Speakers on Testing
and Instruction by Conference
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Conference I - Detroit, Michigan - Region V

1. Ron Edmonds

Senior Assistant to the Chancellor of Instruction,

Board of Education of the City of New York

Topic: Testing

2. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: Instruction

Conference 2 - Portland, Oregon - Region X

1. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,

University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: Appropriate Test Uses

2. Madeline Hunter

Principal, University Elementary School,

UCLA

Topic: Relating Testing to Instruction

Conference 3 - Kansas Cityf Missouri - Region VII & VIII

1. William Coffman

Iowa Testing Programs, University of Iowa

Topic Uses and Abuses of Tests, and the
Relationship of Testing and Instruction

2. Deborah Meier

Principal, NeW York City

Topic: Uses and Abuses of TestS, and the

Relationship of Testing to Instruction
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Conference 4 - Los Angeles, California - Region IX

1. Madeline Hunter

Principal, University Elementary School, UCLA

Topic: Instructional Implications of Testing

2. Peter Arasian

Professor of Education, Boston College

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Standardized Achievement Tests

Conference 5 - Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

1. Ron Edmonds

- Region III

Senior Assistant to the Chancello of Instruction,

Board of Education of the City ofiNew York

Topic: Testing

2. Madeline Hunter

Principal, University Elementary School, UCLA

Topic: Instruction

Conference 6 - Boston, Massachusetts - Region I & II

1. Peter Airasian

Professor of Education, Boston College

Topic: Uses and Misuses of Standardized Achieve-

ment Tests

2. Eva Baker

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of California at Los Angeles

Topic: Relationship of Testing to Instruction

3. Judah Schwartz

MIT: Educational Development Center

Topic: f'-^iect "TORQUE: An Illustrative Example

of How to Do It Differently



Conference 7 - Houston, Texas - Region VI

1. William Angoff

Executive Director for Technical Development,
Educational Testing Service

Topic: Historical Perspectives on Testing

2. Jan Barnett, Vicky Hardway, Connie Myers

Barnett is Assistant Director for Appraisal Services,
Spring Brand ISD
Hardway is a 4th Grade Teacher, Spring Brand ISD
Myers is an Elementary School Principal, Spring Branch ISD

Topic: Criterion-Referenced Testing as an Educational

Tool

Conference 8 - Atlanta, Georgia - Region IV

1. Frank Womer

Director, Michigan School Testing Service,
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Topic: Uses and Abuses of Tests and Testing

2. James J. Gallagher

Director, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center,
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

Topic: Using Testing to Improve Instruction
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. . ..agerida

..:11-9 a.m. ;..coftseloasity and Rosittration .A;:z

8:30-9:30 Conterince Cmwenei f . trt:

Greetings Simmons, Superintandent
%htlyna Count?, Intermediate School Dilatrict

e.14',7" /,1". P:e. .

L'A;w44,4feco,i-id:4*.i....!,,,,....-

_.."41.

.5,

.Conference Purpose Ju lette Noone Lester . :.:
USOE Regional Commissioner. -

4.:..,;ow__ ,_,, c
,

. .

-;

t'" (tV " - , *. . -t ..;6"..411 !tt:A`.- -;.;#.,;:;:tr*!", ,

!V- .

19: 30-1 0 : 30
/ .

. ziSpeaker Xonald Edmonds 7*-%. .
'4,7;ii);,,*.t-:--, -,11

Senior Assistant to the Otancelloi ciltnitniction '7' ..: ,

- ittoartt of Sdocation 0/1 She chit of Nip' tbili

10:30-10:45 weak

A., ivr .
.
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I 10:45-11:45
.

Mstruction

-' l 1 ..

Speaker Eva Baker
.

.
. . .

Director, Center for the Study of Evaluation Y.

'University of California at Los Angeles ',.; ....", -- -. %- '-' t.' s'.

12 noon

1:30-5 p.m. Test Design and Relationship to instruction _1_1
paining Sessions .

Representatives from the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) in charge.
Participants will divide into 9 training groups.

Discussion/Report Leaders .

,torenza Dixon Indiana
Doris Eldridge Missouri --

Marian Kilbane-Flash Ohio - a

Tom Odneal Missouri ,
John Osborne . :,Michigan - . , .

Walter Richardson Ohio
Joann Rochester Michigan .

Roy Tally Minnesota
Joyce Weddington Tennessee

Lunch
Speaker Robert E. Taylor, Executive Director

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education '
The Ohio State University

.

Group 1, Room 232
Group 2, Room 250A
Group 3, Room BOB
Group 4, Room 250C
Group 5, Room 223
Group 6, Room 266
Group 7, Room 202
Group 8, Room 374
Group 9, Room 156

- -
.

5:3D No-host Social Hour
Blue Room
Ramada Inn at Detroit Metropolitan Airport
8270 Wckham Road

6:30 Dinner .

Gold Room
-

Ramada Inn at Detroit Metropolitan Airport
. Presiding Wade M. Robinson, President, CEMREL, Inc.
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.10t.mt4VOI4XWOWitteiri441i,l4t6StiAlfre.4444,
45.30-9.45 Minhnum Competerbcy Program Woolt .4,41,44:1

.0:1444:44 .4;04y,,
OD fingruceon

Allen Zondlak, Director ef Planning, Detroit PubNc
I

W. lames Popham, Professor of EducatiOn, University of C&Ifonià.i.,
Angeles . ).--,:'4..." 111i,-,', - ,

--q-.4i...f : Stuart Rankin, Assistant Superintendent, ResearCh,-Planning -end Zedlon,' ''''
Detroit Public Schools . , - . AL-f...._,.1..--. ,.",..,.-- --.f,,:rt ,v-...,;...-;t 7 I .
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- . - 1' 7- ''.. ':".."' .4.. ..`:. : ..i. . 'N
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1. : 12:45-10 areak
..
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[----1 al 1:45 Response Panel .- - . . , , , . . ,-
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Ire

12 noon

1:30-a:15

John Dobbs, Assistant Superintendent, School and Commun Affairs, Michi-
gan Department of Education, Moderator

Ronald Boyd, Associate Superintendent, Indiana Department blic Instruc-
tion, Tiekeeper

Classroom Level
School Level
District Level
State Level
School Board

Pat Daly 4- Michigan -

Theresa Denman Michigan
Angeline Caruso Illinois
David Donovan Michigan
Frances Coe , 'Tennessee

Regional Office of
Education Clark Chipman -Illinois

Higher Education - Harold Harty Indiana
National Dissemination Shirley Menendez Illinois

Lunch
Speaker John W. Porter, Superintendent of Public instruction,'

Michigan Department of Education

OA.

Resource Awareness

Select two different groups from chart:
.

1 -

Group A
Room 250A

ERIC
Clearinghouse
Network

Group B
Room 232

R&D Labs
and
Centers

Group C
Room 2508

Regional
Dissemination
Services

Group D
Room 223

Special
Institutes
and Centers

ERIC Clearinghouse
on Reading and
Communication
Skills
Urbana
Bernard O'Donnell
Direcaor

.41RIC Clearinghouse
Ain Sdence, Math,
.:and.Environmental .*
Education .

,.Columbus .

Robert W. Howe
Director

Region V, USOE
Regional Office
Chicago
Clark Chipman
Disseminatkm
Staff

CEMREL, Inc.
St. Louis -
Harriet Doss Wills
Director, Urban
Education Program

The Center for
Vocational Education
Columbus
Robert Taylor
facecutive Director -7-

Midwest Regional Center for the
.. Exchange Project - StUdy of Reading

St. Louis Urbana
Dane Monis . Brenda J. Lerner
.Project Director . . Coordinator

Research. and (ducational ..

. Development I, ; ..,-,:,- ... finance and - -- ..-- .

.4 ..: _ .. interPretatinn.. !..-;.:..ttJ.y.idr..2.1nsductivity
: n.,'...: -..X.1,..7 "Te-41.? ':.41-41. t-

1,- ...Kg.... .. .r.l..... ... 0... ..- ......Tr. Setvice
.

.1" at. .Losiii
.C.A4,e

Pat Was147ton Xharlas Illdwen.
Wisconsin RAD Center 7- ;Pooled
for Indii4dualized
Schooling .

Madiwn
Richard Rommiller
Co-Director

..;'

:3--.7:1;:r4e,r1100).0bastor . .

Resource and . **Btu* for
Referral Service Researth on
Columbus Teaching
John Peterwn . . E. Lansing
Project Director lawrence Lesotte

, . . Coordinator
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Perspecthes Panel
George Grimes
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Director, information Services, Wayne Catinty 'A 4
Intermediate School District ModaratOr -

.14 6:!* ''
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?jag. lir g.

Administration Jack Mawdsiey, hikhlgan ft
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State-wide Teacher Association
Kentucky Education Association
Martha Dell Sanders, Kentucky

Central Office
Planning and Development John Grate, Ohio

State Education Agency
Planning and Evaluation Peggy Mauter, Ohio

Adjourn

,.

Midwest ConferenCe on Testing and instruction-

This conference is one of a series of eight planned by the Center for the Study Of Evaluation, University of
California at Los Angeles,' under a contract with the National Institute of Education. The Midwest Con-

, ference is coordinated by the School and Community Service Group of CEMREL, Inc.; the St. Louis-based
educational laboratory, in cooperation with the Wayne County Intermediate School District. States in the
CEMREL region are Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, Tennessee
and Wisconsin. .

Midwest Conference Planning Committee

Clark Chipman
John Dobbs
George Grimes
John Osborne
Allen Zondlak
James A. Winter, Chairman
Linda Campbell
Wrna 'Smith

United States Office oi Education, Region
Michigan Department of Education
Wayne CbTity Intermediate School District
Michigan Department of Education
Detroit Public Schools
CEMREL, Inc.
CEMREL, Inc.
CEMREL, inc.
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REGION X

Pirgional Invitational Testing Conference
April 20-4.ay 1, 1979

Thunderbird.Inn at the Quay
Vancouver, WA

Conference' Goal: It is desired that the conference will result in

increased knowledge of (a) quality test practices and
(b) regional testing concerns among all participants.

APRIL 30, 1979

Activity Location

a:33 Regic'tration Lobby

3:3C- 9:15 Coffee ExpositionHall

94713- 9:30 WELCOE EXposition Hall
Dean H. Nafziger, Director
Division of Evaluation, Research

and Assessment
Northwest Regional Educdtional

Laboratory (NWREL)

Allen T..Aooaca
Regional COMmissioner of
Educational Programs-

HEW Region X

Robert P. Path
Azsodiate Director
Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory

,A.PROPRIATE TEST USES
Eva Baker, Director
Center for the Study of

Evaluation (CSE)
UCLA Graduate School of Education

10:33-10:45 B7eak

10:43-12:C3 71,1,LATING TESTING TO INSTRUCTION
Xadelinp Hurter, Principal
University Elementary School
Los Angeles, CA

12:7)0- 1:3D Lch East and West
River RODOMs

Exposition Hall

Exposition Hall
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Activity Location

1:30- 5:00 TE3T DESIGN'AND RELATIONSHIP
TO INSTRUCTION

545- 6:20

Group 1: 'Poolside Poom

Grouo Leaders: Group 2: After Deck
Michael Hiscox --NWREL 0

Evelyn Brzezinski - NWREL Group 3: Quarter Deck
Betty Tomblin - NWREL
Suzanne Hiscox - NWREL Group 4: Chart Room
Randy Demalirie - NWREL

Pegge7Tillce-HEW Region X Office Group,5: QuaYside
James Burry - CS4
Linda Polin - CSE Group 6: RooM 202

Group 7: Exposition Hall

Meeting Of chairpersons, -Chart Room
presenters, and group leaders
for Tuesday's sessions

6:00 No Host Reception West River Room

7:20 Dinner East and West
Congressional Perspectives on River Rooms
Testing
Rikki Poster
Legi,slative Assistant
Senator Mark 0. Hatfield
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ona1 :nvitational Testi'ng Conference

30-,.lay. 1, 1979'4,

"..M.2nfarbird Inn at the Quay

Vancouvei, WA

MAY 1, 19-i9

. .

0 -

Time Activity , Location
. .

8:00 Coffee

8:30- 8:45

5:45- 9:45

,

Exposition Hall

Overview of the Day's Activities Exposition H4,11
Bever,ly L: Andersol4 Director
Assessment and Measurement Program' .

Northwest Rogio-nal Educational.Laboratory

STATE AND DISTRICT TESTING
PROGRAMS--EXWLES

Grouo 1 Exposition HaIl

Chair: .

Robert Lehman, Director, Planning and EvaLuation
take Washington School District No. 414
Redmond, Washington

P:esente:s:
Gerald Evans, State Superintendent of Public InstructiOn
Boise, Idaho

Ra1.7.,h Uo.nus, Elementary Principal

Central Valley School District No. -356
Spokane, Washinaton

Wayne Neubcroer, Coordinatdr cif Program Evaluation
Eeaverton Senools.
Beaverton, Crecon

Group 2 Chart Room

Chair:_

Clair Bow7en, Associate Professor
State University

Boise, Idaho

Presenters:
Go:idon Ensign, Supervisor, Program Evaluation
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
'Olympia,' Washington

88

a

4

0



7

Time Activity Location

- Vic Doherty, Assistant Superintendent of Evaluation
Portland Public Schools
Portland, Oregon

Group 3 'After Deck

William P. McDougall, Professor
Washington State UniVersity
'Pullman, Washington.

Presenters:
Louis O. Strand, Director of Instrbetion
Helena Schoql District No. 1
Helepa, Montana

Harbara Cole, CoordinatOr, Research & Assessment
Oregon Department of Education
Salem, Oregon

Lee Kulla, Research and Evaluation Unit
Edmonds School District #15
Lynnwood, Washington

9:45-10:00 Break

S.

89'

Coffee served in roam
where your 10 o'clock
session; is held



7i4.e Activity Location.

,

10:O0-11:30 PERSPECTIVES ON KEY TESTING ISSUES

Group 1 After Deck

Chair;
William E. Connett, StatiiticirlConsultant
Office Of Superintendent of,Public Instruction
Helena; Montana

Presenters: .

Orvis StenSon, Dean of Guidance
C. M: Russell High School
Great Falls, Montana .

Ted E. Gary, 1°ri.ricipal

Hazel Valley Elementary School
SeAttle, Washington

Lois Beal, Title I. SpeCialist
Northshore School bistrict
Bothell, Washington

GeOr9e Sitkei, Test Specialist
Corvallis School District 509J
Corvallis, Oregon ,

Mitsugi Nakashima, Assistant Superintendent
Hawaii Department-of Educitict,
Honoltilu, Hawaii

Group 2 Quarter Deck

Chair: 1

Wayne Neuburger, Coordinator of Program Evaluatgon

Beaverton Sdhools
Beaverton, Oregon

Presenters:
John Armenia, Assistant Superintendent
Selah Scnool bi5trict
Selah, Washington

Daniel Organ, Directorsr-Evaluation Center

Yakima School District #7
Yakima, Washington

Helen Hess, Title I Coordinator
Sunnyside Elementary School
Portland, Oregpn
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Activity

Jim Menzies, PrinciOal
Coupeville Higll School
Coupeville, Washington

Location,

iaine Mann, Learning Disabilities Specialist'

Waverly Elemetary 5chool
Albany, Oregon

Group 3 Room 202

Chair:
Michael D. Hiscox, Research Specialitt
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Portland., Oregon ,

Presenters:
Robert Abbott, Associate-Professor
UAiversity of Washington
Seattle, Washington

Lee Wicklund, Director of Curriculum and Instruction

North Bend Public Schools .

Nofth Bend, pregon
Vok

Conrad Bertln, Counselor
Blackfoot High School
Blackfoot, /daho

Thelma Holtman, Basic Skills Teacher-7Title I

MoCarVer'School--Tacoma School Dist.

_Tacoma, Washington

Carlton Bryson, Mathematics Chairman

Benson Polytechnic High School.
Portland, Oregon

lUi.
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1L:s Activity Lodation

:".1

.

Exposition Hall
. .

Chair:
Gordon Ensign, Supervisor, Program Evaluation
Office of Sdperintendent of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

Ptesenters:
WiIliam12. McDougall, Professor
WashingtokState University
Pullman, Washington

Lanny Nivens, Counselor
Siuslaw Middle School

,7 Florence, Oregon

yaughn Hawkes, Assistant Superintendent
. Blackfoot SchoolTistrict #55

Blackfoot?, Idaho

Robert Lehman, Director, Planning and Evaluation
Lake Washington School District No. 414
Redmond, Washington '+

Linda ToMac, Teacher
Sheridan Elemitntary Sch
Sumner, Washington

Group 5

Chair:
Barbara Cole, Coordinatoi, Research & Assessment
Oregon Department of Education
Salem, Oregon

. Quayside Room

Presenters:
Clair Bowman, Associate Professor
Bcise State University
Bois., Idaho

Harold Kafer, Curriculum Consultant'
Educational Service District 171
Wenatchee,yashington

Melba Worth, Vice President
flatiOnal PTA Region VII
Milwaukie, Oregon' .

Donald Langan, Director of Instruction
School District No. 5
Kalispell, Montana

92
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Time Activity Location ,

11:45- 1:15 Lurch East*and West
pegional Testing Resources River Rooms

Hyrum Smith, Director
Division of Educational Services
Regional Office of Educational Programs
HEW Region X

1:15- 2:20 DISCUSSION OF4EY TESTING ISSUES.

Group 1.: Training and Resoroes After Dedk
Moderator: 'Pegge Tulle - REW Region X Office

Grouo 2: Data Usefulness..

Moderator: Betty Tomlin - NWRED
Quarter Deck

Group 3: Integration of"Testing Quayside Room
'with Instruction
Moderator: Suzanne Hiscox - NWREL

Group 4: Integration of Testing Rocc-202
\with Administration and,Program
Evaluation
Moderator: Randy Demaline - NWREL

Grout) 5: Test Development
Moderator: Mike Hiscox -

Chart Room

Grouz 6: Test Selection Exposition Hall
Mode?ator: Evelyn Brzezinski - NWREL

Grout) 7: Control'of
Testing
Moderator: Jim-Burry - CSE

Poolside Room

2:20- 2:45 Refreshments Exposition Hall

2:4.5- 3:45 Group Reports'to Total Conference ExpositiOn Hall

3:45- 4:00 Closing Activities Exposition Hall

141-.

, 93

`

V

ci

ci



"

AGENDA

4

-Rigion VII anl VIII TESTING CONFERENCE
May 7 and 8, 1979

Sponsored by:
Tne Mid-continent Regional Educatidral Laboratory and the Regional Offices' of

0
Educational P.rograms VII-and VIII

. Meeting Location: .

4

The University of Missouri Conference Center
5100 Rockhill Road

Kansas dity, MissoUr,i

Monday, May 7, 197%

8:3:Y-9:15 Coffee/Registration

r/

9:15 Welcoming Remarks
Barold Blackburn, Commissioner OE Region VII
John Runkle, CommissiOner OE Region VIII',

9:3C Introduction to the Morning Session,
Edward Larsh, Dissemination Director, OE Begion VIII

9145 Uses and Abuses of Tests, and The Relationship of Testing to
0

Instruction. ,/

William Coffman, Iowa Testing Programs, University of Iowa

19:30 Break

Uses and Abuses of Tests, and the Relationship of Testing-to
Instruction, continued
Deborah nei4r, Principal, New York City

Questions and Discussion

Lunch
Remarks,by: Dr. John Runkle, Corpissioner OE Region VIII

1:00 . Panel Discussion: Issues in Testins
Willard Foscer, Kansas State Deoartment of Education
Robert Benton, Superintendent of Public Ins'truction, Iowa
Alan Wheeler, District Superintendent, Kansas City, nO

?. Ball, District Superintehdent, Shawnee Mission, Kansas
Char1e Foste, Mis'souri Department of Public /nstiUction
Moderated by: Dr. Harold Blackburn; Commissioner, GE Region VII

2:00 Keynote, Senator ThoMS4 Eagleton
Chair: Higgins, PRO

3:15 Break ,
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Center for the Study of Evaluation Workshops on selected aspects
of testing

W,.,rkshop leaders:
Jlidv Hamilton, Specialist,,Secondary Guidance & Competency
Based .Laucation, Kansas State Department of Education

Dirattor, Guidance, Counseling & Testing, Department,
or F;Ublic Instrpction, North Dakota
Rocer HUdson, Director, Student Personnel Services, Nebraska
State Department of.Education
James Hansen, Deputy Superintendent, Division of Elementary and
Secondary Education, South Dakota

6:33 Socia13. Hour

6:31) Dinner
Remarks by: Lochran Nixon, Director, Mid-continent Regional

Educational Laboratory (McREL)
Chair: C.L. Hutchins, Deputy Director, McREL
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T'leitlay, May 9, 1979

9:03

10:00

Coffee

Minimum Competency Tasting: State of the ;),rt and State

of the Region. 9

Chris Pipho, Associate Director, Department of Research and

Information, Education Commission of,the States
Chair: Roger Hudson, Director, Student PeraunerServices,
Nebraska Stace Department of Ed&cation

'Break

1030 Improving Instruction Through Testing.

Dale Scannell, eat'of Education, University of Kansas

Chair: Judy l(am'ltvi, Speclalist, Secondary Guidance and

Competency,Based ducation, Kansas'State Department of

Education

.1: )7

1:15-2:15

Lunch: (Remarks by
Region VII, an
resources vai

0

Small GroUp'Sessions:
1. Utah Statewide Educational Assessment Model - Cognitive

*and Prodess Measurement.
*David Nelson, Coordinator, Evaluation & Planning, USBOE

Chair: Linda Sikorski, Director, MtREL Regional

Exchange
.

Wolfe,, Region VIII, Andrea King,
Linda Sikorski, McREL on HEW

in the region)

2. Eval-.:aL=1 vs. Testing: Distinguishing Iristructional

Catermes a-..d Learner Outcomes.

Don Cox, AFspciate Superintendents, Iowa SDI.

Chair: Charles Poste?, Director of Pupil Personnel,

Missouri State Department of Education

3. The Roisle of Testing and Evaluation in Educational

AccouAability, billsDean, Assistant Commissioner,
Colorado State Depantment of Education
Chair: Diane Proctor,.Coordinator, of Program Evaluation

,and Research, Jefferson County Public SChools

4. The Use of Test Data in MidSouri's Instructiona4 Manage-

ment System. Richard King, Coordinator of Curriculum;
Missouri State Oepartment of Education.
Chair: David Lee, Director, Student Personnel Services,

Nebraska State Department of Education

5. Criteri7 Referenced Tettiz- Interpretation and Use of
7,

Test Dak. Dale Foreman, uncil fot REAL Education.

Chair: James Hansen , Deputy Superintendent, Division

of Elementary & Secondary Education, South, Dakota
%

6. Alternatives to Standardized Testing:. Why and What.

Bernard McKenna, NEA.

Chair: C.L. Hutchins, Deputy Director, McREL



'
0 I

3:13 Wrap-Up: Implications for Meeting,FeBeral RequIrements
Tom Keyes, Program Officer, Right7to-Read
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Monday May 14

8:30

REGION IX

NATIONAL I,NTITUTE OF EDUCATION
REGIONAL CONFERENSE ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

AirPort Mtrina Hotel
-Los Angeles, CaTifornia'

. May 14-15, 1979

Registi.ation

.9:00 ,WELCOMING REMARKS

. Savoy, Eva L. Baker
Director, Center for the Stud:St of Evaluation

LN5TRUCTIONALIMPLICATIONS OF TESTING
Madeline Hunter
Principal, UniversitY Elementary School, UCLA

10:30 Coffee brea,k

THE USES AND ABUSES OF ACHIEVEMEIiT TES4'S

' Peter Arasian
Professor of Education, Boston College

12:00
,.Riviera/

Versailles

1:15 5:00
Savoy
Riviera These small group sessiOns will use materials developed for

Pompano the qonference to provide training in the folloWing areas:

Guslahder How to write domain-referenced test specifications, methods of

Marco Polo assuring test items' congruence with domain specifications,

320A comparing tests' relevance for a given curriculum, and technica)

and practical qualities of tests.
.e

After the training, the groups will develop recommendat-tons)on

the themes of testing and instruction to be brought to the
attention of the,National Institute of Education.

LUNtH

SUMMARY OF MORNING PRESENTATIONS AO FOCUS FOR SMALL GROUP
SESSIONS James Burry,. Director of Field Services, c

Center for the Study of Evaluation

PRACTICAL METHODS IN TEST SELECTION, DEVELOPMbT AND USE

5:00
Poolside

6:30
Riviera/
Versailles

.

8:30

NOLHOST SOCIAL HOUR

DINNER

Michael Timpane, Deputy DireCtor, National Institute of Education

Following Dr. Timpane's remarks, the session will be open for
a dialogue on federal policy on testing and instruction.

v

CONFERENCE ADJOURNS FOR THE DAY
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Tuesday May 15

8:30 Coffee

9:00 - 12:00 SESSION MODERATED BY: Richard Schutz, Director

Savoy SWRL Educational Tesezrch and Development.

THE PROCESS AND POLITICS OF A SUCCESSFUL DOMAIN-REFERENCED

TESTING SYSTEM- ,t

JerrY George, Administrator of Glendale Managethint Systems,
Glendale (Arizona) Union High School District

12:30
Riviera/
Versailles

1:30'
Savoy

TESTING IN A LARGE METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
Harry Handler
Deputy Superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School District

PROJECT TORQUE
Judah Schwartz, Professor of Engineering Science and Education,

MIT and Co-Director, Project TnRQUE, Educational Development

Center, Newton, Massachusetts

LUNCH

Samuel B. Kermosoian
Regional Commissioner, Intergovernmental and Special Services

USOE'Region IX, San Francisco

SENSE OF CONFERENCf PANEL

The following panel will suMmarize issues presented at.the

Conference and other issues in testtng_pd instruction for the

attention of the National Institute of Eaot-atjon.

-----

Representative of the National Education Associati6n: MELBA KNUTSEN,

Chairperson, Curriculum and Instruction, California Teachers

Association.

Representative of School Administrators: CAROLYN DEOLDEN, Director,

Testing a Evaluation, Hacienta-LaPuente Unified School District.

Represen tive of the American Federation of Teachers: MILES

MEYERS, Oa and School District and Bay Area Writing Project,

Representative of State Education Agency: ALEX LAW, Director

Office of Program Evaluation, California State Department of

Education.

3:00 - 5:00 Speakers and participants are encouraged to remain in the

Savoy room and continue discussions.

END OF FORMAL AGENDA
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12:00-1:30 Banquet LunCheon
Haverford Dining Center
Speaker: Pt'

Dr. Zacharie Clements
Associate Professor of EducAion
Univerity of Vermont

1:30-3:30 WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

Speaker:
Dr. Egon G. Cuba
Professor of Education
Indiana University

Dialogue
Dr. Egon G. Cuba
Dr./ames Burry
Regional Workshcp Leaders

3:30 Adjourn

i'j

Agenda

REGION III

Conference .on
Testing and
instruction

June 4 & 5



Nu" aillesillig sum imal ANN
Haverford College Conference Center/June 4th pnd 5th

Day 1 Monday, June 4_
Day 2 Tuesday, 'lune 5 .

8:)0

8:30-9:30

9:30-9:45

9:45-10:45

10:45-11:00

11:00-12:00

12:00 Noon

1:30

1:30-3:15

Coffee/pastry
Foyer-Stokes Auditorium

Registration
Foyer-Stokes Hall

Wekome
Dr. John E. Hopkins
Executive Director
Research for Better Schools

TESTING
Speaker:
Dr. Ronald Edmonds ,
Senior Assistant to the Chancel-

lor of Insttuction
Board of Education of the City

of New York

Break

INSTRUCTION
Speaker:
Dr. Madeline Hunter
Principal
University Elementary School

UCLA

No-host Lunch
Haverford College Dining
Center
Speaker:
Dr. Albert C. Crambert
Commissioner
HEW Regional Office of

Educational Programs

Concluding Remarks
Dr. James Burry
Project Director
Center for the Study of
Evaluation/UCLA

Test Design and Relationship to
Instructkin

Training SeSsions
Panicipan will divide into

action arm inc

Grp 1
Gm 2
Grp 3
Grp 4
Grp S
Grp 6
Grp 7
Grp 8
Grp 9
Grp 10
Grp 11
Grp 12
Grp 13

Leader . boom

Dr. Michael Kean
Dr. Ed Patrick
Msz Jane Roberts
Mr. Michael Smeone
Dr.'Oban Buttram
Dr. Linde Polin
Dr. John Bowers
Dr. Sharon Tumukty
Dr. Marshall Amesquita
Ms. Marilyn Craig
Dr. Ed Richards
Dr. Sue Root
Dr. Daniel Austin

Bryn Mawr Rm-Dining Ctr
Swarthmore Rm-Dining Or
Sharpless Rm-Dining Ctr
Smith Im-Dining Ctr
Pendle Hill Lounge
Faculty Dining Room
Stokes Hall *121
Stokes Hall 4225
Stokes Hall 4254
Stakes Hall *303
Stokes Hall *315
Stokes Hall 0319
Stokes Hill 0326

3:15-3:30 Wreak
Foyer-Stokes Hall
Sunken Lounge-Dining Center

3:30-5:30 TEST DESIGN AND RELATION-
SHIP TO INSTRUCTION
Training Sessions - resume

5:30-6:30. No-host Social Hour
Sunken Lounge
Haverford College Dining
Center

6730Ne-host_Dinner
Haverford Coll* Dining
Center

'8:30 Coffee/pastry
Foyer-Stokes Hall

9:00-9:15 Welcome Back .

Dr: Albert C. Crambert
Commissioner
HEW Regidnal Offke of Ecluca-

. tional Programs

..9:15-10:15 WHERE ARE WE NOW?
Speaker:
Dr. Henry M. thicken
Director
Policy Studies in,Education

10:15-10:30

10:30-12:00

Break
Sunken Lounge-Dining Center

ISSUES IN TESTING
Problems and Concerns of ,

Regional Areas
'Workshop Leaders:
Dr. J. Robert Coldiron
Bureau of Planning and Evalual

don, Pennsylvania Department
of Education

Dr. Thomas Corcoran
executive-Assistant
Office of the Commissioner
New Jersey Department of

Education

Dr. John L Crew
Superintendent of. Public

Instruction, Baltimore City
Public 'Schooh

Dr. Virginia L Dalton
Virginia Education Association

.Dr. 'Milian McCormick
State Supervisor of Elementary

Education, Delaware Depart-
ment of Public Instruction

Dr. Richard M: Petre
Assistant Deputy State

Superintendent, Maryland
State Department of Educa-



JUNE_ 1979

7:00 PM - 8:00 PM REGISTRATION,

IbbsAriloo AMJ

REGIONS / AND I/

NORTHEAST CONFERENCE ON TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

The Boton Park Plaza, Boston, Massachusetts

AGENDA
c>

,

Mezzanine

9:00 AM - 9:45 AM GENERAL_SESSION. Ballroom West.

Welcoming,remarks 7
Dr. Thomas Burns, ROEP I.

. Dr. William Green, ROEP II
Dr, David P. Crandall, The NETWORK

Introducttonjo the Agenda:
Leslie Hergert, The NETWORK

BREAK, Mezzanine2 9:45 AM - 10:00 AM

10:00 AM 11:30 AM GENERAL SESSION,. Ballroom West

Dr. Peter Arasian, Boston College, Uses and
Misuses of Standardized Achievement Tests

Dr. Eva Baker, Center for the Study of Eval-
uation, Relationship of Testing to Instruction

Dr, Judah L. Schwartz; MIT, Education Development
Center; It Is Possible To Do It Differently:
PROJECT TORQUE, an Illustrative Example

ftrl - 12:00 PM GENERAL SESSION (CONT'D.)
Questions tO Panel: Dr. Thomas Burns, Moderator
Participants will have the opportunity to
question the testing and instruction panel.

Stanbro Hall

1:30 PM - 3:00 PM SMALL GROUP TRAINING SESSIONS, Paarth Floor

1 Participanis will break into small groups to
work with packeged materials. Module I

bumi, Fourth Floor Landing

12:00 PM -. 1:30 PM.

3:00 PM - 5:15 PM

.3:15 PM - 5:00'Ptt SMALL GROUP 'PINING sEs4tota, Fourth Floor

Participants will reconvehe in small.groups to
work with puckaged materials. Module II

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM

6:30 PM

NO HOST SOCIAL_HOUR, ParlorA
DIHNEIG Georgian Ikfom

ikEGISTRATION
8:50 AM 9:30 AMI

9:00 AM 9:15 AM CoFEEE, Mezzanine

9:15 AM =10:00 AM GENERAL SEISION, Ballroom west

Opening Remarks
.Dayid Max McConkey, TheNETWORK
Dr. Les May, Assoc. Dir., Research & Asse's:ment, NA Dept. of Ed.

10:00 AM 10!55 AM PREtiSENTATIONps Fourth Floor

11:05 AM

12:00 PM

1:00 PM

3:00 PM

0

Participants may c oose one o ,the following sessionst

(Room 433) Monitoring StudePt Progress on Instructional

Goals, Corrine McGuigan, The'NETWORK
(Room 436) Resources in Testing

ERIC (Educational Resouhes Information Cenier) and
Educational Testing Service; Barbara Wildemuth, ERIC: e.

7M, ETS Test Collectjon
Educational-ProductSaInformetion Exchange,
James George, EP1E

-(Room 437) A Look at a State Assessment Progneat
'Dr. Cynthia V. L. Ward,,Director; Martha H. Darnley;

Or. galph S. Daniel4 Bureau of Research and Evaluation,

Rhode Island State partment of Education

(Room 402) Openness About Standardized Tests: Improving

Communication with Parents and Students; William Corbett,
Principal, James Russell Lowell School, Watertown MA

(RooM 406) Alternatives to Standardized Testing;
Dr. Bernard McKenna, NEA; Otis Thompson, Maine Teachers Assn

12:00 PM PRESENTATIONS, Fourth Flo:or .

Participants may choose another selection.from Sessions AE-

1:00 pm Lama, Ballroom East

3:00 PM GENERAL SLUM, BnUrnom *at

Panel Discussion: David Max McConkeit.M6derator
Testing and Compeiency-Based Education: Multiple Perspectives

Lydia Greenberg, State.Testing Cpordinator, NJ.State Dept
dohn Powers, Superintendent, SU f56, Somersworth, NA.
-Charlotte Ryan,Aassachusetts Parent Teacher Assn
Otis Thompson, Maine Teachers Assn

Participan 3re encouraged to question the panel 'on issUes of

testing d competency-based.education and to respond to ideas

generated by presentations

Please leave your questionnaire at the registration desk on the

Mezzanine as you leave. THANK YOU FOR COMING:

A:

B.

D.

E.



AGENDA_

Region VI Testing Conference
June 21 and 22, 1979

Sponsored by:
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, Houston ISD,

Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA, and
the U. S. Office of Education, Region VI

o

, The University of Houston
Continuing Education Center
Universtty-Of Houston Hdiel

4800 Calhoun Road
Houston, Texas 77004

Thursday, dune 21 LOCATIO;;I

8:30 - 9:00 Coffee/Registration .2nd Floor-Lobby

9:00 - 9:30 Welcome: ,.lames H. PerrY Constellation Orion
Executive Director
Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory,

Austin, Texas

Ed Baca
Regional Commissionee
Region Vi -
Office of Education
Dallas Texas

Billy Reagan
Superintendent
Houston ISD

9:30 - 10:30 "Historical Perspectives on
1 Testing"
'William Angoff-
Executive Director for Technical
. Development
Educational Testing Service (ETS)
Princeton, New Jersey

10:30 10:45 Break

10:45 - 11:45

A

"Criterion Referenced Testing 'as
an Educational Tool"

Jan Barnett
Assistant Director for Appraisal

Services
Spring Branch ISD
Houston, Texas

103
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12:00 -1f00

1:00 2:45

3:00 - 4:45

5:30 - 7:00

Friday, June 22

.8:30 - 9:00

9:00 - 10:00

Vicky Hardway
Lnstructor
Spring Branch
Houston, Texas-

Lunch Zodiac Room

"Enhancing the Test Taking Abilities
of Inner City Students".

Doris Ariterson
,President, Houston Teachers

Association

CSE Test Development Training
(small grolp sessions)
Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4
Group 5
Grbup 6

CSE Test Development Training
(small group sessions)
Group 1
Group 2
Group 3
Group 4
Group 5
Group 6

41.

Social Hour

Coffee

Constellation Orion A
Constellation Orion B

Hernles
.Scorpius
Saturn
Jupiter .

Constellation Orion A
Constellation Orion B

Hercules
Scorpius
Saturn
Jupiter

Aquarius/Pisces

Topical Sessions Hercules

A. "Issues jln Testing and'Teaching
the Cultrally Different Child"
Ernest Bernal
Professional Asspciate
Eddcational Testing,Service (ETS)
Austin, Texas

B. "Issues in. Testing and
Teaching Gifted Children"
Phil Powell
Professor, Educational Psychology
University of Texas, Austin

"Issues in Testing and Teachipg Saturn

Children with Learning Disabipities"
Steve Larsen
Professor, Special Education
Uni-versity of Texas, Austin

Scorpius

104 117
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10: 00 11 : 00

11:00 - 12:00

12:00 - 12:30

6,

' n

"ImplementOtion of A Bilingual Constellation Orion

Progrom in a Lar'ge Urban School
System"

Michael Mauldin
Assistant Director of Research

and Testing
Houston ISD

Panel Dicussion (1 chairman - Constellation Orion

representatjves'from topical
sessions)

Wrap-Up (Directions, Expecta- Constel)ation Orion

tions, Issues)
Jim Burry
Director of Evaluation
Center for the Study of
Evaluation

Universit.y,of Califorrda, Los Angeles

Charles Nix
Associate Commissioner

for Planning and Accreditation
Texas Education Agency

Rarticipant representatives from
test development training sessions

0111%.
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SOUTHEASTERN REGIONKL CONFERENCE

on
r.

TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

June 14-26, 1979

Sheraton - Atlanta Hotel

At lama, Georgia

CONFERENCE SPONSORS

The Southeastern Regional Council for Educational Improvement

The National Institute of Education

The U.S. Office of Education, Region IV

c." 106 119 1,



.AGENDK.
SOUTHEASTERN. REGIONAL CONFERENCE ON

TESTING AND INSTRUCTION ".

SkERATOO-ATLANTA HOTEL, ATLANTA, GEORGIA
JUNE 2426, 1979

Surjday, June 24, 1979
.

-Blue Ridge B 300 p.m.-9:00 p.m. ReglitrAion

Piedmont 5:00 p.m.400 p.m. Briefing Session for Conference
Presentors and Facilitators

-Monday, June 25, 1979
Blue Ridge B 800 a.m-5:00 p.m.

Georgia Ballroom
West 8:30 a.m.-12 Noon

8:45 a.m.

9:15 a.m.

10:00 a.m.

10:15 a.m.

11.15 a.m.

1Z15

1:30-5:00 p.m.

Group Room
Blue Ridge A

2 Cumberland B
5 Cumberland A

4 "Piedmont
5 Coastal

Great Valley
7 Suite 710

a
9

10

Suite 810
Suits 910
Suite:1011r

5:00 p

Registration

First,Goneral Session.
'

WsicoOle: H. Tltus Singletary, Associate Superintendeni: GeOf-
gia State Department of Education, Atlanta; Georgia

Confenwice Purpose WaYne -rasp*, Superintendent of Edu-
cation, Alabama State Department of Education., Montgomery,
Alabama

"Competency Testing from a Chief State School OffIcar's View-
point," Ralph D. Turlington, Florida State Department of Educa-
tion, Tallahassee, Florida

Coffee

"Uses and Abuses of Tests and Testing," Frank Warner, Director,
Michigan School Testing SWAM, Ann Arbor, Michigan

.

"Using Testing to Improve Instruction," James J. Gallagher,
Frank Porter Graham C.hild Devefopment Center, Craaortl
North Carolina

Lunch

"Test Design and Relationship to Instruction"
Small Group Training Sessions

Facilitators
Paul Wylie, Alabama Stats Department of Education
William C. Berryman, Alabama Stale Department of Education

William Johnson, Arkansas State Department of Education

Hugh I. Peck, Louisiana Start Department of Education
James V. Goileau, Louisiana State Department of Education

Vana Meredith, South Carolina Stahl Dipartment of Education

Carr Tri4r, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction
H.T. Conner, North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction

Margaret Mbar, Educational Testing Stevie*, Atlanta

Janice P. Smith, Florida Stahl Department Of Education
Thomas H. Fisher,(Florida Sties Department of Education

Jim Bury, Canty for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA

Linda Polin, Center forth' Study of Evaluation, UCLA

John Eying, Jr., Kentucky State Department of Education

Adjourn Day 1

8:00 Xt. No Host Social Hour Georgia Ballroom West
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Tuesday, June 26, 1979

8:30 a.m.930 atm.

930 a.m.-10:00 a.m.

10:00 a.m.

Georgia Ballroom
West 1.0:15-Noon

10:15 a.m.

Ge4ra:a earoo\t

10:45 a.m.

12:15 p.M.

1:00 p.m.

2:00 p.m.

. 2:30 p.m.

"Test Design and Relationship to Instruction" continued.
Participants will reconvene with their original groutis in original
!loom

Small Group Discussions on Testing Isatiei

Coffee Break

Second General Session

"Competency Testing from a Flegionsi Commissioner's View,"
WHilam L Lewis, USOE Regional Commissioner, Region iv,
Atlanta, Georgia

"Making Minimum Competency Programs Work"
A Panel Discussion

Panel Modem=
Richard C. Causey, Alabama State Department of Education

Penet.Meritberi
Jim Burch, North camlina Department of Public Instruction

Alice Shrewsbisny, Owensboro, Kentucky independent School
System

James V. Soileau, Louisiana State Board of Education

Thomas H. Fisher, Florida Department of Education

Cameron Fincher,,University of Georgia, Athens

Lutictwon

Luncheon Address: "What's Right with American Education,"
Harold .1-lodgkinson, Director, Professional institute, Arnencan
Management Association, Washington, D.C.,

Summary and Conclusions: "Sense of the Conference," Chate
G. Williams, Superintendent of Education, South Carolina Stats
Department of Education, Columbia, South Carolina

Adjourn

Conference Planning Committee
Wi;:i.arr) JohnsO'n .

Arvansas State Department.of Education
Jenice P. Smith
Florida State Department ot Educationo
Elizabeth Creech
Georgia State'Department of Education
Lloyd C. Smith
Louisiana State Department of Education
John Ethridge
Mis3issippi State Department of Education
Rex Pouncey

`Miosrssippi State Department of Education
H.T. Conner
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction

Robert R. Hill s,

South Carolina State Department of Education

Paul D. Sandifer
South Carolina State Department of Education

Rees Johnson
USOE, Region IV

Corinna Scott
National Institute of Education

John Lovegrove
USOE, Region IV:

Marilyn Dowdy
USOE, Region IV
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- Appendix C

0 - ^The Role of Testing,tp American Schools

(bound separately)
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Appendix D

Making, Choosin,g and Using Tests:
A Practicum in Domain-referenced Testing

(bound separately)
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Appendix E

Conference Evaluation Summaries
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COOERENCE EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Date Collection

'Though not a part ofthe formal contract, CSE gathered evaluative

information about conference activities in collaborationwjth sponsors. In-
.

formation.gathering therefore varied.somewhit from site to site. For the

Region V conference, an opinion form concerning conference value we's com-

pleted by participants after the conference and returned to the sponsor.

CSE materials were evaluated on a measure designed for that purpose.

For the Region X conference, participant perception of the conference

was one topic of a larger theasure'developed by the sponsor. CSE materials

were evaluated on the same measure as uied in Region V.

In the Region IX conference, both overall evaluations and materials

assessment were collected at the same time that participant recommendations

about follow-up were made.

In the conference for Regions I and II, the opinionnaire used to col-

lect participant recommenditions also provided space for respondents to

write their comments regarding their conference and CSE materials.

In Region VI, participants provided both rating data and written com-

thents- about the conference and,about CSE materials.

Region IV participants responded to an opinionnaire asking for

recommendations, and written comments on the conference as a whole and on

CSE materials.

Evaluation Of Conferences Across Site

Participants expressed enthusiasm about the speakers, the small group

112
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J.

, .

workshops, nd the opportunity to ekchange ideas with other colleagues,

particularly at state and federal levels. This positive reaction -- that

the Regional Conference was a fine beginning step -- confirmed participant

requests to have a larger and wider audience for the conferences: more

classroom teachers, community leaders, and parents, as well as greater press

coverage. ,Other comments described the financial difficulties-most school

districts experienced in providing funds for teacher released time, and

asked for an extended conference in order to amplify the topics covered and

to add others.

Primarily, the Participants wanted the conference extended to allow

for more audience participation, so that they could react to the information

presented, voice their problems and needs, and take part in planning future

conferences. Suggestions of this nature were made in such comments as "I

need More time to absorb all these ideas," and "The pace needs to be varied."

In general, the participants viewed the conference as a good beginning of a

dialogue which they hope will be.continued betWeen the local school personnel

and the state and federal educational agencies, a two-way dialogue with po-

tential to improve education and to foSter better communication among all

involved.

Evaluation of Conference by Site

Region V: A questionnaire was mailed to the participants after the

conference (59% return rate):

The table below shows the results on five questions rated by the
participants on a scale of 1-10 with 10 as the highest possible rating.

113
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Question

Content Quality
Facility Quality
Logistics,Quality
Format Quality'
Overall Quality

Range.

3-10
5-10
-3-10

3-10
3-10

Mode

8
10

9

9

9

Mean

8

9

9
2---
8
8

Median

7.68,
8.80
8.07
8.02
8.03

Responses to two open-ended questions:

1. Major Strength of the Conference,

-The most frequnt answers were the quality of the presentations, the

presentors, and the panelists.

2. Major Weakness of the Conference

The most frequent responses were "Test Design and Relationship to

Instruction" and "too much too quick."

Preferences for an educational conference revealed:

Item Top Choice Second Highdst

- .

Month of year October March

Week-of Month Second 1st or 3rd

Day(s).,of Week Wednesday Tues. or Thurs.

Number of Days 2 2-3

Hours per day . 7 5

-, 5essions er day 4 6

Mode of Presentation Mixed-varied . 0 Small groups

Catered Lunches Yes 78% -

Region X:. Participant response forms indicate that most conferees found

the conference to be of modera,te value (i.e., adjacent to the highest rating

option provided). Asked if they would attend such a conference again even

if there were a modest fee charged; most participants chose the "maybe" option.

Feeling in the northwest appears io be that a totally regionally-based confer-

ence would be a useful service.

No conference evaluations were conducted in the Region VII and VIII

cOnference. A
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Region IX: Most of the participants rated the conference to be of

moderately highL'vafue (again, adjacentAo ihe highest rating option pro- .

vided). Most of the participants responded positively to the possibility

of attending another conference, even if 'a moderate fee, were charged.

Written comments received from Region IX participants reflected:

: need for pre-conference-organizer/materials

more interaction between audience and.presenters

need for more teac er and community participation in-such
, conferences

expand to three days

need for further dissemination of issues covered

No conference evaluations were conducted in Region

Regions I and II: .Participants from Regions I and II emphasized, that

s.uch conferences must be timed to avoid a cOnflict with'the last week of

the school year. Participahts also wanted more_opportunities to interact

in small group settings with all those who presented ideas, materials., and

research results. They also desired more emphasis on how to use tests ef=

fectively n relation to instruction, and a more in-depth explanation of

the issues in testing. They would have liked more classroom teaChers to

participate and to attend (and funds to make'this possible). They also

wanted more take-home materials to be available, especially those materials

and toplb to which the speakers referred.. Other topics which

they would have liked to discuss were:

a) Alternatives to testing
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b),In7house miCro-processing of evaluation and diagnostic

procedures s--1

c) Testing in relation to classroom instructional objectives,

and to students' motivation to learn, and to parents and

the public and to curriculum

d) Testing in relation to basic skills, to those students who

can not be expected to achieve minimum competency, to special

education students.

The majority of the opinionnaire respondents agreed tfat their confer-
.

ence was well organized and worthwhile, that the CSE training materials were

helpful, the presentations interesting, that they learnai rmething they

can u , and that ideas were presented in a language appropriate tC1 the

audience.

P

Region *VI: Participants at this conference respOnded to an evaluation

form which asked questions on:

extent participant gained knowledge and understanding of

testing and education

Went participant gained some skill in development of

criterion-referenced tests through'CSE materials

extent participant goi information about'testing and

teaching special populations

A.five-point rating scale ranging from "a great deal" to "not at all" was

used,on this instrument. Inter4ning points on the scale were not defined.

In terms of the first item -- knowledge gain -- 50% of the respondents in-

dicated they had learned either a great deal or t least the amount of knowl-

edge'represented by the point in the scale adjacent to "a great deal."

In terms of the second item -- knowledge gained through CSE materials --

25% of the respondents indicated knowledge gains of "a great deal" or the

next adjacent value. Sixty percent of the respondents lay in the top thre

points of the scale.
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In terms of the third item -- testing and teaching special populations

-- 40% of the respondents lay in the two most positive values.

Region IV: Written responses from the Region IV conference indicated

the following:

.' the conference did not meet the expectations of some of the par--
ticipants in addressing the relationship of testing to instruction
Too much time was spent in "getting to" the issue but not enough
in addressing this. issue

the materials on Domain-Referenced Testing for use in small group
sessions was written in highly specialized terminology, and needed
a testing specialist to interpret. Material written in common lay
language would have been much more useful to the classroom teacher

the broad diversity of levels in the smell groups seemed to hamper
,c2 making the most of the materials

many participants had excellent experiences in the small groups, and
even though there was difficulty with the Domain-Referenced Testing
Book, the facilitation was excellent, and the sharing between and
among participants was most beneficial.
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Evaluations of CSE Materials Across Sites

Participant responses to the CSE materials was quite positive regarding

their usefulness and clarity. 'The most common theme throughout the confer-

ehces was to devote more time to explanation of how the materials can actually

be used in schools, particularly by classroom teachers. Another common theme

was to simplify the level of language of the materials. One other fairly pre-

valent point was that the diverse professional backgrounds of the small group

members also added to the problems of total group understanding.

Evaluations of CSE Materials by Site

Region V: Participants at this conference responded to a five-point

rating scale on

the information in the module

the terminology used

the examples in the materials

the exercises in the materials

The information on the following two pages shows how the participants re-

sponded to these matters.
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Mo..1.d!e Title:__

_

TEST COi;FERE',CE: AFTE2NCON WOSKS"IOPS

PerOzipants' Re!ction Sheet

Domain Referenced Test Specifications

Detroit

.le ;i1'71rmazion in zhis r:odul.?

9 13
'v,.iry 2 3 4

clear

10 18 13 4

very 2 3 4

useful

15 13 11 4

\iery 2 3 4

in-..eresting

very
'confusing

totally
useless

2

very
boring

2. The terrq;nol.)gy used in these materials was:

8 20 14 3 4

4 very
difficult

3 The wp--ftr.oug examples which are included were:

t

6 15 13 6. t
excel 2 3 4 very poor

lent .

7 9 12 6 7

suffi- 2 3 4 not enough

cient

4. The exercise(s) inclu:led in this module.was/were:

.

5 17 17 7 3

very
easy

2 3 4 very
difficult

3 17 10 11 3

tlear;
appropriate

2 3 , 4 unclear;
inappropriate
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TEST CCFERENCE: AFTERNWN WOSHOPS

Participants' Reaction Sheet

:iodule Title: Item Rating Scale

1 The in7'Drmation in znia_nodule

.4 12 12 4

very 2 3
A
4

clear

7 11 10

very 2 3

useful
%

7 6 14 5

very 2 3 4

irterest'ing

Detroit

1

very
\confusing

totally
useless

1

very
boring

2. The terminoloqy used in these materials was:

5 12 11 5 1

2 3
A very

difficult

sta,":!a:le

3. The woak-through.exam les which are included were:

4
'very poor

-'3 6 18 2

e::bel- 2 3 4

Tent

6

,

7 10 4
suffi-
cient

2 3, 4

AN

fi

'not enough

4. The exercise(s) included in this,m:Aule was/were:

3 4 20 3 . 1

very
easy

2 3 -4 very
difficult

2 8 16 4 1

clear;
approprate

3 unclear;
inappropriate
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It seems that the information in the domain-referenced test specifi-

cations module was wellreceived; the terminology was troublesome to some

participants; more time could have been given to the walk-through examples;

,

od that the exercises were aThso troub;psl orie to some participants.

For thel tem-rating scale, so4w at similar patterns emerge:

" Written comthents by the Region V respondents suggest that for both '

modules:

language level is too high for some people

more explanation about the purpose/use of the materials
is needed .

materials need to be simplified

presenters need overhead slides

, tire for presenting materials needs to be increased

materials have potential but need a qualified leader

Region X: Participants at this conference responded to the same measures

as used at Region V. Results for domain-referenced test specifications and
b

the item-rating scale are displayedon the next two pages. ResponSes are

generally similar tb those obtained at the first conference.

The'negative written comments returned by,the Region X participants were

similar to those received in Region V. On the other hand, respondents appeared

to be more favorable toward facilitators (more time had been spent training

them than in Region V).
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1

TaST COEPENCE:'AFTERNOC WORKSHOPS

Participants' Reaction Sheet

Mojule Title: Domain Referenced Test Ipecifications

.

Vancouver

)r-la cion -.nil ,:lodule: das:

5 21 19 9 1

Ter-y

clnr

n
L 3 4 very

, confusing

8 25 15 6

very
useful

2 3 4 totally
useless

8 20 17 9 1

very
interestiid

2 3 4 very
boring

2. The ter7ir:lody used in these materials was:

8 25 14 6 1

?1,7 2 3 4 very
difficult

. 3. T :a'<-through e..amples which are-included were:

8 19. 20, 4 2

ecel- 2 3 4), very poor

lent

10 17 15 6

suffi- 2 .-.. 3 not enough

clent

4. The exercise(s) included in this module was/were:

6 13 22 9

very 2 3 4 very

edsy difficult

9 1 24

clear; 2 3 4 unclear;

appropriate

"r

inappropriate
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S.

-TEST CC:E-;E:;CE: AFTERNO0N WO'Ar:SHORS

Par'jcipants' Rea:tion Sheet Vancouver

ModJle Title: Item Rating Scale

.

1. ,r1.-.1 in:=1rmation, in this :nodule was':

5 20 8 2

very 2 3 4

clear

,1 19 9 3

very 2 3 4

useful

1 9 14

very 2 3 4

interesting

very
confusing

1

totally
useless

very
boring

2. terlinclocv used in these materials was:

8 !.4 18 2

vt,ry ? 3 4 very
difficult

3. The wca'x-througk exarples which are included were:

6 12 14 5 2

ex:el- 2 3 4 very poor

'lent

6 11 13 5 1

suffi- 2 3 4 not encugh

ciet

4. The exercise(s) included in this module was/were:

5 9 13 2 2

very 2 3 4 very

easy difficult

6 10 12 2 1

clear; 2 3 4 unclear;

appropriate inappropriate
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Based on these data, first-round materials modification was begun (as

described in the main body of this report).

No materials evaluation was conducted at theAegion VII and VIII

conference.

Region IX: Participants at this conference used materials which had

undergone some,modiftcations. While written comments indicated more time

could have been devoted to the materials, the group facilitators were well

received (all facilitators were CSE/UCLA staff who were thoroughly familiar

with the materia,ls).

No materials evaluation was conducted in Region III.

Before the remaining conferences were conducted, another set of materials

revisions took place, especially in terms of re-designing the facilitator's

guide accompanying the materials.

Re ions I and II: While the materials appeared to be more helpful to

Region I and II participants, concerns were still raised about tire allotted

for instruction, the language level of the materials, the amount of time

allotted to prepare facilitators, and the broad range of expertise among the

members of the small group.,

Region VI: As indicated in the overall conference evaluations, the

majority of the respondents indicated they had learned somethfng from the

CSE materials. No written comments4iere collected.

Region IV: As indicated in the ovettall conference evaTua.tions, there-

still appeared to be some,problem with language level, and mixed participant

backgrounds in the training session can create a problem in term of appro-

priate manner of facilitator presentatiOn:
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As mentioned in the main body of the text, further development work on the

CSE materials is anticipated. Amon§ the concerns that could be addressed
'/

are the issue of time allotted for trainingt composition of groups, and

training of facilitators/leaders.

L
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RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION X

Vancouver, Washington

The following recommendations were gathered in small groups working

with a topically arranged form to list recommendations in the areas of:

data usefulness

test selection

integration of testing with aliministration and program
evaluation

integration of testing with instruction

training and resources

test development

control of testing

Each small group, guided by a leader-recorder, was assigned orie of the above

topics ta develop recommendations. Group recommebdations were as follows:

Data Usefulness

quartiles, stanines are preferable to an average score

diagnostic a.nd placement tests provide the most useful kinds

of test data'

competency data, showing starting points and rates of growth,
need to be stressed more than they are .

\,

the way information on test esults-is presented is more
important than the type of data

Inappropriate test use occurs when those who are trained to interpret tests

fail to do so; when feedback on test results gets delayed to teachers; when

a single score determines placement or a curriculum; when students, teachers

and schools are rated without a proper basis for comparison; when parents

and students are not sufficiently involved in reviewing the test results;

when too much reliance is placed on paper-pencil tests, instead of perform-



mance-based alternative type tests; when tests do not match the curriculum;

when tests are used for teacher evaluation.. Both students' test-wiseness

and the lack of test-taking skills affect test sco.res. Tests do not measurb
.°

high-level cognitive skills, such as the ability to analyze, synthesize and

evaluate information.

\Appropriate test uses, which will improve the usefulness of test data,

include:

helping students improve skills

up rading the quality of a curriculum
t

pr1viding additional information for making decisidns and
ccyiparisons about students and curricula .

removing mysticism and secrecy surrounding testing when re-
porting test results to Oarents, students and the public;
It is necessary to establish trust and to explain the test
results from a perspective of where-the student started, the
Oresent situation, and'where the student is going. This

meansof course, that test "language" must be presented un-
derstandably, in terms of the recipient rather than the test.
specialist.

Test Selection ind Development

In selecting tests at the local level, many staff personnel need to

be involved: administrators, teachers, test specialists, counselors, ind

a panel to check fOr biases, as.well,as curricultim developers. The selection

,J
process Should involve three steps:

1

decide on the pUrpose of the test

: have all schools-taking the test be represented on the test
selection committee

have all tests reviewed by a panel of teachers, curriculum
and testing specialists



Several kinds ofadditional tests need to be developed, such as!;

reading iests for adults

readily administered and scored tests for adults

short-term tests of student progreis (e.g., one term.develop-
. mental reading tests:

all sorts of tests for:low-achieving community college
students

Participants recommendedifurther-that the same school staff Who select

tests should also participate in test development. While technical assis-

tance from state departments of education, item banks, and outside contrac-
,,,

tors are all helpful, the perspectives of teachers and administrators' are

.
necessary to insure that test purposes are clarified, data are used appro-

priately, and that the match between testing,and instruction\is a good one.

Teachers and administrators can also offer valuable suggestions to enhance

a school's public relations by demonstrating a school's competence in in-

novative ways rather than *heavy reliance on testing.
-

Integration of Testing with Pfogram Evaluation and Administration

Integration of testing with program evaluation and administration, and

with instruction, elicited the greatest number of commenti from participants.

These two topics, along with test data usefulness,' were their three most im-

portant concerns. To connect test results in a meaningful way to admtnistra-

tion and.program evaluation, and to avoid misusing tests, participants em-

phasized the need for additional training for program administrators, as

well as additional responsibilities. The most salient and beneficial train-

ing would include:

proper selection, administration, and interpretation pf tests

12,9
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familiarity with the purposes of the test and the program,
of test content and the effective use of test results

skill and tact ill explaining and interpreting test results
to students, teachers, principals, the news media and the
general public

Participants were concernea about special problem areas which heeded.

Critical attentiomin the training'program: if program administrators be-

come satisfied with the attainment of minimum competencies only, then this

attainment becomes maximum, and all other competencies are ignored. To

meaningful and valid data, a test's congruency with a given curriculum

is crucial. The results of tests'designed to provide information about

groups of students should not be used for making decisions about individual

students. These examples of misusing tests and test results should, be high-

lighted in the training for program adminiStrators.

Responsibilities of program administrators should include the following:

continual program evaluation in order to generate valid data,
e.g., discarding outdated,tests, adding new ones, etc.

coordinating test adminstration so that one test can share
informational needs and serve multiple purposes; this in-
ludes supplying data for administrators, evaluators, and
teachers.

preparing and involving staff members, parentt and all those
affected by the testing, in planning the testing program, in-
cluding inservice training, if necessary. The purposes of the
test need to be stated, as well as a descriptibn of the test
content, how the testing will be accomplished, and how the're-
sults will be used: Teachersshould have a chance to review,
the results before any action is taken; if results differ
markedly from expectations, further investigation is warranted.
Care i5 needed to avoid an over-reliance on test results.
Teactling students to interpret their tests results, and to use
this knowledge in making their own decisions, can benefit stu-
dents as well as the program as a whole.

program administrators need to use other testing and assessment
techniques for program evaluation: information from staff and



the community in addition to students, teacher/student ratios,
attendance and drop-out rates, informal community surveys to
generate subjective data and to substantiate or challenge ob-
jective data, measurement of affective and psychomotor skills,
longitudinal follow-up studies to track student performance
over a period of years. Informaiion of this type would provide
much more valuable results than an isolated, single assessment.

Integrating testing with Instruction

Similar patterns of recommendations emerged in responses to questions

about integrating testing with instruction. Although not stated specifi-

callyoin terms of additional training and responsibilities for teachers,

the 'suggestions were clear: incorporate teacher involvement in all steps

of the testing program, and Use test results for changes in :he instruc-
t

tional program at the classroom level. Teacher made tests should be used

for individualizing instruction, flexible grouping., quick program evalua-

tion, providing feedback to students, developing student self-evaluation,

and checking students' mastery of a skill. Teacher-made tests should not

be used for inflexible grouping, or be the sole basis for grading or com-
P

municating to parents. While other suggestions were given, such as improv-

ing'and diversifying test reporting formats, getting test results promptly,,

using diagnostic test and competency scores, the primary emphasis was for

increased staff participation in the testing and evaluatibn process.

Training and Resources

Increasing the involvement of staff members, teacher, as well as ad-

ministrators, implies additignal training. Thii iMplicatpn was substan-

tiated by the participants in their recommendations for preservice train-

ing for teachers in test construction and validation, incorporating test

131

144



results into instruction, and prescribing_subsequent instruction on the

basis of test results. Teachers and administrators need inservice train-

ing in presenting, using and interpreting test results. People who inter-

pret test reSults to the public and to the news media should rece e spe-

. ,cialized training. Parents and community groups need to participate in the

testing program as review panelists or advisory committee members.

Control of Testing

As to the control of testing, participants want clear state guidelines,

on Aistrict responsibilities. Local distriCts should be responsible for

determining what test information is required, what measures'are acceptable,
4

and how to find or construct the needed measures. The federal government

should disseminate guidelines in clear language regarding'compliance issues

.and questions of equity-. it should not be involved in measuring student

achievement.
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RECOMMENDATIONS: REGIONS VII AND VIII

Kansas City Conference
-

Participants at this conference were asked to.mail to the 16cal con-

ference sponsor recommendations that would be appropriate for follow-up

ai the'local level, the state level, and the federal level. The following

recommendations were made:

Recommendations Appropriate to LEA

Participants urged local school districts to conduct inservice train-
\

ing for teachers, counselors and adri\inistrators in (a) the use of test results;

(b) the development of evaluation procedures and devices, and (c) the selection

of appropriate testing instruments. Districts should also advise state de-

partments of educatiOn on what should constitute basic education and what

testslocal districts accept as measures of goal fulfillment. Further, large

city school districts should begin to examine other testing alternatives to

current testing approaches. One such alternative would be piloting goal-

referenced tests which have been calibrated to an item bank through Rasch

scaling techniques.

Recommendations to SEA

Recommendations to state department of education included:

providing seed money to districts interested in exploring mea-
ment alternatives to testing

avoiding establishment of statewide testing programs, especially
at the primary and intermediate grade levels

providing encouragement and knowledgeable support personnel to
assist the schools in carrying out the recommendations listed
under local school districts
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conducting workshops to familiarize educators with a broa
range of evaluation techniques

using input from local school districts, specify *sat constitutes
basic education.in accordance with community expectations and
standards within a given state

devising and implementing a series of tests that will be,used
for gui.dance purposes and measurementcof achievement, rather
than using a single test to measure thedei,iree of success
attained. -4

V
Recommendations Appropriate at the Federal.level

At the federal level, participants recommended:

encouraging districts to explore alternatives to norm-referened
tests for reporting program results (e.g., Title I). Rasch

scaling techniques have potential, and piloting of measure-
ment systems enjoying its techniques should be investigated
and supported

sharing of items and pract.ces of testing and assessment pro-
cedures employed by other districts through sponsoring con-
ferences similar to the one held in Kansas City

maintaining a "hands-off" policy with respect to either es-
tablishing standards or measuring results

' providing technical asnd/or financial assistance as requested

providing incentive for ttates to work with smaller school
systems in the upgrading of evaluation procedures

continued upgrading of norm-referenced assessment.
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RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION IX

Los Angeles Conference

The f llowing'recommendations were gathered in small groups working. ^

'with a topically arranged form to list recommendations in the areas of:

data usefulness

test selection/development

integration of testing with administration and program evaluation

integration of testing with instruction
1

training and resources

control of testing

Each small group, guided by a leader-recorder,was assigned one of the above

topics to develop recommendations.

The topic which Los Angeles participants stressed the most was the use-

fulnes of tests: how tests and test data have been misused in the past,

and how-they should be used in the future. Because tests have been inappro-

priate for their intended purposes, and because test results have been-mis-

understood by the general public, as well as by parents, administrators,

teachers and students, the participants emphasized three prime areas which

needed to be addressed: integrating'of testing with instruction; training

f

existing and additional personnel regardtng appropriate test practices in
a

test development, selection, and use; training existing and aaitionaj per-

'sonnel jn the disseminaiion of test,results so as to maxmize the effective-

ness of those results for all those involved'in the testing program.

AlthOugh participants offered suggestions about coordinating testing pro-

grams from the local through the state and federal level, most of the recom-

mendations dealt with the three areas mentioned above.
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Suggestions for connecting testing with instruction came in response

to the inadequacies of typical standardiod norm-referenced tests. These

suggestions included: incre4Sed,Aeacher participation in test construction,

selection, and administration; screening tests to determine their fit with

'classroom instrUction; establishing an area or district timeline coordi-

nating the selection, construction and administration of tests, and the

sharing of test results for the purposes of motivation, evaluation and re-

mediation; and encouraging broad sharing of test results.

To make test data more useful, part'icipants urged additional training

for all test consumers, research in how to use test results most effectively,

and an emphasis on using tests to improve instruction. Training should in-

clude clarification as to the purposes of the test, an understanding of

what is being measured and what can properly be inferred. This training should

have a practical orientation, and be conducted in a workshop mode, in order

to give the teachers, administrators, students, the community, and the news

media feedback on pilot programs. Such training would also allow input from

all these grOups for planning the year ahead.

In addition to training, alternatives and modifications need to be de-

veloped in existing tests and test data. The specific kinds of comments

made on the topics of concern were as-follows:

Usefulness of Test Data

test consumers need to know/understand what is being measured and
what can properly be inferred

use of multiple measures - tailored to needs of audience; need for
good longitudinal data

increase student awareness of reason for testing
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simplicity in reported information

avoid comparisons - e.g., in newspapers, etc.

districts need to identify w*Apurpose of the test - e.g., to

avoid bad testing practices

need for study on what teachers can do to contact parents with

combined data sources

: research study on the role and responsibilities of parents regard-

i,ng the test scares of their children

let\child, parent, community see scores, for motivatioA anMeed-

back

flexible gro4ing

tests should p-ovide basis for instruction and teacher/student

interaction

Test Development and Test Selection

standardized tests do hot refleet what a district is doing.

The assumption of a common curriculum is not valid, so stand-

ardized tests should not beoused for comparison

need for locally developed criterion-referenced test that reflects

local needs and the local Curriculum, BUT,

.' need exists to compare with results of other measures occasionally

need nationwide information so boards of education can make'com-

parisons

need.NIE to foster federal/state/local test cooperation

2ntegration of Testing with Administration and Program-Evaluation

testing to measure growth, within schoO) referent as opposed to

between school comparisons, i.e., effectiveness of programjs

masked by comparisons

inform lay/public about meaning of test data

test sensitivity to program goals and emphasis should be considered

in selection and use of tests fotl program development
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Integration of Testing with Inttruction

most useful tests to teachers are diagnostic -- those which
identify actual areas of weakness; incTuding item analysis
(so we can understand why a child made a particular mistake)

scores should be organized by skills and subskills (diagnostic
approach)

increase teacher participation in test construction

give end-of-year test scores to children's new (current)
teacher

plan for remedi'ation - use area or auxiliary staff

in secondary schools, show scores to students (self diagnosis,
self-remediation, motivation)

in elementaryschools,show scores to parents and students; show
parents and aides, etc., how, to remediate on specific skills

information is needed on specific weaknesses which whole groups
or classes have in common

give teachers, community, etc. test results as soon as possible

assure close correlation between test items and curriculum

establish an area or dist.rict-wide timeline which would include
test administration, receiving and interpreting results, inform-
ing community, remediation, ongoing evaluation, etc.

Trainfhg and Resources

workshops for.administrators, teachers, public at all levels
in test use/misuse

training programs via a network

minimum dayNoncept - money for teachers

Control of Testing

do not tie funding to deficiencies because schools will not show
results that cut off funding

federal, state, and local cooperation

NIE to fotte economy in testing
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RECOMMENDATIONF REGIONS I AND II

Boston Conference

Participants at this conference mailed their concerns to the Network

on an opinionnaire designed to elicit their recommendations. These recom-

mendations are abstracted from the participants' responses to six open-

ended questions listed on the opinlonnaire form. These questions are:

I. What do you consider to be the three biggest problems associated

with testing?

2. How should the federal government be involved in testing issues

(i.e., research, conferences, materials development)?

3. gow can state departments of education be helpful to school dis-

tricts in technical issues (e.g., technical assistance, research,

information exchange)?

4. How should testing be coordinated across the state, district, and

schools to make testing efficient as well as useful?

5. What kinds of tests should be developed at a state or national

level to replace existing standardized tests?

6. Are there'any other comments about educational testing you would

bring to NIE's attention or the Network's attention?

Three Biggest Problems

Northeastern Conference participants expressed most concern about mis-

understanding and misinterpretation of test results. There was a wide-

spread sense that nobody understands testineand some people were concerned

about test publishers encouraging secrecy about tests. Most widely felt
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was concern about the misunderstanding of the public. There were several

comments about teachers and other educators' need to know more about test-

ing and how best to use it. These comments relate Veny closely to comments

about trouble finding tests, especially standardized tests, that accurately

address their instructional program. In some cases, participants felt that

inadequate attention was paid to finding the "right" tests. There was also

concern about teachers using test information appropriately.

There was some skepticism expressed about testvalidity as well. While

very few felt that tests were useless, many did mention validity or accuracy

of the tests themselves,as a problem. There was also some.concern that too

much reliance was put on the accuracy of one test score and that alternative

measures should be used, either instead of or in addition to standarized

tests.

Role of the Federal Government

Concerning the federal government's involvement in testing issues, re-

search received top priority. -Specific research desired was developing al-

ternative testing methods, improving instruction, coordinating programs, de-

veloping local tests, and case studies on test tise and misuse. The second

highest priority for federal emphasis was as a cbnference organizer and sponsor;

the third priority was for the federal government to aft as a funding agent,

with materials development a close fourth.

Role of Stkte Departments of Education

State departments of education can be most helpfulto school districts

on testing issues by providing technical assistance, by acting as an infor-

mation exchange, and by doing research. The pajority of suggestions indi-
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dicated that the state should take a leadership role for developing test

guidelines, better teaching situations and techniques for skill assessment. "

Test Coordination

In terms of coordinating tests across the state, district, and individ-

ual schools to achieve greater efficiency, the majority of participants

responded positively. Their suggtstions all Olaced the state in the same

kind of leadership role described in the above paragraph, but with the col-

laboration of local school districts. While the recbmmendations stressed

the need for local participation and input, as well as a tie-in to instruc-
,,,

tion, participants wanted the advantages of contact with other districts

and other successful programs, as well as the benefits of coordination in

order to minimize duplication .of testing efforts. The negative responses

revealed participants' fears that increased coordination et the state level

would create regimentation, emphasize testing at the expense of learning,

and foster the political needs of the state instead of the individual needs

pf the students.

Test Development

Participants recommended that additional tests be developed, includ-

ing performance tests other than paper and pencil, and alternatives to

standardized tests. Some specific'tests needed are speaking and listening

assessments, as well as tests measuring creativity, facts, opinions and in-

terests.

Other Comments

The main thrust of these suggestions consisted of requests for NIE to
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take leadership in fulftllingirieeds for alternatives to the existing

testing situation. Both stu ents and teachers have been caught up in a

cycle of frustration, dissatisfaction and failure in the hurry to meet

public needs for "back to basics," and to test for state'and federal reg-

ualtions. Specific needs they wanted NIE to take leadership to fill in-

clude requests for:

models based on a curriculum rather than on tests

establishment of a staff who could provide on-site training,
especially for small school districts, in appropriate uses
of tests and test results

sponsor training programs and conferences to excharge and to
dissemin'ate additional assessment and evaluation techniques
other than testing

involvement of practitioners

emphasizing testing as part of the learning process rather
than as an end in itself

incleding enrichment,in the curriculum rather than emphasize
only basic skills
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'RECOMMENDATIONS: 'REGION VI

Houston Conference

At the end of the second day of the conference, during small group

sessions, participants expressed their opinions and recommendations on the fol-

lowing specific questions regarding testing issues, expectations and directions.

In each case the group leader recorded the views of thote present. Recom-

mendations on the questions are as follows:

Biggest Problems Associated wfth Educational Testing

The biggest problems associated with educational testing in the public

sch.00ls, in the minds of southwestern portiCipants, are:

using only one test (or only norm-referenced tests) as the sole
basis for decisions regarding a student's program placement, or
pass/fail grade

using tests and test results for purposes which they are not
intended or for which they are not relevant

The first of these probleMs was mentioned by three different gr ups

of participants; the tecond by two different groups. The problems listed

.below were mentioned once by each group (each group consisted of anywhere

between 10 to 30 people):

overcoming student indifference to testing

interpreting test results in order to best improve instruction

poorly constructed techer-made tests

too much testing

la,ck of bilingual or foreign-language tests

comparing students

comparing school districts to promote bond issues or to refuse
to raise teachers' salaries
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What Kind of Preservice/Inservice Training is Needed?

In order to promote beneficial and appropriate test use, participants

recommended that parents and all school personnel involved with students---

teachers especially--receive preservice training in the purposes of test-

ing, test construction and selection, interpretation of test results, and

how to use the results most effectively to improve instruction. 11-iis train-

ing should also be presented to students themselves, the school board, ad-

ministrators, counselors and consultants. Inservice training is needed for

the same groups, for the same reasons. Test companies should rereive in-
sr

service training also, regarding students' attitudes to standardized tests,

and teachers' and counselors' opinions on test validity and on the time and

costs involved in testing.

What Test Scores are Most Useful?

The most beneficial uses of tests were diagnostic tests for reading

and for individualizing instruction. The most useful test scores are grade

equivalent scores, percentiles and norm-referenced results for Title I.

Some appropriate uses of test results included meeting federal program re-

quirements and objectives relating to gains and losses, or changing instruc-

tional design of program, e.g., from a reading program to ESL or oral lan-

guage development program.

Test_Development at the State or National Level

At the state and national level, test development is problematic. Par-

ticipants felt that because of the diversity of student populations through-

out the state and the nation, it is virtually impossible to develop a test
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to assess all stugent populations accurately. Many doubted that state

level criterion-referenced tests would be any better than the existing

norm-referenced, standardized ones, and therefore advised against that al-

ternative. Many others argued that only tests showing students progress

in learning should be developed. Participants stated that the following

tests, developed at the state or federal level, would be very valuable:

minimum essentials or exit tests

teacher competency tests (with input from teachers)

tests which minimize cultural bias

Test Development at the Local Level

The greatest need at the local level, in terms of test development,

is for criterion-referenced tests which reflect the local curriculum. The

next highest priority is equally divided among the following tests:

short diagnostic tests not machine-scored

placement tests to identify gifted students and slow learners

observation of behavior in the affective domain, or tests which
indicate peer relationships and self-worth. These are helpful
in counselling and in placement.

bilingual tests

culturally don-biased tests

vocational aptitude tests

teits for composition writing, and for minimum essentials

alternative tests with non-verbal and/or manipulative sub-
tests

tests that include sub-tests which may be used independently
if necessary, where results are not locked into the total, test
performance
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Selection of Tests at the Local Level

As to the selection of tests used at the local levelll those who

peed to use what the tests purport to measure should be inVolved in test

selection. This includes teachers,.evaluators, principals, counselors,

consultants, and minority group representatiyes, in that order. One group

of participants argued persuasively for teachers on the grounds that because

teachers are (or should be) in the best position to know what instruction

actually occurred in the classroom, they would know what test items accurately

.reflected that instruction. This group argued fuither that for each elemen-
e

tary-grade test, three teachers should be on the selection committee: one

teacher.at the given grade level, one teacher below the grade level, and

one teacher above the given grade level. The three teachers would be able

to aet as a system of checks and balances for each other in choosing appro-

priate test items and testing instruments.

Kinds of Tests Most Needed

The tests listed below were considered to be most necessary, but not

readily available. Each kind of test was mentioned by one group:

'bilingual tests

tests to identify students for placement in special programs,
such as vocational arti

'tests that are not culturally biased (although the group
members agreed the results of such tests might not be useful)

'short diagnostic tests not machine-scored

teacher generated teacher competency tests

competecy tests

Other Concerns

Some participants were concerned with the political uses of tests; for

example, to get more funds. Others were concerned with an over-reliance on
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machine-scored tests, especially for children whose eye-hand coordination

is not sufficiently developed to demonstrate valid results using such mea-
.

sures. From the struggles to demonstrate accountability in a culture where

everyone must succeed, a clearer awareness developed of the many ways that

testing in the school situation has thwarted, regimented as well as revealed

the lack of students' success in learning. Simultaneously, testing has in-

creased the stresses on teachers and on students.

147
1 G



RECOMMENDATIONS: REGION IV

Atlanta Conference

At the conclusion of this conference, participants completed a written

opinionnaire on which they rated several statements about testing, listed

the three biggesi problems aS'Sociates1 with educational testing in the pub-

11c schools, and commented on those aspects of educational testing which

needed to be brought to the attention of N1E.

These comments, expressing much concern about the effects of testing

on children, teachers and on the teaching-learning process, provide an ap-

propriate context for the subsequent recommendations. While participants

acknowledged the value of testing, they identified,some major detrimental

effects of testing on students:

'too much faith is placed in a single, numerical rePresentation of
a student's ability or achievement. A student.'s self-concept can
be severely damaged if he/she does not qualify as a result of taking
tests. The primary use of test results is to help the student.
Testing should not be a series of traumatic, anxiety-filled events
every three years, but part of a continuous process of schooling.

'because these hegative effects happen to students in a classroom,
their teachers and the entire teaching-learning process are also
affected. The damaged self-concepts, test anxiety, and labeling
caused by a single test score, the many tests taken whose results

the student never sees--all these become part of the students' ex-
perience, which then become factors that must be dealt with.

'not only must teachers and administrators deal with the effects
just mentioned, but they must utilize test results properly in
order to improve classroom instruction and teaching practices.
When "basics" are emphasized, creative teaching tends to get
smothered. Teachers need better undergraduate training in test-
ing and its relationship to instruction, as well as continued
in-service training. IlecaUse testing has become a high priority
among policy makers, and because it is more of a political than
an instructional issue at the present, teachers and mdministrators
need more time, involvement, training, resources and support to
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adequately take on these responsibilities. Translating testing issues
intopoi-icy and into classroom instruction-canhot happen without ex-
tensive changes.

The implication seems to be: if teachers and administrators do assume

these tasks, the detrimental effects of testing will be ameliorated to a

great extent.

When southeastern respondents rated seven statements on testing (Item

6 on the Opinion Porm), a large majority (60 to 95%) agree that:

1. State departments should provide more technical assistance
qn testing to local districts.

2. Teacher-training institutes should require all candidates for
new or upgraded teaching certificates to take at least one
course on testing.

3. Alterndtive ways to objectively assess student competencies,
besides paper and pencil tests, are desireable.

4. An expenditure of up to $10.00 per student per year would be-a
worthwhile investment in a well-designed diTict testing program.

The majority (52% to 77%) of respondents disagree with these statements:

1. The federal government should provide more technical assistance
on testing to local districts.

2. Teacher-made tests can eliminate the need to purchase commercial
test instruments.

The following statement: "One of the biggest obstacles to implementing

objective-based testing programs is the difficulty in keeping student records,"

while receiving 0 majority of "agree" votes (52%), also received the high-

est number of "disagree" votes (30%). Undoubtedly, this situation can be

explained by the fact that resPonses to this statement depended on the school

position held by the respondent.

When the respondents' ratings are analyzed in terms of their position

in the educational 'system, the interpretations of several responses change.
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An investment in a district testing program, for example, is more impor-
,

tant to teachers and principals than to specialists in evaluation and re-

search. A higher percentage of teachers, principals, and administrators,

compared to consultants and research specialists, view the maintenance of

student records as an obstacle toimplementing objective-based testing pro-

grams.

In the general conclusions and recommendations of southeastern parti-

cipants, they agreed the Regional Conference on Testing and Instruction

was "a successful first effort." However, they clearly expressed a need

for future activities of a similar nature, to address more thoroughly and

practically the,,rela'tionship of testing to instruction. The f011owing

recommendat'ons derive from their concerns and opinions summarized above:

more effort should be devoted to sharing experience-based knowl-
edg and expertise among teachers at both state and regional
levels

federal and state policy makers need to broaden their perspectives
about assessment to include alternatives to paper and pencil tests,
and to acknowledge the immediate and long-range impact of testing
on students' lives

"growth-based subjective evaluation systems" need to be developed
to avoid being-guilty bpdefault in recognizing the variety of skills,
knowledge and achievement that all students possess. This totality

cannot be measured by one commercial instrument

while research results and materials developed from them are neces-
sary, they must be couched in terminology readily understood by
teachers and made available at the building level

teacher preparation institutions need to include adequate training
in testing for all teachers in teacher education programs

state departments of education and local ichool districts need to
take a leadership role in resolving fundamental problems arising
from testing and instruction issues



for aII directives regarding assessment and testing programs, state
departments of education and local school districts must provide the
necessary support services--funds, inservice training, released time,
etc.

'state level, as opposed to regional, conferences on assessment will
increase the probability of greater teacher grticipation

the public needs "frequent, credible and comprehensible reports
and information" on assessment programs

all educators must make efforts to insure that test results are
understood and.used appropriately. They must also fake care that
students' self-concepts are notharmed by misusing test results
and grades

educators must "remain open to possibilities" in their efforts to
demonstrate their accountability to taxpayers and governing bodies
by creating assespeht programs. They and we have a "moral respon-
sibility to the future, as well as to the present."
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REGION V

Cherry Hill School District:

Dearborn School District:

Ecorse School District:

Garden City School District:

Grosse Ile School District:

. Hamtramck Schoof District:

Harper Woods School District:

Highland Park School District:

Livonia School District:

Melvindale School District,
North Allen Park School District:

North Dearborn Heights School District:

Northville School District:

Plymouth-Canton School District:

Redford Union School District:

River Rough School District:

Romulus School District:

Southgate School District:

South Redford School District:

Trenton School District:

Van Buren School District:

Wayne-Westland School District:

Westwood School District:

toodhaven School District:
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Jim Potter

Thomas McLennan
Donald Mys

Claude Inch

Gerri Kjessel
Rich Witkowski

Harold Streeter

Tom Traywick

Truman Guard

Thomas Lloyd
John Stindt

Anthony Aquino
Allan Edwards

John M. Overhiser

Barbara Bowen

Nancy Soper

David Rodwell
Samuel Ulsaker

Earl Wuestneck

William McCollum

Marvin Fischer

Eugene Parsons

Jan Jacobs
Jack Knox

Agnes Green

Douglas Brown

Clarisse Stafford

Patricia Ammon

John Schultz

166



Participants, Testing and Instruction Conference
March 27-28, 1979

IEva L. Baker
(Speaker on Instruction)
Director

I Center for the Study of Evaluation
I UCLA Graduate School of Education

145 Moore Hall
Los Angeles, California 90024

I Mt. I. V. Barrett
Michigan Federation of Teachers

1

13105 Sorrento
Detroit, Michigan 48227

I Lois Bartels
I Intern

Training Program for Women
and Minorities

CEMREL, Inc.
3120 59th Street
St. Louis, Missouri 63139

I Ruth Bebermeyer
Program Assistant

I Urban Education Program
I CEMREL, Inc.

3120 59th Street
St. Louis, Missouri 63139

Robert Bess
Michigan Federation of Teachers
I27378 Parkview
Warren, Michigan 48092

I Charles E. Bidwell
I (Regional Resource-28th only)

Co-Director
Educational Finance and
Productivity Center

University of Chicago
6835 Kimbark Avenue

1

Chicago, Illinois 60637

Ed Binkley
IDirector of Research and Evaluation
Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools
2601 Bransford Avenue
INashville, Tennessee 37204
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Cincinnati Public Schools
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George Grimes
(Moderator, Perspectives Panel;
Host, Conference Site)
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School District
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Detroit Public Schools
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Donald Boggs
Terry Capen

, Don Corbin
Bill DeWitt
Arnold Fischer
Cecil Good
Marvin Green
Aaron Hedgepeth
James Irwin
Sharon Johnson
Calvin Kaiser
George Kimbrough
Evelyn Kozar
John Mosley
Joan O'Piele
Kay Richardso
Mary Ellen Riordan
Denny Stavroi
Keith Stockwell
Dominic Thomas
Nancy Varner
Joseph Zukowski

Detroit School Board:

Pat Byrnes
Gail Nordmoe

Wayne County Intermediate
School District:

(33500 Van Born Road
Wayne, Michigan 48184)

David Frank
Al Goldberg
Leonard Jensen
Jacquelyn Keys
Sam Mangione
Robert McConeghy
Bill Miller (Deputy Supt.)
Olga Moir
Don'Sommerfeld (Title I)

Viola.Walker
Warren Williams

Michigan Federation of Teachers:

Frank Mancina

Michigan Education Association:

Barbara Malfroid

Saginaw City Schools:

Dave Lutenski

University of Michigan:
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;ABBOTT, Robert D.
Professor
University of Washington
312 Miller Hall DQ-12
Seattle, WA 98195

ADAMS, Glenn
Director, Counseling t, Testing

Everett Community College
2315 El Capitan Way
Everett, WA 98204

ALIN, Roy
Teacher
Seattle School District #1
3612 40th West
Seattle, WA 98199

ALLENBRAND, Bob
Specialist, Evaluation & Research
Multnomah County E.S.D.
220 S.E. 102nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97216

ANDERSON, Beverly
Director
Assessment and Measurement Program
NWREL
710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

ANDERSON, Edwin
Associate Professor
Oregon State University
School of Education
Batcheller Hall 102
Corvallis, OR 97331

APODACA, Allen T.
Regional Commissioner of

Educational Programs
U. S. Office of Education, Region X
1321 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

ARMENIA, John
Assistant Superintendent
Selah School District
P. O. Box 398
Selah, WA 98942

AYARRA, Dave M., Jr.
Director, Trio
Idaho State University
P. O. Box 8345
Pocatello, ID 83209

REGION X

PARTICIPANT LIST
Regional Invitational Testing Conference

April 30-May 1
Thunderbird Inn at the Quay

Vancouver, Washington

BAKER, Eva
Director
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, CA 90024

BALMER, Louis
Assistant Professor
Oregon College of Education
7111 S.W. Florence Lane
Portland, OR 97223

BARTELSON, Ernest D.
Elementary Principal
Moscow School District
Box 423
Troy, ID 83871

BEAL, Lois
Title I Reading Resource Person
Northshore School District
18315 Bothell Way N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011

BELL, Kathryn
Student Learning Project Leader
Mercer Island Schools
1639 - 154th S.E.
Bellevue, WA 98007

BERENDS, Robert
Exec. Comm., OSBA, Local Bd.
241 N.E. Gerlinger Lane
Dallas, OR 97338

BERTIN, Conrad
Director, Pupil Personnel
Blackfoot High School
865 South Stout
Blackfoot, ID 83221

BIGGER, Eric
Clackamas County E.S D.
Marian Hall
Marylhurst Campus
Marylhurst, OR 97036

BLAIR, C. Paul
Counselor
Camas Schools
841 N.E. 22nd
Camas, WA 98607

BOND, Jack H.
Director
Cowlitz Teacher Center
8th & Church Sts.
Kelso, WA 98626
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BOWMAN, Clair M.
Associate Professor of Teacher Ed.
Boise State University
2203 N. 20th St.
Boise, ID 83702

BREEN, Elizabeth
Instructor
Ft. Steilacoom Community College
63 West Road
Tacoma, WA 98406

BRODY-STRAUSS, Margaret
Reading Chairman
Waldo Jr. High School
1493 Fir Street S.
Salem, OR 97302

BROWNE, Dan H.
Director, Planning & Evaluation
No. Clackamas School District
15414 S.E. Francis Ave.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

BRYSON, Carlton W.
Mathematics Chairman
Benson Polytechnic High School
2735 N.E. 38th
Portland, 9k 97212

BRZEZINSK/II Evelyn

Research Specialist
Assestment and Measurement Program
NWREL

,110 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

BRZOSKA, Ellen
Tep Commission UEA
402 W. Nob Hill Blvd.
Yakima, WA 98902

BUCHANAN, Alan
Supervisor, Programs & Research
Northshore School District
18315 Bothell Way, N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011

BUGGE, Chuck
Coordinator, Support Service
Columbia School District 55
Box 953
Clatskanie, OR 97016

BURRY, Jim
Director, Field Services
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, CA 90024



CALKUM, Doris
Title I Coordinator
North Clackamas School District
15730 S.E. Thorville
Milwaukie, OR 97222

CAMPBELL, Charles
Principal
Woodburn Jr. High School
1785 N. Front Street
Woodburn, OR 97071

CARMICHAEL, Dennis
Superintendent
Bellevue Washington Pub. Schools
310 - 102nd N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98002

CARROLL, Lynne
Elementary Counselor
Camas School District #117
1608 N.E. Ione Loop
Camas, WA 98607

CARTER, Jane
Teacher
Highline School Dist. #401
P. O. Box 98823
Des Moines, WA 98188

CHENEY, Margaret
Coordinator of Curriculum
Everett School District
Administration Service Center
4730 Colby Ave.
Everett, WA 98203

CHILCOTE, Richard C.
Classroom Teacher
Idaho Ed. Association
167 Polk
Twin Falls, ID 83301

CHIN-CHANCE, Selvin
State Testing Coordinator
Hawaii Dept. of Education
P. O. Box 2360

, Honolulu, HI 96804

CHOW, Marge
Teacher
Seattle School District
815 4th North
Seattle, WA 98109

CHRISTENSEN, Linda
English Department Head
Jefferson High School
2763 N.W. Thurman 419
Portland, OR 97210

CLARK, Christi
Resource Teacher
Hillsboro Union High School Dist.
3453 N.W. Savier
Portland, Oregon 97210

CODISPOTI, Codie
Educational Dissemination Specialist
U. S. Office of Education, Region X
1321 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

COLE, Barbara ELLINGSON, Floyd

Coordinator, Research and Assessment Director, Special Services
Oregon Dept. of Education Arlington School District 416

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E. 8119 - 55th Dr. N.E.

Salem, OR , 97310 Marysville, WA 98270

COLE, Mary L.
Test Coordinator
John Ball School
4221 N. Wilfis Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

CONNOLLY, Peggy
Director of Testing
Jesuit High School
7808 S.W. 45th #28
Portland, OR 97219

COOK, Betty J.
Teacher, Reading Specialist
John Adams High School
12414 N.E. Beech
Portland, OR 97230

DAVIS, W. Robert
Professor
Oregon College of Education
719 North High
Monmouth, OR 97361

DeCOURCEY, Keith
Guidance Director
Centennial High School
3505 S.E. 182nd
Gresham, OR 97030

EMMERT, James
Counselor
McCall-Donnelly School District
Box 1187
McCall, ID 83638

ERICKSON, Fran
Superintendent, Elementary Education
Central Valley School District

123 S. Bowdish
Spokane, WA 99206

ESTES, Gary
Counselor
Tigard School District 23-J
c/o Fowler J High School
10865 S.W. Walnut
Tigard, OR 97223

EVANS, Jerry L.
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Idaho Department of Education
Len B. Jordan Office Bldg.
Boise, ID 83720

FANNIN, Mary Jo
Test Coordinator
David Douglas School District
12500 S.E. Ramona
Portland, OR 97236

DEMALINE, Randy
Evaluation Specialist FENNELL, Delbert

Title I Technical Assistance Centers Superintendent

NWREL Tigard Public Schools

710 S.W. Second Avenue 13137 S.W. Pacific Hwy

Portland, OR 97204 Tigard, OR 97223

DIMMITT, Norma
Professor
University of Washington
201 Miller Hall DO-12
Seattle, WA 98195

DOHERTY, Victor W.
Assistant Superintendent
Portland Public Schools
631 N.E. Clackamas
Portland, OR 97232

DUNCAN, Delores
Counselor
Bellevue Christian School
P. O. Box 772
Bellevue, WA 98009

EISELE, Alvin
Teacher
Clackamas High School
2540 N.E. 30th
Portland, Op 97212

EISMAN, Donald
Administrative Assistant
Sumner School District
1625 Main St.
Sumner, WA 98115
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FLEMING, Joseph B.
Assistant Superintendent
E.S.D. #105
33 South 2nd Ave.
Yakima, WA 98902

FRENCH, Bob
Coordinator, Counseling & Testing
Union County E.S.D.
1100 K Street
LaGrande, OR 97850

GARFIELD, Marilynn M.
Administrative Assistant
ring Early Education Center
7020 Valley View Drive
Gladstone, OR 97027

GARY, Ted
Principal
Highline Schools
2424 S.W. 152nd
Seattle, WA 98166

GEORGE, Carl O.
Curriculum Specialist
Douglas E.S.D.
1871 N.E. Stephens
Roseburg, OR 97470



GNANASEGARAM, Joseph
Principal

Our Lady of Lourdes School
4701 Franklin
Vancouver, WA 98663

GRAVES-HIGHSMITH, Ja.-i
Elementary Teacher
The Catlin Gabel School
8085 S.E. 9th
Portland, OR 97202

GREENWOOD, Jay
Math Specialist
Multnomah County E.S.D.
Rt. 1 Box 296
Corbett, OR 97019

GUNTHER, Joe
Middle School Teacher
Ferndale School District #502
551 East Hemmi Road
Lynden, WA 98264

GUTHRIE, George D.
Vice-Principal
Benson High School
Portland Public Schools
7665 S.W. Fir Street
Portland, OR 97223

HARRISON, Carrol K.
Learning Disabilities Specialist
Reynolds School Distric, 47
16801 N.E. Hoyt
Portland, OR 97230

HATHAWAY, Walter
Evaluation Specialist
Portland Public Schools
631 N.E. Stanton St.
Portland, OR 972.12

HAWKES, Vaughn T.
Assistant Superintendent
Blackfoot School District #55
440 West Judicial
Blackfoot, ID 83221

HEMPEL, Mary
Assistant Principal
Certennial High School
3505 S.E. 182nd
Gresham, OR 97030

HERRON, Marshall D.
Director, Research & Assessment
Oregon Department of Education
942 Lancaster Drive N.E.
Salem, OR 97310

HESLOP, Don
Elucational Program Specialist

. U. S. Office of Education, Region X
1321 Second Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

HESS, Helen L.
Title I Coordinator
Sunnyside Elementary School
11726 S.E. Bush
Portland, OR 97266

HIGASHI, Gary
Asian American Associatjon
Seattle Public Schools
4209 - 48th South
Seattle, WA 98118

HISCOX, Michael
Research Specialist
Assessment and Measurement Program
NWREL
710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

HISCOX, Suzanne
Research Associate
Title I Technical Assistance Centers
NWREL
710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

HODGES, Daniel L.
Coordinator of Testing
Lane Community College
P. O. Box E
Eugene, OR 97401

HOLDEN, Lee
District Testing Council
4640 Barger
Eugene, OR 97401

HOLLAND, Lewis
Teacher

Metropolitan Learning Center
4336 N.E. 18th
Portland, OR 97211

HOUSTON, Lessie
Teacher
Sabin ElementarySchool
2311 N.E. Regents Dr.
Portland, OR 97212

HOYT, Jim
Superintendent
Moscow School Djstrict #281
131 N. Garfield
Moscow, ID 83843

HULL, Robert A.
Counselor
Cleveland High School
6100 N.E. 30th
Portland, OR 97211

HUNTER, Gerald
Superintendent
Orcas Island School District #137
Rt. 1 Box 390
Eastsound, WA 98245

HUNTER, Madeline
Principal

University Elementary School
405 Hilgard Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024

HUSELTON, Dick
Administrative Assistant
Marysville School District
4220 - 80th N.E.

Marysville, WA 98270
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JOHN, Carole
Teacher
Woodburn Public Schools
4485 Janice N.E.
Salem, OR 97303

JOHN, Patricia I.
Department Chairman, Study Skills
Lane Community College
85114 Kensington Dr.
Pleasant Hill, OR 97401

JORDAN, Stella M.
Coordinator, Learning Resource Center
The Evergreen State College
Olympia, WA 98505

JUCKETT, Roger B.
Counselor
Wilson High School
1151 S.W. Vermont
Portland, OR 97219

KAFER, Harold
Curriculum Consultant
E.S.D. 171

Box 1847
Wenatchee, WA 98801

KELLOW, Ferne M.
Special Ed. Resource Consultant
North Eugene High School
2730 Elysium
Eugene, OR 97401

KELLY, Edward L.
Professor
University of Idaho
College of Education
Moscow, ID 83843

KERR, Sam
Program Specialist
U.S. Office of Education, Region X
1321 Second Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

KEYES, Kay
Career Education Counselor
Shoreline School District
518 Edgecliff Drive
Langley, WA 98260

KIMELDORF, Judith M.
Teacher
Wynne Watts School
1569 S.E. Elliott
Portland, OR 97214

KLINGER, Nancy'G.
School Board Member
OSBA Delegation
1055 Westward Ho
Lake Oswego, OR 97034

KLUTH, Al
Principal
Bremerton School District
1231 Sheridin
Bremerton, WA 98310

KRAMER, Fred
Director, Instructional Planning
Concordia College
2811 N.E. Holman
Portland, OR 97211



KULLA, Lee
Evaulation Specialist
Edmonds School District
P. O. Box 273
Kingston, WA 98346

LANGAN, Don
Director of Instruction
School District 45
134 Somerset Drive
Kalispell, Montana 59901

LARSON, Lee
Counselor
Benson Polytechnic High School
546 N.E. 12th
Portland, OR 97232

LEICHTY, Wilmer
Elementary Principal
Waverly School
425 S. Columbus
Albany, OR 97321

LIPERT, Edith
School Board Chairman
Hillsboro Elementary Dist M7
154 N.E. 37th
Hillsboro, OR 97123

LOMAS, Nancy
Grants Management Consultant
Educational Services District
124 S. 4th
Pasco, WA 99301

McCALEB, Omer
Director of Guidance
David Douglas Schools
2900 S.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97236

McCARTHY, Jerry
Counselor
Tacoma Public Schools
705 Monterey Lane
Tacoma, WA 98466

McCLAUGHRY, Bill
Counselor
Tigard School District
1272 S.W. Zivney Lane
Lake Oswego, OR 97034

McCLELLAN, James C.
Special Projects Coordinator
Winston-Dillard School District
P. O. Box 288
Dillard, OR 97432

.McDOUGALL, Williim
Professor, Measurement & Evaluation
Washington State University
Dept. of Education
Pullman, WA 99164

McGINNIS, Donald
Director of Instruction
Forest Gi-ove SChools
1917 Pacific Ave.
Forest Grove, OR 97116

MALESICH, Karin Marie
Elementary School Teacher
Parkyiew North Elementary School
1414 tiendale Hts.
Dillon, MT 59725

MANN, Janet
Learning Disabilities Specialist
Albany Public Schools
3160 E. 13th
Albany, OR 97321

MILLER, Lorin
Curriculum Director
Quillayute Valley Sc6...:cls

R.R. 3, Box 3307
Forks, WA 98331

MILLER, Robert F.
Principal
Oakridge Christian School
P. O. Box 928
Oakridge, OR 97463

MIZUBA, Kiyoto
District Superintendent
Hawaii Department of Education
P. O. Box 4160
Hilo, HI 96720

MONDAU, Steve
Principal
Ruston Elementary School
5219 N. Shirley
Tacoma, WA 98406

MORISKY, Sister Lois
tducational Consultant
Sisters of the Holy Name
Marylhurst, OR 97036

MORRIS, Brad
Principal
Helena Schools
1529 Boulder
Helena, MT 59601

MULLINS, Michael
Teacher
North Oak Grove Elem. Sch.
2150 S.E. Torbank Rd.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

MUNSELL, Paul R.
Counselor
Veteran's Education Center of Oregon
10100 N.E. Prescott
Portland, OR 97220

NAFZIGER, Dean
Director
Division of Evablation, Research

and Assessment
NWREL
710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

NAKASHIMA, Mitsugi
Assistant Superintendent
Instructional Services
Hawaii Department of Education
1270 Queen Emma St.
Honolulu, HI 96813
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NEU8URGER, Wayne F.
Coordinator of Program Evaluation
Beaverton Schools
6615 S.W. 155th
Beaverton, OR 97005

NIELSEN, Mary
Gov. Relations Committee
Washington State PTSA
32415 - 46th Pl. South
Auburn, WA 98002

7.;

NIVENS, Lanny
Counselor
Siuslaw Middle School
Florence, OR 97439

NOACK, Dr. Ernest
Curriculum Director
South Kitsap School District
1962 Hoover S.E.
Port Orchard, WA 98366

NOLAN, Bernie
Counselor
Clackamas Community College
14921 S.E. Lee
Milwaukie, OR 97222

ODEGAARD, Joanne
Supervisor, Basic Skills
Everett School District M2
1319 S. llth

Mt. Vernon, WA 98273

OLDENKAMP, Linda
Director, Developniental Programs
Clatsop Community College
840 Kensington
Astoria, OR 97103

OLDVER, Virginia
Washington Education Association
1006 S.E. Gardner Rd.
Camas, WA 98607

OLSON, Frank
Professor of Education
Pacific Lutheran University
Tacoma, WA 98447

ORGAN, Dan
Director, Evaluation Center
Yakima Public Schools
104 N. 4th St.
Yakima, WA 98902

PARKS, Lewis A.
Test Coordinator
Franklin High School
15595 Crestwood Dr.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

PAUL, El Resa
Instructor
Clatsop Community College
3441 Grind
Astoria, OR 97103

POLIN, Linda
Center for Study of Evaluation
UCLA
405 Hilgard
Los Angeles, CA 90024



POLLARD, Patricia
Counselor
Scappoose High School
Box 597
Scappoose, OR 97056

PJSTER, Rikki
Legislative Assistant
Senator Mark O. Hatfield
463 Russell Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

PRICE, Dr. Judy
Supervisor of Guidance
Vancouver Schools
605 N. Devine Rd.
Vancouver, WA 98661

PURDY, Jack
Counselor
Camas High School
1038 N.E. 19th
Camas, WA 98607

RANDOLPH, Jerry
..:ounselor

McCall-Donnelly High School
P. O. Box 1483
McCall, ID 83638

RATH, Robert R.
Associate Dirctor
NWREL
710 S.W. Second
Portland, OR 97204

RAY, Dennis
Assistant Superintendent
Eastmont School District
1800 N.E. Tenth
E. Wenatchee, WA 98801

REDFIELD, C.E.
Schools ServiceS Coordinator
E.S.D. 113
503 W. 4th
Olympia, WA 98501

REETZ, James J.
Administrator
North Hill Christian School
111 Second S.E.
Pacific, WA 98047

REIFENRATH, Jerry
Director
Tree of Learning High School
2015 N.E. 52nd
Portland, OR 97213

RICHARDSON, Sue
Instructor

ir-tlatsop Community College
113f - 14th St.

\-Astoria, OR 97103

RISENER, Richard
Student Services Director
Columbia County School District #13
Rt. 2 Box 547
Rainier, OR 97048

RODRIGUEZ, Rafael
'TEPS Commission WEA Teacher
Sunnyside School Dist. 1201
718 S. 12th
Sunnyside, WA

ROTSTEIN, Sandra
Primary Teacher
The Catlin Gabel School
8825 S.W. Barnes Road
Portland, OR 97225

RUF, Richard
Counselor
Springfield Public Schools
830,Z Street
Springfield, OR 97477

SEBESTA, Marjorie
Counselor
Lake Oswego High School
106 N. Buffalo
Portland, OR 97217

SHAFER, Dee
Director of Testing
Lakeside Middle School
1501 - 10th Ave. East
Seattle, WA 98102

SHERRELL, Rita T.
Building Testing Coordinator
Milwaukie Elementary School
13186 S.E. Freeman Rd.
Milriaukie, OR 97222

SHOEMAKER, Judy
Senior Associate
National Institute-of Education
1200 19th Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208

SITKEI,'E. George
Testing and Evaluation Specialist
Corvallis School District 509J
1555 S.W. 35th St.
Corvallis, OR 97330

SOLTMAN, Thelma G.
Teacher
McCarver School
69 East Road
Tacoma, WA 98406

SONNICHSEN, Stephen K.
Resource Specialist
Lake Oswego School District
1630 S.W. Larch St.
Lake Oswego, OR 97034

SONTGERATH, Sister Mary
Principal

St. Anne's School
Archdiocese of Seattle
101 West Lee St.
Seattle, WA 98119

SQUIRE, Nikki L.
Dean of Students
Lake Oswego High School
2501 S.W. Coultry Club Road
Lake Oswego, Cl 97034

STENSON, Orvis J.
Guidance Director
C. M. Russell High School
Box 2428
Great Falls, MT 59403

STRAND, Louis O.
Director of Instruction
Helena School District #1
1116 Middlemas Rd.
Helena, MT 59601

SWANSON, Jim
Measurement and Research Specialist
Lane E.S.D.
2465 Skyline Blvd.
Eugene, Oregon 97403

TERRY, Steven S.
Professor, Math Lab Director
Ricks College
Rexburg, Idaho 83440

SLEHOFER, Mary Jo TILL, Pegge
Coordinator,Spec. Programs & Instruction Education Program Specialist
School District #121
216 E. 4th
Port Angeles, WA 98362

SMITH, Donna
PTSA Representative
451 South 304th
Federal Way, WA

SMITH, Hyrum M.
Director, Educational Services
U.S. Office of Education, Region X
1321 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

U.S. Office of Education, Rrgion X
1321 Second Ave.
Seattle, WA 98105

TINKER, Paul
Counselor/Teadier
Washington-Monroe High School

98003 531 S.E. 14th
Portland, OR 97214

SMITH, Marjorie M.
Learning Disabilities Specialist
Raleigh Hills School
12350 N.W. Maple Hill Lane
Portland, OR 97229

SMITH, Richard C.
School Psychologist
Aylington School District
9031 - 53rd Ave. West
Everett, WA 98204
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TOMBLIN, Betty
Evaluation Specialist
Rural Education Program
NWREL
710 S.W. Second Ayenue
Portland, OR 97204

TREBELHORN, Thomas L.
Employability Skills Instructor
Jefferson High School
2626 S.E. Belmont
Portland, OR 97214



TULLOCH, C. Edward
J. H. Counselor/Teacher
11933 S.E. 60th 08
Bellevue, WA 98006

TUTHILL, Jocelyn
Reading Specialist
Tree of Learning High School
5845 S.W. Thomas Ct.
Portland, OR 97221

UPHUS, Ralph
Elementary Principal
Central Valley School Dist. #356
123 South Bowdish
Spokane, WA 99206

UTZ, Vern
Professor
Oregon College of Education
299 Candlewood
Monmouth, OR 97361

UTZINGER, Larry
Director of Curriculum
Grand Coulee Dam School District 301J
P. O. Box 100
Electric City, WA 99123

VOGEL, Neva R.
Curriculum Consultan
E.S.D. 171
P. O. Box 1847
Wenatchee, WA 98801

WAHLSTROM, Jim
Counselor
Shoreline High School
18725 Ballinger Way N.E.
Seattle, WA 98155

WALTER, Patty
Board Member
Woodburn Sch. Dist. 103C
1010 S. Pacific Hwy.
Woodburn, OR 97071

WEIL, James
Counselor
Jefferson High School
4921 Trails End Ct. S.E.
Salem, OR 97301

WELLS, Dwayne
Counselor
North Clackamas School District
15520 S.E. Millmain Dr.
Portland, OR 97233

WESCHE, Pertival A.
State Legislator
323 - 19th Ave. South
Nampa. ID 836,51

WHEELER, Ehrich S.
Teacher/Counselor
Metropolitan Learning Center
5750 S.W. Logan Ct.
Portland, OR 97219

WICKLUND, Lee A.
Director E/I
North Bend Schools
1313 Airport Lane
North Bend, OR 97459

WILKES, Joseph A.
EOIS - L/C Office
National Institute of Education
1200 - 19th St. S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208

WININGER, Robert A.
Director, Curriculum & Instruction
Redmond School District
716 W. Evergreen
Redmond, OR 97756

WOODS, Deanna G.
Instructor
Jackson High School
608 N. Morgan
Portland, OR 97217

WORTH. Melba

National PTA Region VII Vice President
11218 S.E. 46th St.
Milwaukie, OR 97222

ZANKS, Harry
Counselor
School District #373
Box 837
Homedale, ID 83628

ENSIGN, Gordon B., Jr.
Supervisor, Program Evaluation
Off. of Superintendent of Pub. Instruction
Old Capitol Building
Olympia, WA 98504



--FIEGIONS VII AND VIII

Dr. Harold J. Blackburn
Regional Commissioner
601 East 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 6110619Dr. Blackburna
Dr., John Runkel
Regional Commissioner
Federal Office Building
19th 6 Stout Streets
Denver, CO 802024Dr. Runkela
Mr. Ed Larsh
Federal Office Building
19th & Stout Streets
Denver, CO 802029Mr. LarshM
William Coffman
334 Lindquist Street
University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa 522420Mr. Coffmang
Debra Meier
125 W. 77th Street
New York, N.Y. 10024MMs. Meiera
Tom Higgins
Principal Regional Officer
Federal Building
601 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 61106MMr. Higginsa



Chris Pipho
Education Commission of the States

1860 Lincoln
Denver, COOMr. Piphol
Dr. Dale Scannell
Dean of Education
University of Kansas
Lawrence, KS 66045ODr. ScannellO
Dot Wolfe, USOE
1961 Stout
Denver, CO 80194OMs. Wolfe3

Andrea King
Federal BuilOing
601 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 641060Ms. Kings

Dane Mania
CEMREL, Inc.
2130 59th Street
St. Louis, MO 631398Mr. ManisO

Dr. David Nelson
Utah State Board of Education
250 E. Fifth South
Salt Lake City, UT 841088Dr. NelsonO

Dr. Max Morrison
Dept. of Public Instruction
East 14th & Grand Avenue
Des Moines, Iowa.' 503190Dr. MorrisonO

Bill Dean
Assistant Commissioner of Education
Office of Program Department
Colorado Department of Education
State Office Building
Denver, CO 802038Mr. Dean8
Richard King
Coordinator of Curriculum
State Department of Education
Jefferson City, MO 65101AMr. KingO

Dale Foreman
2600 S. Parker Road
Building #6, Suite 163
Aurora,'CO 80014OMr. Foreman0
Dr. Bernard McKenna
1201 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 2003680r. McKennaO



Diane Proctor
10001 E. Evans
Denver, CO 802311Ms. Proctors
Honorable Robert Benton
Superintendent of Public Instruction
State Department of Public Instruction
Des Moines, Iowa 50319eMr. Bentona
Robert R. Wheeler
1211 McGee
Kansas City, MO 64106aMr. Wheelers
Arzell L. Ball, Superintendent
Shawnee Mission School District
7235 Antioch
Shawnee Mission, KS 66204aMr. Balla

Hugh Harlan
Administrator of School Management
Nebraska State Department of Education
301 Centennial Mall South, 6th Fl,
Lincoln, NE 6850901Mr. HarlanE
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Judy Hamilton, Specialist
Secondary Guidance and Competency
Kansas Stete Department of Education
TOpeka, KS 6661.26Ms. HamiltonM
Dr. David Lee
Director, Guidance, Counseling & Testing
Statkpepartment of Public Instruction
State CiOtol
State CapItol
Bitmark, N.D. 585053Dr. Leell

Dr. James Hansen
Assistant Superintendent
Instructional Services
State Department of Education
Kneip Bldg.
Pierre, South Dakota 5750lODr. Hansena
Roger Hudson, Director
Student Personnel Services
Nebraska State Dept. of Education
Box 94987
Lincoln, NE 685090Nr. Hudson0
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Brnst Coleman, Administrator
2017 Louisiana

jowrence, XS 41604411Mr. ColemanS

B .V. Travis
Lincoln Public Schools
Lincoln, NI .66501404r. TravieS

-Oita Johnson
01114 Meads load
itealand Park, 28 6620711Ma. Johnsone

W oom J. Movers
ANS Simon Place
Colorado Spge., CO 110918414s. NogereS

Br. Charles 1.. loser
1115 N. 111 Paso'
.plorado Sm., CO 13090341Dr. NeserS

Zama Lou Nilson
6900 S. Xlisabeth
Littleton,.00 $012216Me. Nilson'

Sarbara Truan, Principal
lapin Elissintary
P.O. Pus 300
Aspen, CO 111611S4s. Truant!

'Steve Killer
3043 Stat. Avenus
Xansas City, XS 6610211Mr..Mil1erS
land(' G. Murray
2410 N. 60th Trrace
Kansas City, XS 6610441Ms. MurrayS

Charls X. Nicholson
120 X. 10th
Topeka,-XS 6661211Mr. Nicholson*

lirllard O. Stibal
,X0poria-Itate Univ.

12th 6-Commercial
Xvoria, XS *680111Mr. StibalS

"Jardan Utsey
.College of Education
Kansas Stat Univ.
Manhattan, T.S. 66506S4r. UteeyS
kIchslls Starck (Mickie)
514,0 Jade Ct.

Lincoln, NZ 6851611Ms. Starck2
Mrs. Melvin C. Xasten
1209 Sailor Circle .--=
2ape-Gitardoau, MO 637002Mrs. Kastan2
Easel L. Hnderson
2731 Shrere
St. Louis, MO 63115Sms. HendersonS
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Arden Shumaker
8800 Blue-Ridge Blvd.
Suite L-36
Kansas City, MO 641386Ms. Shumakere

Kenneth Lackey
Director Elementary EducatiOn

. District R-7
600 Miller Street-
Lee's Summit, MO 6406320r. Lackeys

Dr. Charles D. Oviatt
Asst. Dir., Testing t Assessment
Dept., of Elem, t Sec. EduC.

P.O. Box 480
Jefferson City, MO 65102SDr. OviattO

Mary Meehan
1211 McGee
Kansas City, MO 64106SMs. Meehana

James W. Davis
2009 Franklin
BelleVLie,,NE 680050Mr. Davisa

Richard Halama
701,0 Dudley
Lincoln, NE , 685050Mr. Halama3



Donald M. Moritz
:Lib. Bldg., 625 Minn
Kansas City, KS 66101MMr. Moritzt
-arole Wright, Colorado Ed. Assn.
5500 S. Syracuse
Englewood, CO 8011111Ms. Wright3

George Kretke
Bo44der Valley Schools
6100 East Arapahoe
Boulder, CO 80303112Mr. KreteM

Jim Travas
Nebraska Public Schools
720 S. 22nd
Lincoln, NE 68501BMr. Travas2

Don Anderson
Box 470
Lindsborg, KS 67456MMr. Anderson3

Marlorie Webb
13115 West 66th Terrace
Shawnee Mission, KS 662160Ms. Webba

Joan Collins
Rt. _1,, Box 37A

65781NM3. CollinsG

. Sarah A. Edwards
4827 S. 66th Street
Lincoln, NE 6851600Ms. Edwards3

Denise C. Apt
810 Meadowbrook

_Iola, KS 667490Ms. AptO
Betty Ainsworth3Ms. AinsworthO
Mrs. Eula Allen
Sunse.t. School

1510 W. Republic
Saline, KS 6140.1MMrs. Allen

Mr. Michael Shaw
Psychologist
Davis Co. School Dist.
45 E. State Street-
Flarmington, Utah 840250Mr. ShawG

Midge Farias
1oa7 Roth Ave.
St. Louis, MO 63130NMs. Farias0
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John A. Jones
Supervisor of Testing
Missouri Dept. of Education
Jefferson City, MOO

Curt Ratliff
Project Director
Lincoln Public Schools
Lincoln, NEE

--5onald Jacobsmeyer
Iducational Pro. Spec.

U.S.O.E.
601 E. 12th
Kansas City, MO 64106O

Stan Carlson
Administrator
Neb. State Dept. of Educ.

Lincoln, NEM
Sharon Meyer
Administrator
Neb..State Dept. of Educ.

Lincoln, NEE
Don Nieman
Administrator
Neb. State Dept,. of Educ.

Lincoln, NEM
Ellen Buguhans
Education Disseminator
Regional OE
Kansas City, MO0
Betty Heiner
Ed. Prog. Spec.
R-USOE-VII
Kansas City, MOO
Leslie Heigert
Staff Associate

'The NETWORK
Andover, MAN
Sister Helen Forge
Dev. Dir.
Archdiocese of Kansas City

in.Kansas
2220 Central Ave.
Kansas. 6ity, KS 661090

Corrinne Scott
Sr. Res. Assoc.

1200 19th St.
Wash., D.C.
Howard Ebmiier
Des Moines Public Schools
Des Moines, Iowa0
Bob Hamblet
Fargo Public Schools
Fargo, N.D.'S,
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Charles Ansorge
Assoc. Prof.
Univ. of Nebraska
Lincoln, NEM
Sue White
Admin. Officer
U.S.O.E.
601 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 641063
Roy W..:Hrowning, Jr.
Asst. Supt.
Topeka USD 501
624 W. 24th
Topeka, KS 666113
Jim Coder
Dir. of Guidance
Topeka USD 501
624 W. 24th
Topeka, KS 666113

.Janice 4ock
Ed. Prog. Specialist
U.S.D.E.
601 E. 12th, Room 360
Kansas City, MO 641063
Harry Kellman
Dir." Dissemination
Office of Education
Kansas City, MO 641063
Jan Sutton
Res. Asst,
U.C.L.A.
Los Angeles, CAO
Ernest Jones
Deputy Supt.
St. Louis Public Schools
911 Locust Street
S. Louis, MOO
Eula Allen
212 East Ray
Salina, KS 67401M---
Robert L. Loveridge
Div. Assistant
St. Louis Public Schools
1517 So.,Theresa
St. Louis, MO 631040
Jeanne Fox
KansafaCity Times
1729 Grand Ave
Kansas city, moo
Hazel L. Henderson
3731 Shreve
St. Louis, MO 631153
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REGION IX

CONFERENCE ATTENDEES

Karen Anderson
Resource Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Paul Allen
Director of Elementary Education
Mt. Diablo School District
Concord, CA

Peter Arasian
Professor of Education
Boston College
Chestnut Hill, MA

Eva L. Baker
Director
Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Jack Barry
Glendale, Arizona

George Behr.
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Mary Black
Reading Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Lorraine Bock
Research Education
University of California
Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, CA

Roger Bolus
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Pat Bryan
Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Quida Brown
Nevada State Education Association
Las Vegas, NV

Roberta Burk
Coordinator/Teacher
Los Angeles Unified School District

Jim Burry
Director of Field Services
Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Stella Cable
Coordinator, Pupil Services
Los Angeles Unified School District

Roy Cousins
Assistant Superintendent
Culver City, CA

Susan Daniels
Secondary Math Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Eddie Deckard
Instructional Planning
Los Angeles Unified School District

Trena Della Gatta
English Department Chairman
Mill Valley School District
Mill Valley, CA

Caroline DeOlden
Director of Testing & Evaluation
Hacienda-LaPuente School District
Hacienda Heights, CA

Rugh Drye
Title I Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Sara Duran
Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Howard Eichinger
Area 6
Los Angeles Unified School District

Ellen Feldman
Wildwood Elementary.
Santa Monica, CA

DonnaJoote
Teacher
Lawndale High School Distriet

Hawthorne, CA

Margo Fraser
Nevada State Education Association
Las Vegas, NV

Delores Gamble
Instructional Advisor Area 4

Los Angeles Unified School District
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Jerry George
Administrator
Glendale Union High School
Glendale, AZ

Judith Goldman
Wilwood Elementary
Santa Monica, CA

Geraldine Grant
lssociate Professor
Educational Testing Service

Nikki Guidinger
Arca Advisor
Los wlgeles Unified School District

Chris Halabird
Oakwood School
Hollywood, CA

Rita Hambleton
Nevada State Education Association
Reno, NV

Harry Handler
Deputy Superintedent
Los Angeles Unified School District

John Healy
Mastic School
Alameda, CA

Marlene Henerson
Dissemination
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Ben Hensley
Research & Evaluation Specialist
Los Angeles City Schools

Judy Hergesheimer
Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Ann Hilliard
Resource Teacher
Fresno Unified School District
Fresno, CA

Nola Hoffman
Coordinator, Development Lab.
Newport Mesa Unified School District
Costa Mesa, Ct

177 .00

Eleanor Holden
Nevada State Education Association

Fernly, NV

Jan Holle
Senior School Psychologist
Los Angeles Unified School District

Madeline Hunter
Principal
University Elementary School
UCLA

Lynn Jenks
Far West Laboratory for

Educational Research & Development
San Francisco, CA

Betty Johnson
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Connie Johnson
Hacienda-LaPuente School District
Hacienda Heights, CA

Helen Kelly -

Testing Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Melba Knutsen
Chairperson, Curriculum and

Instruction
California Teachers Association
SacrameTto, CA

Samuel B. Kermosian
Regional Commissioner,
Intergovernmental & Special Services
San Francisco, CA

Monique Kaufman
Title I Evaluator
Fremont, CA

Walter Klas
Assistant Superintendent
Alameda City Schools
Alameda, CA

Alex Law
Director, Office of Program

Evaluation
California State Dept. of Ed.
Sacramento, CA



Diane Leys
Title I Program Manager
Fremont, CA

Phil Lewis
Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District

Gordon Lindberg
Research Analyst
Fresno Unified School District

John McNeil
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Ramona Maples
Testing Coordinator
Berkeley, CA

Catherine Marshall
Busch

Marco Mazzoni
Assistant Superintendent
Madera Unified School District
Madera, CA

Richard Melendy
Curriculum Specialist
Novato, CA

Carmen Melendez
Bilingual Director
Fremont, CA

John Melendez
School Principal
Fremont Unified School District
Fremont, CA

Miles Meyers
Bay Area Writing Project
Oakland School District
Oakland, CA

Pat Milazzo
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Polly Mitchell
Elementary Coordinator Area 6
Los Angeles Unified School District

Cathy O'Driscoll
Reading Coordinator
Los Angeles Unified School District
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Ernest Ono
Supervisor, Vocal Education
Los Angeles Unified School District

Jean Ottina
Elementary School Teacher
Los Angeles Unified School District

June Pallack'
Yuma School District #1
Yuma, AZ

Willis Papillion
Region IX Office
HEW

Toni Pennington
Nevada State Education Association'
Reno, NV

Louis Pike
Nevada State Education Association
Las Vegas, NV

Linda Polin
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

John Posa
Assistant Director, R&E
Los Angeles Unified School District

Lewis A. Prilliman
Director of Research
Long Beach Unified School District
Long Beach, CA

Irving Rem
Administrator/Secondary Education
Hacienda-LaPuente .

Hacienda Heights, CA

Nancy Rene
Teacher/Advisor
Los Angeles Unified School District

Mona Riddall
Coordinator Bilingual Program
Los Angeles Unified School District

arol Russell
Administrative Assistant
Liberty High School
Brentwood, CA

Robert Sallander
Research & Evaluation
Los Angeles Unified School District



Richard Schutz
Director
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Richard Schwartz
Professor of Engineering Science & Ed.
MIT
Newton, MA

Ken,Sleeper
S.I.P. District Office
Los Angeles Unified School District

Roger Scott
SWRL Educational Research
Los Alamitos, CA

Robert Stahl
CTA
Burlingame, CA

Flo Ste'vens
Director Evaluation
Los Angeles Unified SchOol Dictrict

Jannet Sutton
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Michael Timpane
Deputy Director
NIE

Vince Tortolano
Research & Evaluation
Santa Clara,,CA

Terry Wagy
Santa Clara, CA

Clint Walker
Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA

Harvey Wall
Director, Research & Development
Mt; Diablo School District
Concord, CA

Everett Watt
Director of Elementary' Education

Mt. Diablo School District
Concord, CA 4

Leo Weisbender
Research & Evaluation
LOS Angeles Unified School District

John White
Principal
Lawndale High School
Hawthorne, CA

Lynn Winters
Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA

Dale Wooley
Director of Research
Newport Mesa, CA

Dell Yarbrough
Title VII
Pasadena, CA



LEATRIa W. ABRAHAM
,PENROSE $CHOOL
.PHILADELPHIA, PA

JAMES D. ADAMS
MARYLAM STATE DEPT OF
.LEKINGTON PARK, MD

KENNETH J. ADAMS.'
PA DEPT. OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

REGION T11

REGIONAL TESTW CONFERENCE

HAVERFOlb COLLEGE CONFERENCE CENTER

EDUCATION'

WILL7AN J. ALBRIGHT
PA - ET:ERMEDIATE UNIT #21
SCHNECXSVILLE, PA

DR. NANCY J. ALLBAUGH
A2INGTON SCHOOL.DISTRICT
ABIliGT7N, PA

DR. RITA C. ALTMAN
SCHOOL DISTRICT CF PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA'

D. MARSHALL AMESQUITA
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA,,PA-

GAIL APPEL
UPPER DARBY SCHOOL DISTRICT '
UPPER DARBY, PA

UR. BARRY APPARIES
HEW REGICNAL OFFICE CF

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. DANI L AUSTIN
RA. DEPT. f EDUCATION.
HARRISBURG, PA

SANDRA'L. BAKOW
PA - DITERMEDIATE MIT 21
SO-NECK:NIUE, PA

JUNE 4-5, 1979

DR. HELEN BAMBACH
PERKICMEN VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
SCHWENKSVILLE, PA

MR. LES BARNES
UPPER DARBY SCHOOL DISTRICT
UPPER DARBY, Pk--

ItEpHEN P. BARRET
PA. DEPT. OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

DONALD C. BERNINGER
MUNCY ELEMENTARY SCAOOL
MUNCY, PA

BEATRICE BIESTER
INTERBORO HIGH SGHOOL
PROSPECT PARK, PA

ROBERT BOUSQUET
TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION
TRENTON, N

DR. JOHN BOWERS
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHM PA

DR. GARY L. BOWMAN
NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISii/CT
LANGHORNE, PA ,

DR. GEORGE E. BREHMAN, JR
PA. DEPT OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

RICHARD R. BRICKLEY
RISE
KING OF PRUSSIA, PA

DR. RICHARD BROTHERS
ENN SCHOOL DISTRICT

EMMAUS
'

PA

DANIEL BROWN
NESHAMINY MAPLE POTNT HIGH SCHOOL
LANGHORNE, PA
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D. HENRY M. BRICXELL
POLICY'STUDIES IN EDUCATION
,NEW YORK, N Y

'HAROLD B. BCRKE
ALEXANDRIA CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

ALEIMDRIA,A

TnOMAS J. BURKE -

WILSON AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT
'EASTON, PA

DR. JAMES BURRY,
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF

,EVALUATION/UCLA
LOS ANGELES,,CA

NAOMI BUTLER
MD. STATE DEPT OF EDUCATION

BALT24CRE. mb

DR. JOAN ssrrnAm
RESEARC'e. FOR BETTER SCHOOLS

PHI LAD ELPHIA , PA

NELL-ALUE
STWUDSBURG HIGH SCHOOL
STRCUDSBURG,

BARBARA CAFUELLO
?TA LECeSLATION COMMITTEE
SCHOOL DIRECTOR ELECT
WY OMI SS ING , *PA

JANET H. CALDWELL
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. MILVISI E. CARNEY
ERIE SCHOOL DISTRICT
ERIE, PA e-

SANDRA F. CHALMERS'
AUGUSTA COUNTY SCHOOLS
STAUNTON, VA

FRANCES CHRISTIAN '

OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZATION INC
WASHINGTON. D.C.

DR'. L. WILLIAM CLARK
PEN ARGYL HIGH SCHOOL
PEN ARGYL, PA

WINSTON CLELAND
NEW CAST1E COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

WILMINGTON, DE

DR. ZACHARIE CLEMENTS.
UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT

.
BURLINGTON, VT

GEORd CLIFFORD telrt.

0

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY - TEACHER CORPS

PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. J: ROBERT COLDIRON .

PA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

RODNEY M. CONNER

,T
CHESTERFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
CHESTERFIELD, VA

SISTER FRANCIS BORGIA CONNORS
ARCHDIOCESE OF PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA

M. T. CONWAY
EIC - CENIRAL°
PRrNCETON, N,J

DR. THOMAS CORCORAN
NJ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
TRENTON, N J

BETTY CORNELL
METHACTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
FATIEWVILLAGE, PA

M$. MARILYN CRAIG-
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS.
PHrLADELPHIA., PA a

DR. ALBERT C. CRAMPERT
HEW REGIONAL OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL

PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. rvoN CULVER
UPPER, DARBY SCHOOL DISTRICT

UPPER DARBY, PA
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Fne.3 REGIONAL TESTING CONFERENCE

DR. VIRGINIA L. DALTON
VA.EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

"RICHMOND, VA

ANDREA D'ANGELO
PENNSBURY SOHCOL
FALLSINGON, "PA

RICHARD
COLLE
COLLEG

DEVANEY
ILLE-TRAPPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ILLE, PA

ELIZABETH'DODD
NEW BRUNSWICK BOARD OF EDUCATION
.NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ

SISTER JOSEPH DOLORES, I.H.M.
DICCESE OF HARRISBUIZO-

FARRISBURG,. PA

THOMAS DONNELL
EAST LANSDOWNE AND GREEN AV SCHOOL
LANSBOWNE, PA

JAM7S P. DORWART
PA n'"---FT.. CF EDUCATION

HARRIS2URG, PA

ROBERT R. DUNGAN
UPPER MERION JUNIOR HIGH
Kng..; OF PRUSSIA, PA

DR. RONALD EDMONDS
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF NEW YORK CITY
BROOKLYN, N Y

STEVEN A. ENRIGHT
TEACHERS ASSOC. OF ANNE ARUNDEL CO..
ANNAPOLiS, :MD

DR. PATRICIA F.-EYRING
COUNCIL MIX SCHOOL DISTRICT
NEWTOWN-, PA

BE7H FAILS
Ex, - NW
MORRIS PLAINS, NJ

JOSEPH F. FALCO
UPPER MERION JUNIOR HIGH
KING OF PRUSSIA, PA

4.

JOHN FANNING
RIDLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
FOLSOM, PA

FRANCIS C. FARLOW
MD STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
JOPRATOWNE, MU

RUSSEL,W.' FAUST-
MD STATE-DEPT OF EDUCATION
COLUMBIA; MD

PETER FINCK
mp STATECDEPT OF EDUCATION
BALTIMORE, MD

THOMAS J. FINLEY
NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT
LANGHORNE, PA

PATRICIA A. FISKER
PITTSBURGKPUBLIC SCHOOLS
PITTSBURGH, PA

.?"

RICHARD E. FLICKINGER
OWEN J. ROBERTS SCHOOL DISTRICT
POTTSTOWN, PA

DR. THINAS R. FOSTER
BALTLMORE CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
BALTIMORE, MD

DR. CL1FFCRD G. FRANKS
TREDIFFRIN - EASTTOWNESCHOOL DISTRICT
BERWYN, PA

DORIS'L. FREEMAN
PROJEC7 81 COORDINATOR
KING OF PAUSSIA, PA

'DR. DALE E. FRY
SPRINGFIELD SCHOOL DISTRICT
SPRINGFIELD, PA

PHILIP E. GEIGER
GALLOWAY TOWNSHIP.PUBLIC SCHOOLS
POMONA, NJ

.DR: WILLIAM J. GEPPERT,
.STATE1DEPT.'OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

DOVER, DE

182
.

1.:95



, **

Pa - REGIONAL TEFING CONFER.ENLI

THDIAS TERARD
WASHINFGN SCHOOL
MT. LEaANON, PA

'JgDY-GINSBERG
,SHANMONT SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DAVID GOBEL
WILLIAM PENN SCHOOL DISTRICT
YEADON, PA

JOPY L. GOULDING
TRENTON BOARD bF EDUCATION
TRENTON, N J

DR. EGON G. GUM
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
BLOOMINGTaN, INDIANA

DR. CkRL GUERRIERO
PA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

DR. JANE E. GULICK .

'LOWER MERION SCHOOL DISTRICT
ARDMOR2, PA

M.;4RCARET GURKIN .

AUGUSTA COUNTY SCHOOLS
STM=.:N,,VA

JOHN A. HAAG
C/N1,1AMINSON PUBLIC SCHOOL
MOORESTOWN, N J

DR. THOMAS S. gAmmILL
EIC - 5K
MORRIS PLAINS, N J

JaIRLEY HANLEY
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPkIA, PA

PAUL HARR
GARRETT caarrY
OAKLAND, MP

SYDELLE HATOFF
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPH;A, PA

-

'

CARL E. HEILMAN
PAI,DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

HARRISBURG, PA

JOHN R. HEYCOCK
PA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

". HARRISBURG , PA

,;,-7

OSWALD V. HICKS
HARRISBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT
_HARRISBURG, PA

DR. WZLLIAM L. HIRES
UPPER DARBY SCHOOL DISTRICT
UPPER DARBY, PA

DR. GERALD M. HOGAN
SCHOOL.DISTRICT OF HAVERFORD TWP
HAVERTOWN, PA

DR. ALICE A HOLDEN
MD STATE DEPT OF EDUCATION
TOWSON, MD

DR. JOHN E. HOPKI1JS
RESEARCH FOR B litit SCHOOLS
'PHILADELPHIA, PA

6,

.LARRY HOPP"
NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
WILMINGTON, DE' .

ELEANOR V. HORNE ,

ERIC/TM'
PRINCETON, N j

BEM .5 . FUGUES
F LORENCE TOWNSHIP
'F LORENCE , N J .

DR. MADELINE HUNTER
UNIVERSITY ELEKENTARY SCHOOL/UCLA
LOS ANGELES, CA

pErE.roTrtIN
NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

WILMINGTON, DE'

GLORIA JORDAN
OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZATION CENTER

WASHINGTON, D.C.

ALM KAPCZYNSiI
RIDLEY SCHOOL-DISTRICT

FOLSOM, PA
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MAZION C. KARL
ALLEGHENY INTEMEDIATE UNIT

.4PITTSBURGH, PA

DR. MTUiAEL KEAN
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILAUE 4IA

PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. SADIE S. 0E4
APPOQUINLMINK SCHOOL DISTRICT
MIDDLETOWN, DE

DR. KEITH. KEAShNER
RESEARCH FOR Bhrma SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

ERNEST KIMMEL
EDUCATIONAL
PRINCETON, NJ

INC .SERV ICE

DR. HARRY J. KLEIN
CENTRAL BUCKS SCHOOLS
.DOYLESTOWN, PA

STEP HE:7 ; F K LEn

EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERV ICE
PRINC-TON, N J

DAVID KRANTZ
MORRTSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRPIT
MORRISVILLE,,PA

LARRY' KSANZNAK
LA.WRENCE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS

LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ

DR. MAXELL KUSHNER.
ROWEN SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA,

ANTHONY LABRIOLO
TUSCARORA INTERMEDIATE UNIT tIl .

MC VET:OWN, PA

MAGGIE C. LANE
BALTIMORE URBAN LEAGUE INC

,BALTIMOP.E, ND

JAMES 0 LEE .

,
NESHAMINY SCHOOL DISTRICT
LANGHORNE, PA°

PHYLLIS MCSR
I.. U. *21 CARBON LEHIa4
SCILNECKSVILLE, PA

IRWIN LEVENTHAL
HARRITON HIGH SCHOOL
ROSEMONT, PA

MS KATHLEEN LINbENHOFEN
RESEARCH FpR BETTER SCHOOLS
.PHILAbELPHIA, PA

44

DR. ALBERTA H LINDSAY
C6UNOIL ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
WRIGHTSTOWN, PA

S. E..LOMBARDI
CHEStER UPLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHESTER, PA

KENNETH M. LONG
EAST NORRITON MIDDLE SCHOOL
NORRISTOWN, PA

'FRANK LYMAN
WASHINGTON SCHOOL
MT LEBANON, PA

LORETTA LYAN
WASHINGTON'SCHOOL
MT LEBANON, PA

DR. DOUGLAS MACBETH
HAMBURG AREA: SCHOOL DISTRICT
HAMBURG, PA

N1LTON MARKLEY
COBBS LOWER SCHOOL
NEWARK, DE

LAWRENCE E. MARTIN
BUCKS COUNTY I.U. #22
DOYLE-STOWN, PA

MARY LOU MARTIN
APPOQUINIMINK SCHOOL DISTRICT
MIDDLETOWN, DE

cl

MARY MARTINEZ
MOUNT RAINIER, MD

DR. LOUISE MASLrN
NEW CASTLE COUNTY'SCHOOL DISTRICT

WILMINGTON, DE

JAMES I . MASON
RESEARCH FOR Bh ri SCHOOLS

PHI LADE LPHIA, PA
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JAMES R. MASTERS
- PA,DEPT OF EDUCATION
HARRISpURG, PA

bi CHARLES N. MICKEN
DOWNINGTOWN AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT
DOWNINGTON, PA

C. DAVID MILLER
ALLENTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT ,

ALLENTOWN, Pk,1

CAROL P. MILLER
MARYLAND STATE,TEACHERS ASSOC.
BALTIMCRE, MD

A e

JOAN A. MILLER
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIX
PHILADELPHIA, PA

GILBERT E. MINACCI
pRcs ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PRIMOS, PA

SR.Ad.RY LOUISE MORAN
DIOCESE OF TRENTON
TRENTON, N J.

BYRON R. mows
-?.UGUSTA COUNTY SCHOOLS
STAUNTON, VA

JOSEt'H MORTON
MD STATE DEPT CF EDUCATION'
BALTIMORE, MD

LOIS MOSES
NEW CASTLE CPUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

. WILMINGTON, DE

KERIRY L. MOYER
PA DEPT CF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

PHTTTIP MUNAFO'
UNION AVENUE SCHOOL
kARGiATE, N J

.JAMES°F. M CAFFERY
'ABINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
ABINGTON, PA

DR. WiLLIAM J.-MC CORMICK
'DEPT CF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
DOVER, DE

SR. ROSE ANITA MC DONNELL
ARCHDIOCESE OR PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA

FRANCIS A. NEWTON
SELINSGROVE AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT
SELINSGROVE, PA

JEAN O'DONNELL
SHAPAONT SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA, PA

PHYLLIS.PARANZINO,
SHAWMONT SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DEL PARK
GREAT.ALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
DEVAULT, PA

DR. JOHN PARRES

NEW CASTLE cautTrr SCh0q.4 .DISTRICT
WILMINGTON, DE

LUCILLE PASCALE :

LAWgENCE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ .

DR. ED PATRICK
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCrIOOLS
PH/tADELPHIA, PA

DR. THOMAS E. PERSING
UPPER PERKIOMEN'SCHOOL DISTRICT
EAST GRE,VILLE, PA

c4DR. RICHARD M. PETRE
MD STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
BALTIMORE, MD

GEORGE E. PLOSA
HATBOROHORS-1'AM SCHOOL DISTRICT
HORSHAM, PA .

571

4

DR. LINDA POLIN
=TR FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION/UCLA
LOS'ANGELES, CA

ADELE PORTER
T M PIERCE
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR: JAMES B. PUGH
LOWER MERION SCHOOL DISTRICT
ARDMORE, PA '4'
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'ERANCES QUINTO
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

i'WASHLNGTON, D.C..

ELMORE E. RAINEY
PETERSBURG puBLIC scHooLs
PETERSBUkG, VA

FRANCIS J. REARDON
PA DEPARIMENT OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA

Zostni M. REAVY
CHELTENHAM HIGH SCHOOL
WYNCOIE, PA '

ROBERT M. RESNICK
LAWRENCE TOWNSHIP"PUBLIC SCHOOLS
LAWRENMILLE, NJ

a

DR. JEROME A. R,EVELLO
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF)PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA

ROBERT N. REYNOLDS
PA DERARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG,, PA

DR. ED RICHARDS
RESEARCH FOR BEilcA SCgOOLS
,PHILADELPHIA,'PA

WILLIAM H. RICHARDS
WILLIAM PENN HIGH SCHOOL
'PHILADELPHIA, PA

N. S. RICHARDSON
CHARLESCCUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATf
LA PL4TA, MD

MR. W. ROBEATS-RICEMOND
HEW REGIONAL OFF/CE OF EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMS,

PHILADELPHIA, PA

MS. JANE ROBERTS
RESEARCH FOR BEI= SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

WILLIAM RODGERS
FOXCROFT SCHOOL
PITTSBURGH, PA

DR. SUE ROOT
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

RUSSELL H. ROP61
PEN ARGYL AREA SCHOOLS

JEN ARGYL, PA

FRED ROSENZWEIG
MORRIS HILLS REGIONAL DISTRIdT
ROCKAWAY, N J

MS. MAACIA SACHS
RESEARCH FOR BkiltA SCHOOLS
PHILgDELPHIA, PA

DR. AMES SCPXIB
PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
PHILADELPHIA, PA

RICHARD-V. SCULLIN
HAVERF6RD TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT
HAVERTOWN, PA

MARIE SEGAL
TERPLE UNIVERSITY TEACHER CORPS
TURNERSVILLE, NJ

DR. RICHARD SELTZER
COLUMBIA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
COLUMBIA, PA

SUSAN SHERWIN
'EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
PRINCETON, N J

ELZORA SHOULTZ
°DR. TANNER G. DUCKREr SCHOOL
PHILADELPHIA, PA

BETTY SHOWELL
MARYLAND STATE DEPT CF EDUCATION
BALTIMORE, MD

MR. MICHAEL SIMEONE
RESEARCH FOR BETTER-SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

0
ERNEST SIMON
JENKINTOWN ELEMENTARY
JENKINTOWN, PA.

ENOCH SISSELSKY'

PITTqBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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-.MARNA GOLUB-SMITH
N.-J. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
TRENTON, N J ,

CLAUDE SPENCER,..4
NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHCOL DISTRICT
WILMINGTON, DE

JAMES W. SPENCER
MARYLAND STATE TEACHERS ASSOC.
BALTIMORE, MD

tit! DAVID A. SQUIRES
RESEARCH FOR'BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

PAUL A. STERLING
PENNSSURY.ISCHOOL DISTRICT
FALLSINGTON, PA

FRED R. S...t.riART

NESH.,124INY SCAOOL DISTRICT
LAIICHCRNE, PA

WILLIAM J. STINGER
NESHAM1NY SCHOOL DISTRICT
LANGHORNE, PA

3EVERLY C. STONESTREET
MARYLkND STATE TEACHERS ASSOC.
aALTIMCRE, MD

SUE SUND
HOWARD MIDDLE SGHOOL
ALEXANDER, VA

MS. JAN surraN.
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF

EVALUATION/UCLA
LOS ANGELES, CA.

DR. ANNE E. SWEET
CITY SCHOOLS

IE:ERSEURO, VA

I.

,MARIANNESYMONOWICZ
TRENTON 20ARD OF EDUCATION
TRENTON, N J

MARLEE P TEICHERT
EIC - yre

'mcARIFTwN, N J

EDWARD A. TEICHERT
EIC - NW .

MORRISTOWN, NJ

DR. LOREN J. THOMPSON
NEW CASTLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
WILMINGTON, DE

DR. LOUISE A. TANNEY
MARYLAND STATE DEPT OF;D'UCATION
BALTIMORE, MD

SELMA L. TOLINS
) .

METHACTON SCHOOL DISTRI,CT
FAIRVIEWVILLAGE, PA

CLARK TOMLINSON
COLUMBLA BOROUGH SCHOOL DIStRICT
COLUMBIA, PA

RITA TOLBERT
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR:. SHARON TUMMY
RESEARCH FOR Bhilt.R SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

Di. JOHN S..TARDIBUONO
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LANCASTEi
LANCASTER,: PA

DR. RICHARD T. TALBERT
GOOCHIAND COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
GOOCHIAND, VA

ALICE L. VALDES)
DEPARTMENT .OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTIQN
DOVER, DE

GERALDINE B. VAN LEAR
AUGUSTA COUNTY SCHOOLS
STAUNT0g, VA

CARLA WRIGHT
LAWRENCE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCEDOLS''
LAWRENCEVILLE; NJ

DR. CAROLYN WOCO
HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
BEL AIR, MD-
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A
R. WILMER WISE

,DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
'DOVER, DE

DR. CHESTER E. WESNER
CHICHESTER SCHOOL DISTRICT
BOOTHWYN, PA

,--
/. NELSON E. .WEBER
.UPP6 FERKIOMEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
tE.A.ST'GR'EENVILLE, PA

-CHARLES WAyEs
UPPER ?ERKI.OMEN SCHOOL D I STR ICT

EAST GREENVILLE , PA

REVEREND MSM. DAVID E. W LS

ARCHDIOCESE OF PHILADELPHIA
PHILADELPHIA, PA

PATRICIA L. WALLER
SANFORD SCHOOL
MOOXESSIN, DE

EARL WHITE
BLANKENSBURG SCHOOL
P4:LADELFHIA, PA

CHERYL WEINER
EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE

'PRINCETON, U J

DR. MICHAEL V. WOODALL
MILFORD 3CHOOL DISTRICT
MILFORD, DE

JANET WA
DEPAR7MENT OF PUBLIC INSTRIZTION
DOVER, DE

KEITH W. YACKEE
PA DEPARTMENT'OF EDUCATION
HARRISBURG, PA ..

DR.A. JCCD YARMAN
HEW REGIONAL OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMS
-PHILADELPHIA, PA

JAMES YENSER
UPPER PERKIOMEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
EAST GREENVILLE, PA .

CAP YETTER
RESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

DR. METRO YURCHAK
BUCKS cowry INTERMEDIATE umiT
DOYLESTOWN, PA

JOE LAPOTOCZNI
AUGUSTA COUNTY SCHOOLS
STAUNTON, VA

AARSHA MINER
ANNVILLE-CIIONA SCHOOL DISTRICT
ANNVILLE, PA

JOSEPH ZONDLO
Ek A. TIGHE SCdOOL
MARGATE, N J

a
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,

1 1

Massachusetts 10 se 2i'',....7
25 13 70

New Hampshire ,

1 2 3

New Jersey
2 3

New Yok>
,

, 1 1 2\ 5 .

Rhode Island
4 6
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..

. 1 1
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Waphinaton, D.C.
. , 2

.
.

TOTALS 16 35 32 34 117
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REGION VI r 3

Conference Participants,'

Alfredo Gavito
Research Assistant,.Bilingual Education
Houston Independent School District

Brenda Marstiall
Data Analyst

( Houston Ihdependent School District

Shirley Stillwell.
Administrator
Palestin .Independent School.District

S. ilriams
Director, Graduate School .

Hbustan Baptist University

"Marty Thiersen
Teacher
Dterpark Independen School District

Harry Selig
4Research Assistant
Houston Independent School District

Aaron McBride
Counselor
Houston Independen't, School DiStrict

Cheryl Stanly
, Research Assistant
Houston Independent.School District

, Naomi McQueen
Guidance Consultant
Region IV ESC

John Pyper
Assistant Director, Research
Houston Independent School District

. Bessie Mae Wells
Committee Representative'
Houston Teachers' Association

Jan Barrett
Assistant Director df Appraisal

4

Spring Branch Independent School District

Vicky Hardway
Teacher
Spring Branch Independent School District

Barbara Huntu A../'

Teacher
.

Spring Branch Independent School Distr:ct

Connie Myers
Site Coordinator
Spring Branch Independent School District

Karen Costner"
Research Assistant
Houston Independent School District

Billie Thomag
Research Assistant
Houston Indepeadent SchoPl District

Doris Anderson'
Caunselor
Houston Independent School District

4 Li

Joseph Wilkes
National Institute of Education

'Clara Couch
Consultant
Ho4ton Independent School District

Barbara Caster
Teacher
Texarkana Independent School District

Herschel Smith
Superintendent
Rector Public Schools

Donna Wright
Research Assistant
Houston Independent School .District

Warren Simons
Teacher
Houston Baptist University .
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Conference Participants (continued)

Helen Baker
Student
Houston Baptist University

Darlene Cantrell
Curriculgum Qoordinator
Pearland.Independant School District.

Jim Schreider
Curriculum Corrdinator
Pearland Independent khool District

Bob Trammell
Director, Counseling
Eagel Pass IndependerA School District

'Sylvia Clouder
'Student
Houston Baptist University

Magdalene Shepard
Teacher
Houston Independent School District

Andra Stubbs
'Student
Houston Baptist University

Lplie Hopkins
Teacher.
Houston Independent School District

Don :'ood

Educational °Testing Service

John Hill
' Staff Member .

Texas State Teachers' Association

Sandy Walker
Teacher
Fort Bend Independent School District

Freda Parkes
Educational "Design
Palestine Independent SchOol Distrftt

I.

Iris Blythe
Language Arts Coordinator
San.Marcos Independent School District

Alne Allen
Principal
Houston Independent School District

Sheri Pennington
Research/Evaluation
Houston Independent School District

Houston Jewkes
Superintendent
St. Charles Parish Schools

Charley Mae WIlliams
Teacher
Htuston Independent School District

Joe Streeter
Reseavch/Evaluation
HoustOnAndependent School District

-Marc Gerety c ,

Teacher
Houston. Independent School District

G. Herbert

Marjorie Silver
Teacher
Houston IndependenAt School District

Carolyn McDaughey
Student
Houston Baptist Uhiversity

-Beverly Bowhlis

,o Director of Art
Kinkaid Independent School District

Hector Mantolo
Administrat&
Eagle Pass Independent School District
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Conference Participants (coAtinued).

-Bill Hardgrave
Assistant Director of Planning
Corpus Christi Independent, School Pistrict

Gerry Richard
Counselor
Houston Independent School District

Dolores S'andling
Principal
Houston Independent School District
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REGION IV

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS BY STATE

SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL CONPERENCE ON _TESTING AND INSTRUCTION

JUNE 25-26, 1979

ATLANTA, GEORGIA

mime, ,

Berryman, William C.
Bonds, Rachel
Causey, C. Richard
Christopher, Sandra
Clark, Judy
Davidson, James
Dewberry, Regina-
Eckel's, Elizabeth

Hess, Anne
Kennimer, Joanne
McMillin, Barbara J.
Orr, Cindy
Owen, James E.
Smith, June
Smith, Roger
Spears, Ted C.
Taillgue, Wayne

Thompson, Anne
Turil:pseed, Jim
Wylie, Paul

ARKANSAS

Berry, Evalena
Bidwell, Nella
Carpenter, Roland
Johnson, Bill
Lester, Bobby
Reed, Kerin
Scott, Mary
Scott, Robert
Smith, Harold
Snell, Lynn
Spann, Linda
Thalrueller, Leonard

FLORIDA

Crawford, Douglas
'Crosier, James
Darling, Don
FiSher, Thomas H.
Franke, Helen
.King, Ruby
Lee, Robert F.

- Miller, Linda
Patrick, John
Pinkney, N.B.
Puryear, Ada
Smiths, Janice P.
Weed, Terry
Winesett, Howard

GEORGIA

sAikens, Linda V.
Bazzle, Bob
Bernknopf, Stan
Brodd'f, Fred'
Brown, Dorothy
Bulloch, Gerry
Coleman, Brooks
Creech, Elizabeth
Fordham, Dennis
Griffith, Don
Hughes, Harold
Johnson, Billy
Lee, Carolyn
McCarson, Carole
Mathis, Barbara
Moore, Sara
Neal, Peggy
Newfield, John
Pearce, Kathleen
Pennington, Randy
Rooks, Don
Rountree, Gwen
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'GEORGIA (cont'd)

Shaw, Margaret
Shubert, Dorothy
Sullivan, Jerry
Sweigert, Ray Jr.
Watts, David
Weber, Margaret
Welsh, Iris

KENTUCKY

Br6oks, Jbanne C.
Cantrell, Jacqueline M.
Curry, A. Fraeier
Evins, John W.
Hicks, Ben
Kimbrough, Randy L.
Shrewsberry, Alice
Sledge, Lydia
Van Fleet, Donald
Walker, James

LOUISIANA

Audriet, Gail
Beason., Frances

Clements,*Ray
Crawford, Ruth
Faseri-Patridia
Hall, Gloria
Hamlin, Delores
Horgan, Marlene
Jones, Judith .

Leach, Pearl
4.e Doux, Clarence
ANUlvaney, Kathleen
4eck, Hugh

--teese, Diane.
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4 .Testing Conference Participants'
??ge 2

LOUISIANA (contid)

Smith, Cloyd C.
Soileau, James V.
Solar, Robert
Twymoni Alfred
WiiiiaMs, Joe

MISSISSIPPI

Brown, Nancy
Etheridge, John
Everett, Deagjas
Massey, Barbara

Mei, Patricia
Mosely, Dollie'
M'cola,,Sandra
Pouncey, Rex
Ran'On, Robbie
Rioby, ,Larry
Sturgis, James

. NORTH CAROLINA

Burch, Jim
;Conner, H.T.
HaTiman-, Mark
Lassiter, Janice.

:Proctor, Brdnda
Redfearn, William
Thorne, Sue
Trivett, Clark
Yeager, J. Frank

, SOUTH CAROLINA

Boling, Bensiamin
Curaton, Jennye

=7:yr,
Hawisher, Margaret
Hunter, Harriet
Hynds, William
Johnson, James A
Kelly, Mary
Lister, Martha

SOUTH CAROLINA (cont'd

Mack, Marian C. ?fl

'Matthews, John W.
May, John
Meredith, Yana H.
Mizpll, Hayes
Mullen, Jeanette L.
Nesbit, W. Ben
Peterson, Terry K.
Phillips, Jean
Reeder, Henry+
Reid, Marshall
Rex, Ahn
Sandel, Dan
Sandifer, Paul D.

;Taylor, Joel
Taylor, Nelle H.
Trammell, Mrs. Harrison
Waddell, Maurice
West, Ron
Wilhide, James
Williams, Charlie G.

TENNESSEE

Crockett, Bill
Graham, Dolores
Minor, Joe
'Smith, Elizabeth
Warren, Jessie

OTHER PARTICIPANTS

Burry, Jim (UCLA)
Fincher, Cameron (Univ. GA, Athens)
Gallagher, James J. (FPG Child Dev. Ctr.)
Hagly, Roy'(ETS)
Hodgkinson, Harold (A.M.A.)
Johnson, Reese (USOE, IV)
Lewis, William L. (USOE, IV)
LoveTrove, john (USOE, IV).
Orenstein, Diane (U4A)
Scott, Corinne (NIE) -

Weber, Margaret (ETS)
--p,--

Wome, Frank (Univ, Michigan)
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CSE Project Participants'
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CSE PARTICIPANTS

EVA L. BAKER is Dixector of the Center for the Study of Evaluation and

professor in the UCLA Graduate School of Education. Her area of spe-

cialization is evaluation and instructional development. She has written

extensjvely on the topics of evaluation, testing, teacher education, and

instructional research and development; Biker is frequently requested to

consult with federal, state, and local educational agencies. She is a

MemUer-at-Large of AERA, and is'a member of the AERA Standing Committee

.on Research Training, and the CEDaR Board of Direetors.r Baker directed

,CSE's,evaluations of th'e California'Early Childhood-Education Program

and School Improvement,Probram.

JANE COOGAN BEER, DireEtor of Public Information, is responsible for-

institutional contacts with professional, political, community, and

univers4ty organization§ and individuals. e,She coordinates CSE confer-

ences, colloquiums, ane visiting.scholArs, and provides information

services to pftject staff.- Ms. Beer, who received a ILA.. from UCLA,

ha: been with the Center since 1969,

JAMES L. BURRY joined theCenier in 1967 and has been Managing-Editor

of Evaluation Comment since 1970. He is currently directing the Re-

gional Conferences on Testing 4nd Inqruction His other recent activi-

ties includedtrecting CSE Field SerlItes, directing the Technical Assis-

tance Project for the California Bilingual Census, and working with the

Teacher Corps, the R&D Utilization Program, the WoMenand Minorities'

Training Program, and.Dissemination Services. His/e1Perience in evalua-

tion also includes development and implementation bf training packages

and consultation with school districts and state educat',on agencies. ,

LINDA GALE ROLIN received a B.A. jn'En6l'ish at UC Santa Bai-bara and an

M.A. at the UCLA Graduate School of Education where she is currently a

doctoral student in learning and instruction. )Prior to joining the CSE

staff she worked on a multjmedia instructional program for handicapped

students in mainstream classes through a contract with* the Bureau of

Education for the Handicapped; she has also been a teacher's aide at the

elementary and adult levels. folin's responsibilities at CSE have in- .

cluded the EBCE Audit; writing and presenting traping sessions at the,

Regional Conferences on Testing and Instruction&esearch on writing do-

mains; the developmen't of eighth grade reading, writing, and math measures

for the California School Improvement evaluation; and sPecial shert-term

evaluation effqrts.
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SHELBY POPHAM received a B.A. in English at UCLA, and ts concurrently

enrolled in gradliate programs at UCLA in thel!lepartMent of Comparative

Literature and T.E.S.O.L.. She has assisted.wittl many CSE projetts.

JAN SUTTON' has an M.A. in English from UCLA ahd is a doctoral 'student

in the pm School of Education programLin learning and instruction\

She has7taught many high s'chool subjects', and worked as a high school

counselor, traini.ng eacher, and curriculum speciaTist for the Los

Angeles City Schools. In addition to this present project she has

participated in CSE's prOect on Evaluation and Decisionmakiu in

Local School.Districts.
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