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Introduction: Where Do We Go From Here?
David J. Bateson

InJuneof 1990, the Second Canadian Conference on Classroom Testing was
held at the University of British Columbia, the first having been held at the
Universsity of Victoria in 1989, Many of the papers from that first conference
were published in a special issue of the Alberta Journal of Educational
Research. This present document is a compilation of most of the papers which
were presented at the second conference.

The conference was held at a time when educational measurement, and
classroom testing in particular, was undergoing a radical change in both theory
and practice. The introduction of the concept of “authentic” measurement in
Beyond Standardized Testing (Archbald & Newmann, 1988) has provided the
stimulus for an ecnormous shifl in the conduct of educational measurement as it
is practiced in classrooms. This shift has been demonstrated in everything from
the content of the annual meeting program of the National Council for Measure-
ment in Education to the documents surrounding the Year 2000 initiatives in
British Columbia.

In order to facilitate discussion, participants in this conference were sent
copies of Year 2000: A Curriculum and Assessment Framework for the Future
(Ministry of Education, 1989a) and The Primary Program (Ministry of Educa-
tion, 1989b), the draft propossl for the announced changes to the primary
program in British Columbia, as a stimulus for conference papers. These
documents include recommendations and even demands that teachers work
toward “authentic” assessment procedures (1989a, p.17). They include quota-
tions such as “assessment and evaluation techniques must mirror the actual
leaming experiences of the child...” (1989b, p.13), “for most assessment
purposes in school, traditional forms of standardized fests arc not very useful,
and they are inappropriate in the Primary Program...” (19898, p.17), “therc isa
shift from examination to demonstration...” (1989b, p.13), “comparison with
other students, or the assignment and use of letter-grade or pseudo letter-grade
symbols is also inappropriate for primary children...”, (1989b, p.13) and
“although checklists are useful for teachers as a way of organizing information,
they are not appropriate as reporting devices...” (1989b, p.166).

The statements from the Year 2000 initiatives are representative of much of
the discussion regarding classroom-based educational measurement in Canada
at the present time. Many of these evaluation issues which are proliferating the
presenteducational scene attack the roots of traditional measurement theory and
practice. For at least the last two decades, most measurement specialists have
concentrated their efforts on large-scale, standardized, selection-type assess-
ment techniques; large-scale, “high-stakes” testing programs; and methods that
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employ the massive number-crunching capabilitics that the rapidly expanding
computer technologics have made available. This situation is understandable
since these are the areas where funding and other resources have been available
from technology-based companics who are interested in marketing products and
from politicians and govemments who are obsessed with problems of account-
ability and public perception of declining standards. However, as educators,
disgnuntled with what they perceive to be a warped picture of students and
education in general which has resulted from the exclusive use of the type of
information provided by these large-scale, standardized, selection-type tests,
the need for a radical shift in thinking and practice has emerged.

Measurement specialists in Canada, rather than opposing many of the ideas
of the “authentic” movement that attack past practice, have rapidly confirmed
and endorsed the basic philosophy of these ideas. However, these same
specialists are working to ensure that new practices utilize what is atready an
extensive theory and knowledge base of educational measurement, rather than
ignoring all that has gone before and starting anew. It is essential that a
destructive revolution in educational measurement be avoided. What is neces-
sary is a rational, but fairly rapid evolution. Within this context, the Second
Canadian Conference on Classroom Testing was convened, and it is hoped that
this collection of papers can contribute to the present evolution in measurement

theory and practice.

References:

Archbald, D.A. & Newmann, F.M, (1988). Beyond Standardized testing: Assessing
asthentic academic achievement in the secondary School. Reston, VA: National Association
of Secondary School Principals.

Ministry of Education. (1989a). Year 2000: A curricultm and assessment framework
for the futsare. Victoria: Author.

Ministry of Education. (1989b). The Primary Program. Victoria: Author.

Dr. David J. Bateson, the organizer and chairperson for the conference, is an
Associate Professor in the Department of Mathematics and Science Education at the
University of British Columbia and a Research Associate with both the Educational
Measurement Research Group (EMRG) and the Centre for Applied Studies in Evaluation
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THE CONTEXT OFCLASS ROOM PROCEDURES IN
EVALUATING STUDENTS

Robert J, Wilson
Queen's University

Much of the attention devoted to classroom-based assessment practice
concentrateson the teacher: what the teacher does, what the teacher might need,
and what the teacher should do.

Various suggestions have been made to teachers. In recent curriculum
documents teachers are advised to use a wide range of asscssment tools,
concentrating on observation and process measures, and to store the records of
individual accomplishments in student development files (B.C. Ministry of
Education, 1990). Texts for courses in educational measurement generally
feature adaptations of psychometrics and professional practice {0 classrooms
(Brown, 1981; Cunningham, 1986). Other writers, convinced that the adaptive
method has not adapted well enough, have used s comparative analysis of
classroom practice and measurement standards to recommend where and how
a new melding of theory and practice might profitably occur (Frisbie and
Friedman, 1987).

Two assumptions about classroom-based assessments are usually made in
these efforts. First, the classroom teacher is performing the evaluation activity
primarily to inform judgements about student progress so that instruction and
leaming can proceed more effectively. Secondly, the teacher is virtally a free
agent in determining which particular eyaluation activities and purposes will be
adopted in the classroom.

The purpose of the present paper is to investigate these two assumptions by
referring to work we have done and are presently doing that is aimed at exploring
the broader environment in which student assessment occurs. !

What do Teachers Want to Do?

That teachers wish to fulfill the fisst assumption about the value of evalua-
tion has not been validated by much research. We are presently examining the
attitudes of 101 Bachelor of Education students during their year of teacher
preparation. As pant of their participation in this study, these prospective
teachers were individually interviewed halfway through this year with an
instrument designed to explore the reasons for the attitudes they hold toward
evaluating students. (They also completed a Likert-type atutude scale on three
separate occasions during the year.)

! This work, supported by the Social Sciences and Mathematics Research Council,
includes among its members, Ruth Rees, Marilyn Cannock, Lyn Shutha, Alison Taylor,
besides the author.

e ]
{




One of the items in the interview asks them to rate the importance of varicu:
pusposes for administering evaluation instruments to children. The student
teachers’ results (transformed into ranks from most important to leastimportan; )
are provided in Table 1 displayed by level of intended practice. Students
preparing to teach from XKindergarten to Grade 6 are Iabelled PJ (Primary-
Junior). Those preparing to teach from Grades 4 through 10 are labelled JI
(Junior-Ingermediate), and those preparing to teach from Grade 9 through
Ontario Academic Course (formerly Grade 13) are labelled IS (Intermediate
Senior).

Table 1

A Comparison Among Student Teachers Concerning Importance of Various

Resasons for Evaluating Students.
(Data Given in Ranked Order)
Reason: PI's s IS’s
To check students’ progress against 2 1 1(tie)
course objectives
To compare students’ achievement 10 10 10
to others
To generate marks for reporting 9 9 9
purposes
To ensure that students do assigned 7 8 7
work
To prepare students for this kind of 8 7 8
evaluation in the future
To have students practice or apply 6 4 5
what has been leamed
To diagnose students’ weaknesses ey 3 3
with the material
To enable students to monitor their 5 2 I(tie)
own progress
To belp me decide what to teach next 1 6 6
To allow me to sce how well I taught 3(tie) S 4
the material




The data indicate that these student teachers tend to agree with each other on
the relative importance of various purposes of evaluation no matter at which
level within the system they intend to work. Key differences seem to exist
between the PJ students and the other two groups on the use of evaluation results
“to help me decide what to teach next” and “to enable studeats to monitor their
own progress,” but on most of the suggested purposes, little disagreement
emerges.

The highest ranked purposes for all three groups can be interpreted as a
general tendency to see evaluation activity as informing the teaching-leaming
process. Purposes with this overall function in mind (objectives-reference,
applying leaming, diagnosis, self-monitoring) are more highly weighted than
those whose functions is more administrative in nature (generate marks, prepare
for future exams, norm-reference).

In this respect, these student tcachers agree with their colicagues on
cusriculum-writing teams, evaluation text authors, and instructors in measure-
ment courses conceming the major purpose of evaluation in classrooms: o
inform the teaching-learning process.

What Do Teachers Actually Do?

The group they do not agree with so well are their more experienced
colleagues. Virtually the same item was used inaprevious study (Wilson, 1990)
in which 51 practising tcachers in British Columbia and Ontario filled in the
same scale (presented as a check-list of purposes) for each instrument they
administered to their classes during a reporting period. The 24 teachers
comprising the Ontario sub-sample were divided into two groups of 8 clemen-
tary (Kindergarten through Grade 6) and 16 secondary (Grade 9 through Grade
13) teachers. Table 2 shows the comparisons of the ranked frequency of purpose
of the practising teachers with those of the relevant student teacher comparison

groups.

Compared to all the sudent teachers, the practicing teachers rate “the
generation of marks for reporting purposes” much higher. Indeed, this purpose
dominates the entire exercise for the experienced teachers, it having been
checked as a purpose on four out of every five instruments. Other disparitics
between the practicing teachers and the student teachers grow larger as the level
of intended practice increases. The differences are most pronounced at the
secondary level where the highest ranked purposes for evaluation given by the
practicing teachers refer toadministrative and external aims, all of which are the
fowest ranked purposes for the prospective teachers.

Qur study of these 101 teachers is continuing. We will intervicw as many
of them as become employed in the province of Ontario twice more during the
coming school year. In this way we hope to determine how they adapt their
present vicws on assessment {0 the reality of their own classroom life and also
try to detcrmine why their views alter if they do.

»
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Table 2

A Comparison of Practising Teachers (PT's) and Student Teachers (ST's)
Concerning Importance of Various Reasons for Evaluating Students.

(Data Given in Ranked Order)

Reasons PT's ST's
ELEM SEC Pl J IS

To check students’ 4 2 2 1 1(tie)
progress against
course objectives

‘To compare students’ 10 6 10 10 10
achievement to others

To generate marks for 3 1 9 9 9
reporting purposes

'To ensure that students 9 4 7 8 7
do assigned work

To prepare students for 8 S 8 7 8
this kind of evaluation
in the future

To have students 2 3 6 4 5
practice or apply what
has been leamed

To diagnose students’ 1 8 3y 3 3
weaknesses with the
material

To enable students to 5 7 5 2 1(tie)
monitor their own progress

To help me decide what 7 10 1 6 6
to teach next

To allow me to sce how 6 9 3ue) S 4
well I taught the material




What Accounts for the Differences?

Through other work we are doing (Rees, 1989; Wilson and Rees, 1990), we
expect that their views will aiter. We have hypothesized that the policies and
procedures conceming student achievement devolved upon teachers from
levels “above” them ia the administrative hicrarchy will force their evaluation
activities into relatively namrow areas,

Table 3
Content of Policics and Procedures in Student Achievement by Level of Origin.

Level
Content Ministry District  School Dept. Classroom
Scholarships X
Consultation re X
Evaluatiorn:
Appeals X
Reporting, Grading X X X X X
Individval Assessment X X X X X
Examirations X X X X X
Promotion X X
Attenclance X X X
Comraunication to
Students X X X
Weighting of X X X
Evaluation Types
Timing and Types of X X
Evaluation

Table 3 shows the policy content and the level at which this content becomes
part of the student assessment environment for teachers in two districts and
scveral elementary and secondary schools in British Columbia. (Our analysis
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of the Ontario environment is not yet completed.) There is a very heavy
emphasis in the policy and procedural framework on examinations, reporting
formats, promotion, snd evaluation weights. Much of the content of these
policies creates a standardization of approach (common examinations, set
timelines for reporting, and mandated reporting symbols) that forces the
asscssment activities of teachers onto relatively restricted and namow paths.

Our study of the policy area of student achicvement concludes that there is
a mismatch among (a) the few policy statoments that provide philosophical
direction to teachers; (b) the actual procedures that teachers and others (particu-
larly beyond the primary grades) must implement; and (c) overall educational
goat statements for public education in the province (Wilson and Rees, 1990).

Forexample, during the 1987/88 school year, the B.C. Ministry of Education
had a policy which advocated the following goal: “It is essential that parents be
kept informed of progress achieved toward expectations held in common by the
teacher, student, parents, and community.” In the actual implementation of
reporting to parents, however, all the schools in our sample beyond the primary
level provided relative judgements, usually in letter grade format, that defined
expectations tn percentage range equivalents. (In fact, such a definition is
completely circular as neither letter grades nor percentages are defined in terms
other than each other.)

The specificity and standardization of mosi of the procedures at the school
level, and the linking of these procedures to specific calendar dates, ensures an
attention to a school-year thythm based on the reporting cycle. It might be
assumed, then, that teachers could fulfil the reporting requirement with instru-
ments that were easy to prepare and mark but which may or may not be related
to the actual leamning going on in the classroom, particularly if there were no
other clear expectations for the evaluative process. What is more serious,
however, might be the possibility that a low expectation level for the evaluation
gradually comes to replace a more ambitious expectation for the actual learning.

Other investigators (Carter, 1984; Stiggins, Griswold, & Wikelund, 1989)
have shown that the level of assessment typically employed by teachers at all
fevels is quite low in terms of cognitive complexity. In our data, it is clear that
the cognitive demand of single-word completions and short-answer items
(questions which appeared on 44% of the instruments we collected) isnot likely
to be high if for no other reason than that the format does not allow any higher
level than recall of specific bits.

The same case for multiple-choice questions, and for other supply and
performance items, is rot so easily made, Here, for example, is a multiple-
choice item taken from a Grade 12 examination:

1. What is the distance between the points (1, -8) and (4, 4)?

A, 5
B. 7
C. 13
D 17

It may be that the student faccd with this itcm selects a formula from
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memory, substitutes the relevant data from the stem, and selects the answer
closest tohis calculation. R may also be the case, however, that a student without
that formula, but with s knowledge of the Pythagorean theorem, applies that
knowledge to the same request and responds in exactly the same way as her
fellow student. The conclusion to be made is that it is difficult to determine from
questions phrased in this marner anything reliable about the operations actually
used by students to respond to the item.

Two conclusions seem fair for the types of evaluation instruments we found
in our earlier work. First, many items allow students to demonstrate only a low
level of cognitive operations. Second, those that do allow for more complex
operations may not provide unambiguous data about tho&e operations.

While it would seem obvious that recommendations to develop items that do
encourage better interpretation would be welcome (the work of Biggs and Collis
(1982) is especialiy noteworthy here), such recommendations assume that the
present model is not meeting teachers’ necds. But if the teachers’ real nceds are
to meet reporting demands for singie label judgements of students’ relative
sianding, and to accomplish that task with a minimum of time spent on it, then
recommendations for more involved development, scoring, and interpretation
of complex items will scem, at best, irritating and irrelevant. Perhaps the reason
why the cognitive level exhibited in classroom assessment instruments does not
alter much through the school cycle is that such growth is neither required nor
expected by the evaluation policy of the school.

Conclusion

These results, admitiedly fragmentary and preliminary, may nevertheless
provide a cautionary note: Before those of us interested .21 the evaluation
activities of teachers in classrooms proceed too far down a road towand
implementation of newer approaches, we might first attend to the broader
environment in which these activities occur.

It may be that teachers use the results of classroom assessments for reasons
other than those posited by documents, experts, and naive practitioners. Unless
the environment of classrooms can be altered so that certain «dministrative
functions concerning rcporting, attendance, and communication with outsiders
are less overwhelmingly intrusive, it will be non-productive to work with
teachers alone to change their present practice. The teachers, at least those we
have worked with, arc not free agents to make the types of changes outsiders
deem desirable.

It was a major breakthrough to understand that the classroom itself has a life
that shapes many of the activities that go on there, including evaluation of
student leaming. Now it seems that a classroom can be seen as a unit in a larger
structure which also creates & community, a community with very intrusive
expectations. Attending to that larger unit, and altering what it considers
necessary and desirable, may well be a prerequisite to successful change in
student assessment practices at the classroom level.

,» 1o
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Student Evaluation in the Ungraded ?rimary Schools
The SCRP Principle

Les McLean
Ontario Institute for Studics in Education

Ungraded schools follow naturatly from other developments that have been
shaping primary schools in recent years. Continuous progress has always been
a fact of school life, but lately it has been given official status and sanction. The
idea of curriculum keyed to school years is inconsistent with the approach to the
teaching of reading, writing, listening and speaking known as whole language
pedagogy, and all sit within a still evolving concept called activity based
learning. Implement these with a policy that students with handicaps of various
kinds will be taught in regular classrooms as much as possible (mainstreaming),
and schooling organized by school year must finally be abandoned.

With the departure of grade levels, many traditional ways of defining and
evaluating student achievement go as well. The most obvious is the grade
equivalent score, Grade cquivalents inreading have been criticized by language
theorists and curriculum specialists for a decade, so their demise is to be
welcomed. Their shaky statistical propertics and poor substantive rationale
make them suspect in every subject. A major problem is that their existence and
use for so many years has created the belief that achievement in the primary
school can be captured by numbers accurate to two or three significant figures.
“Jane's reading level is 5.4, and she is only in Grade Threel” A similar belicf in
precise numbers has led to the creation of other test scores using the so-called,
“item response theory™. When the Americans came up with the name, “Rit” for
their scale unit, far western Canada was ready with its “Brit”. Alas, school
achievement is much more complex than that — and considerably less precise.

Grade equivalents will persist (with Brits and other fictions) as tools to bring
order out of chaos until we can offer teachers and officials something good and
practical to replace them. The purpose of this paper is to suggest a principle and
some implications for good and practical replacements.

The SCRP Principle

Measurement specialists have long advocated testing as the main tool for
student evaluation, and tcachers do construct and administer many tests. In the
primary school, however, tests have never been teachers’ evaluation method of
choice. Observation and informal evaluation of student work are listed as the
dominant methods (Wahlstrom, 1977, Fair et al., 1980). At their best, these
methods provide authentic assessment of achievement. Unfortunately, they are
not always at their best, and neither classical nor modem test theory has had
anything to offer in suggesting improvements. The challenges of informal
evaluation are not best described in terms of reliability and validity; better
concepts arc faimess and thoroughness. It is very difficult to observe and

1o
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evaluate informally in an active primary school classroom and still ensure that
students are treated evenhandedly and that every student's work is evaluated.

The complexity and difficulty of primary classrooms mle out simple,
uniform procedures of any kind, including evaluation methods. No one
approach will work in all classrooms. In such a situation, we usually tum to an
organizing principic that can guide decision making while preserving iiexibil-
ity. Teaci-ers have to make thousands of choices per day under only loosely
controlled conditions. Whole language teaching is based on such a principle,
with some detailed procedures worked out in advance and many decisions made
on the spot. The guiding principle is that language is not divisible, that is,
reading, writing, listening and speaking are interconnected and dependent in
some known and some still mysterious ways. Such a principle has profound
implications for pedagogy, requiring radically different teaching and testing
methods than were the consensus choice only a decade ago (McLean, 1988).

Whole language teaching and testing emphasizes the communication of
meaning in context. Assessment tasks must therefore present a context, making
them longer and more complex. Students bring different backgrounds to the
tasks, and this natural variation reduces traditional reliability indices (such as
intemal consistency). In second language testing, it seems that the better the test
(the more it reflectscommunicative language theory) the lower will be the value
of Cronbach’s Alpha (Swain, 1990). Assessment that faithfully reflects student
performance in meaningful contexts is referred to as “authentic”, a quality
concept Closely related to validity but better suited to achievement testing
(Archbald & Newmann, 1988). Most test development effort in North America
and Europe is now going into tasks requiring students to demonstrate abilities
and skills directly, in other words, by performance. Directly interpretable
evidence is proving to be more uscful and attractive to educators than indirect
and abstract test scores.

Activity based lcaming introduces another aspect that should be mentioned
before considering asscssment principles. In order for activity based leaming
to succeed, the teacher has to establish an atmosphere of respect and trust in the
classroom. Students have to agree tolisten toeach other, to praise and tocriticize
with respect. One particularly successful teacher spends much of the first two
weeks of the school year building such an atmosphere by setting out some rules,
getting students to propose others and by starting activities that illustrate the
need for such a spirit (McLean, Aitken, Van Duzer and Peterson, 1990). In the
beginning, the tcacher will assign students to work together on 2 common task
in small groups. These are not the familiar redbirds, bluebirds and other reading
groups, which are a form of ability grouping. Each group should reflect the
ability range in the classroom as closely aspossible. Soon, students are working
in different groupings as tasks change, or working alone on an assignment.
Classroom atmosphere is a topic in itsclf, but here we have to move on with this
brief mention.

The assessment principle suggested to go with these changes is that evalu-
ation should be based on a Systematic Cumulative Record of Performance,

P
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SCRP. Each of the wards has been carefully chosen in light of the more abstract
and general principles of faimess and thoroughness, so each will be discussed
intum. The discussion is smoother if we take them in reverse order. The sefting
forthe discussion is assumed to be primary schools — the first three or four years
of schooling after age 6.

Record of Performance

Evaluation can and should be based on actual samples of students’ work —
on their performance of meaningful tasks. Teachers in the early years do much
of this now, with precious little guidance how it might be structured and fairly
done, Six-year-olds draw pictures and dictate the meaning to their teacher or
other adult, for example, and the adult writes the “story” on tke picture (or on
the back). Words should always be associated with a story, and storics told are
valued as much as stories read. One theorist argues that stories told are
especially good bonnes a penser, food for the mind, and that stories are the
building blocks of a complcte elementary school curriculum. For evaluation,
“one might particularly focus on ... something written, dramatized, drawn, that
gives evidence of the effective effect of the unit while drawing on supporting
knowledge, skills, and so on” (Egan, 1988, p. 247).

Performance on meaningful tasks should be captured in portfolios, records
of achievement retained and managed by each student. Note that it may be a
record of performance that is retained by the student, rather than the perform-
ance itself. When something is “dramatized”, for example, the performance
may not be retained atall. Video cameras are becoming more and more common
in elementary schools, so even the dramatizations can be captured, but the video
cassette need not be kept in the portfolio. The existence of the cassette, and
pechapsits location, is recorded in the portfolio, becau se the portfoliois the basis
for both formative and summative evaluation. Students will have two classes
of portfolios — active and cumulative. Current projects, works in progress, are
kept in the active portfolio, and samples to be retained in the record are
transferred to the cumulative portfolio when ready to move on to another topic,
When working in a group, each student makes a copy of her or his performance
for inclusion in their record. Performance is often a group effort, but individual
accountability is associated with better learning (Slavin, 1987).

Such great reliance on portfolios dictates that there be some backup. What
if a student loses her or his cumulative portfolio near the cnd of a term or school
year? As discussed in detail below, evaluation of portfolios is a periodic joint
effort of teacher and student. Atevaluation time, the teacher should make and
retain summary notes, the main purpose of which is backup in case the actual
record is lost. The teacher’s notes would be a poor approximation, but with the
student’s help, they could be used to reconstruct a reasonable summary of
achievement up to the time of Iatest review. A teacher’s note might look
something like this, the student having seen (or heard) and agreed to it.

RoAreviewed with__on __ (date) __. The recond was up-to-date in math
and science. Quality was uneven, with a few cxcellent and a majority good
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completed tasks.! One or two were poor, and plans to improve them by the next
review. Reading list was v 1 filled, but writing samples were almost lacking.
Mark at present was agreed to be marginal to good.

Most of the research and development on records of achievement has been
done in the United Kingdom, starting more than 10 years ago in Scotland.
Records became educational policy a few years ago, but the national curriculum
and national testing have thrown doubt on their future. A comprehensive
evaluation was camried out in local authorities scross England and Wales, and the
report of that evaluation gives both history and practical information about
strengths and weaknesses (Broadfoot, 1988). All may not be lost, however,
because evidence just appeared that records have wider application than first
thought. The department of education at the University of Cambridge has
introduced records of achievernent for about 60 of their Postgraduate Certificate
in Education students as part of their presesvice training. The same benefits are
seen for these graduates preparing to enter teaching as for elementary and
secondary school students.

We hope that these profiles will help students to set goals for themselves, to
see what they have leamed and to identify the areas in which they can develop
further, We also expect that by compiling a profile, a student will get an idea
of what it is like for children to complefe records of achievements. It will also
give sindents a flavour of what teacher appraisal may entail when it eventually
armrives (Beardon & Reiss, 1990).

In the U.S., 50-75 colleges and universities are using them to evaluate the
teaching performance of professors (Watkins, 1990).

What we see emerging is that evaluation can finally become an integral part
of tesching and learning, and that evaluation, teaching and leaming can all be
usefutly conceived within theoretical frameworks based on language as mean-
ing. Theoretical frameworks not only tell us how to organize the teaching but
also how 1o structure and score the tasks. Teaching may yetget beyond craft and
become a profession (McLean, 1985).

Cumulative Records

Research in cognitive science has illominated many aspects of meaningful
leaming, and one aspect that stands out is the emphasis on the cumulative nature
of leamning. New material must be integrated with what we already know if it
is to be remembered and applied. Indeed, since the need to relate to prior
leaming is so strong, it is a paradox that learning gets started at all. The whole
concept of meaning is that we make scnse of novel information by relating it to
what we already know. How does leaming get staricd? It isespecially clear that
language competence is an outcome of a slow cumulative process, much of
which is still mystcrious.

' This work, supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council,
includes among its members Ruth Rees, Marilyn Connock, Lyn Shulhs, and Alison
Taylor besides the author.
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An unconnected and chaotic pile of performance records cannot, therefore,
provide an authentic achievement measure, even if the tasks individually are
authentic. Much of the lcaming that bas taken place will be missed rnless the
students identify and explicitly record the links among their performance
samples. This may be a case of reactive measurement, in that the conscious
search for links may identify connections which would otherwise go unnoticed.
If so, then so much the better, since leaming is the objective, not some scat of
ideal measurement. Cognitive scientists have also emphasized the crucial role
reflection can play in leaming. Stopping and “look: 1g back”, that is, thinking
back, is an important step in consolidation of leaming. Building their cumula-
tive portfolio can give primary school pupils carly practical practice in reflection
and taxonomy-building.

Uniil students get used to keeping portfolios, teachers will have to spend
some time explaining and illustrating their use, The mechanics of the active and
cumulative folders are simple enough, but considerable discussion will be
required about the cumulative folder. The teacher explains that when work on
a topic or project is finished (or stopped, atleast), a few samples of the student’s
best work should be saved. The work saved should show what has been
accomplished, what solutions were obtained and what it means., Primary
teachers will need a repertoire of examples fo get the process started.

Students illustrate the meaning of 2 pesformance sample during a review by
showing how the sample is linked to work already in the portfolio. Obviously,
this evolves slowly for six-year-olds. Sometimes when new work is started,
links will be few and difficult to show, and this work will be noted as needing
more explanation Iater. The word “novel” can be introduced after 8 year or two,
in the sense of “new; of a new kind or nature; hitherto unknown”. Students leam
that what is novel to one person may be well-known to others. It follows that
every new sample added to a portfolio is an occasion for reflection.

The Importance of Being Systematic

Systems are required to deal with the complexity of primary classrooms, and
teachers are good at figuring out systems. They have their record books,
notebooks, folders and the like. What few teachers have is a schedule for
evaluation and a system of recording that can ensure even and thorough
coverage of their class(es). Teachers already have to assume more of a
managerial role in activity based Iearning, and they quickly learn that when
managers have too much to do, they delegate. In thiscase, teachers delegate the
first Ievel of record keeping to the students by means of portfolios. Two types
of systems are needed for evaluation, (a) a way of describing content expecta-
tions, and (b) a schedule. We assume for the moment that students are already
familiar with the purpose and operation of portfolios, and that the teacher has

-been able to establish #n atmosphere of respect and cooperation.

Content expectations. The essence of ungraded schools is that students start
at different stages and proceed at different rates; there are no fixed expectations
by school year. The icacher musthave expectations, of course, and ideally these
should be tailored 10 each student. Operationally, this is a nightmare, and it
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becomes worse as students diverge in their performance over several years,
Here is wheve portfolios and the SCRP principle can be applied to good effect.
Expectations are sct in terms of camulative growth,

Teachers communicate expectations to pupils and parents via general lists
of the types of pesfarmance samples they wish to see in the portfolios. Examples
are stories told, written and read (because some students are reading when they
come to school), number exercises, science experiences and the like. The
tailoring is done between teacher and student at review times, when specific
targets are set for the time of the next review, Systematic, cumulative progress
is the goal, and students readily understand it in principle. Understanding it in
practice comes with time and with the opponunity to observe numerous
examples. The challenge (nothing new) is for the teacher to set reasonable
standards.

Standards are set in terms of starting points and benchmarks. They are
communicated by means of narraiive descriptions and sample portfolios.
Teachers must be able to consult acollection of portfolios in the school or district
office. Collections will include six and nine month portfolios (or other to match
marking periods) for starting points such as these:

- Students who could read when they came to school, had English (or
French, that is, the Ianguage of instruction of the school) as their first language
and encountered no major obstacles adjusting to school. Included would be
examples of slow, average and rapid progress. These are top benchmarks. Call
them T1, T2 and T3.

- Students who did not read when they came to school but who were
otherwise like the first group. Some will equal the top benchmarks in quality of
performance at the end of the period. Call these M1, M2 and M3, the middle
bechmarks,

- Students whose first language is not English or who have other
problems getting startcd in school. Call these O1, O2 and O3, the “other”
benchmarks,

The Board of Education for the City of Toronto has just published a
comprchensive serics of benchmarks for language and mathematics perform-
ance tasks after three and six years of schooling. The rangé of performance is
huge, as you would expect, and show what happens even in “graded” schools.
If they had portfolios, all three of the groups would be well represented. They
illustrate how performance tasks can be uscd to suggest reasonable targets for
students,

Review schedule. It is easy to work out that if a portfolio review takes 10
minutes, and there are 24 students in the class, four hours will be spent on each
round of reviews. A teacher in primary can count on at inost five hours per day
of time suitable for reviewing, only 15 hours in three weeks. A quarter of class
time will be spent reviewing portfolios. If there are 30 students, five hours will
be required, accounting for one-third of class time. This can only be considered
seriously if the time is also seen as prime instructional time, and that is precisely
the claim that is made for it. The point here is that teachers have to plan and
schedule reviewing at least carefully as they do any other activity.
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Overview of SCRP

The SCRP principle sits in the mainstream of cumrent developments in
student evaluation - performance testing. The evidence is shifting decisively
away from test scores to directly interpretable evidence in the form of perform-
ance on meaningful tasks. This is not a huge shift for primary school teachers,
of course, because they have always depended on observations of performance
in their evaluations. What is new is the recognition that evidence from
performance testing can be organized and recorded to serve all the purpose that
test scores served, but better. That said, it has to be noted that a traditional test
can aiso be meaningful and that answers to the questions are a form of
performance. Test papers that have been marked, perhaps annotated, are
candidates for inclusion in records. Word recognition, spelling and arithmetic
tests are not good candidates, however. They do not qualify as authentic
measurement, and the time required to complete them is better spent in other
ways. .

Student cvaluation serves multiple purposes. Iis primary purpose is fo
supply feedback to students, teacher and parents, but increasingly it has to
provide accountability to the wider community who pay the large cost of
education. In orderto meet all these , there must be a careful record of
student performance and a way to ingrpret that record. The popularity of test
scores can be explained in large part by the ease with which they could be
recorded and stored and by the range of interpretation schemes devised for them
by the testing profession. Only gmdually did it become clear that the conven-
ience and surface credibility of test scores were brought at the price of
authenticity. Records of performance in the form of portfolios can provide
authentic documentation of achievement and also provide summaries for
purposes of accountability.

The key to pedagogical success is to ensure that the portfolios are cumula-
tive, in the inteliectual as well as the physical sense. This means that students
and teachers work together to give meaning to the cumulative portfolio, asking
where each new entry fits with the others and gradually constructing a content
map of the record. Constructing the content map brings into play the powerful
leaming tool of reflection and ensures that the cvaluation task is also a
knowledge production task. The process can and should begin in the primary
school, so that it becomes second nature to all students. Some of the most
important teaching and leaming will happen as students review their portfolios
with the teacher and with other students.

Rich cumulative portfolios cannot emerge in large classes unless attended
to systematically by teacher and students. The teacher has to establish an
atmosphere of trust and sharing in which students work independently and in
small groups without constant supervision. This means that the teacher is a
manager, seiting tasks and delegating most of the record keeping to the students.
The teacher keeps a brief outline record from the review occasions, as a
convenient reminder how far the process is with each student and as a backup
in case a student’s portfolio is lost. Only by systematic reviewing and record
keeping can the teacher ensure that student evaluation is fair and thorough.
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' A five-category scale is used for individual tasks, for example, Superior,
Excellent, Good, Marginal, Unsatisfactory. Such outcomes can cbviously be
‘gimmaicalvalmmdmmghﬁedmdmnedmmmgedifa

quantitative summary is required for accountability purposes. Such asummary
would never be very useful as feedback to students or in reporting to parents.
Normative interpretations should be done in terms of number and kind of tasks
completed in comparison to the rest of the class or to school expectations.
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The Assessment of Group Discussions and Complex Problem
Solving:
Potential Contributions of Schema Theory

Philip Nagy
The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

Introduction

The purposes of this report centre on the issue of how to assess sgme of the
more complex outcomes of education. The theoretical framework is based inthe
literature on the solving of ill-structured problems, in particular the application
of schema theory to framing and comparing different solutions to such prob-
lems. Iconsider two examples: one, individual solutions of school principals
to an administration problem presented as a case study (Nagy, 1990a); and two,
discussions among groups of clementary school children conceming a family
conflict situation, also presented as a case study (Nagy, 1990b). The concems
addressed are generalizable (o the assessment of many complex educational
outcomes, including expository essays, group discussions, and any problem
solving situation where the notion of a simple marking scheme with one correct
solution is inappropriate.

The shape of the paper is as follows, First, using the administrative problem
example, I discuss one variant of a method for developing a theoretically-based
framework for comparing problem solutions, and the possibilities and difficul-
ties inberent in the process. Then, using the family problem example, I bricfly
examine another variant. Finally, I report the results of an attempt to have a
group of experienced teachers apply the coding system developed in the family
problem example.

There are two threads in the paper, not entirely separable: first, the develop-
ment of a coding system which will reveal differences across individuals or
groups in problem solutions; second, application of that system by teachers.

Background

The literature refated to this study comes from several fields of rescarch:
first, storage in memory, in which interest has grown from memary for nonsense
syllablestothat for more complex phenomena (Kintsch, 1974); second, problem
solving, in which interest has grown beyond simple problems with clear-cut
solutiongtoill-structured problems with complex solutions (Frederiksen, 1984);
and third, assessment, in which it is increasingly recognized that the more
complex goalsof education lsck appropriate assessment methods (Archbald and
Newman, 1988). The summary that follows is an abbreviated version of a fuller
discugsion in Nagy (1990b).
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Schema Theory

Researchers have posited entitics named schemata (schema in the singular),
whose role it is to act as organizing principles for complex memories. Schemata
(Anderson, Spiro and Anderson, 1978) act as mental structures that incorporate
general knowledge, and are more abstract than the particulars of a given
situation. Interpretation of an individual's memories in terms of a schema
involves matching elements in the data from the individual with generic slots or
placeholders in the schema. For example, taken from the administrative study
summarized below, in a slot Isbelled “running a staff meeting”, different
individuals will have different views or strategies to avoid confrontation,
generate discussion, or build team participation.

Cognitive theorists have debated the psychciogical status of schemata.
Abelson (1981) argues that schemata have psychological reality, rather than
merely being organizers for the convenience of researchers. On the other hand,
Alba and Hasher (1983) argue that stored memories are richer than the highly
selected subset predicted by schema theory. Their perspective, that it might be
appropriate to view schema theory as a method of imposing order on complex-
ity, not necessarily involving any strong assumptions concerning the nature of
human memory, is adapted for the present rescarch.

As a device for imposing order and examining differences, schema theory
holds promise. Forexample, Schallert (1982) notes that schemata become more
claborate and specific with expericnce, This suggests that an examination of the
details of story-lines across individuals might be used to highlight differences
in specificity or sophistication, differences which in tum might be linked to
experience and/or expertise, as in the administrative problem discussed below,
or to age or education, as in the family problem.

Schemata can be generated at varying levels of specificity. Returning to the
example above, a schema placeholder at a very general level might be “staff
relations”. Within that lcvel might be several more specific slots, including
“running a staff meeting”. Within the category, and even more specific, might
be “avoiding confrontation”, “gencrating discussion”, or “building team
participation”, Then, within each of those categories might be several possibili-
tics, themselves differing in quality. Differentiations can go on indefinitely
until, in the extreme, every datum hasits own category. The point at which such
specificity produces useful views of the data depends on the purpose of the

One of the many difficultics with such a perspective is how to decide what
constitutes a more complete version of a schema, i.c., making judgments of
quality. Horton and Mills (1984) concluded that the schemaapproach is plagued
by the lack of an independent definition of depth of processing or sophistication.
Thus, a present limitation to the technique is refiance on subjective decisions
conceming the value (i.e., level of sophistication, worth) of particular pieces of
data. The conncction between memory rescarch and problem solving consists
in viewing solving of a problem as retrieving story elements from mcmory.
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Problem Solving

‘The focus of this study is on “ill-structured” problems (Frederiksen, 1984),
which are characterized by greatercomplexity, less definite criteria for deciding
if a solntion has been reached, lack of complete information, absence of a “legal
move generator”, and noconvenient list of accepted procedures. They alsohave
higher verbal content and are more context dependent. Most “real-life”
problems would be classified as ill-structured. Voss and Post (1988) noted that
the method chosen for the analysis of ill-structured problems reflects the
theoretical concems of the investigators. Three examples demonstrate the
variety of theoretical concems and approaches used.

Larkin (1980), primarily concermed witl. teaching, has worked in physics
and algebra, areas which exhibit some characteristics of both well-structured
and ifl-structured problems. She has found that large-scale units such as
Schank’s (1974) scripts, similar to schemata, are useful in the analysis of
problem solving in such domains. Voss, Greene, Post & Penner (1983) set for
their subjects the problem of the lack of productivity of the Soviet agricultural
sysiem. Their main concem was understanding the problem solving process
(Voss and Post, 1988). They categorized statements as goal statements, which
deal with relatively global moves, such as identification of major issucs and
subproblems, or reasoning statcments, which deal with the analysis within the
structure of these subproblems. Finally, Lawrence (1988), also concemed with
understanding of the problem solving process (Voss and Post, 1988), worked in
the context of judicial decision making. Her basic model consists of elaborate
if... then statements, She spends considerable effort on the need for an analysis
system to capture a priori perspectives (“frames of reference™), which corre-
spond, according to Voss and Post (1988), to the magistrates’ courtroom
schemata,

Voss and Post's {1988) linking of methodology to theoretical framework is
germane. The motivating concem for the present study is to expand the arsenal
of assessment devicés available at the school level. Thus, when faced with the
choice between richness of detail and operational simplification, the latter must
be chosen,

Assessment

There is considerable dissatisfaction with the impact of traditional (i.e.,
multiple-choice) standardized testing programs on school curricula. Nagy,
Traub and MacRury (1986), in a review of this litcrature, point out the danger
that whst is most easily assessed tends to become most important. At the same
time, there is 8 movement toward the teaching of “higher-order™ thinking
(Resnick and Klopfer, 1989). Despite progress in assessment methods (e.g.,
Nickerson, 1989), there is some antagonism between the teaching and assess-
ment of higher-order performance and traditional standardized testing, Calis for
improvement in assessment (Haertel, 1986; Archbald and Newman, 1088;
Stiggins, 1988) tend to be calls for development of technologies beyond the
multiple-choice item. In addition, there is a wealth of evidence that much
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thearetical progress on assessment of complex cutcomes has not reached the
teacher level, Many of the articles in Andecson (1990) document this problem,
The intent of this paper is both to contribute to thearetical understanding of how
to assess in ill- structured domains, and to examine how teachers deal with this
task.

The Administrative Problem

Intvoduction

The following is an abbreviated report of a study reported in Nagy (1990a).

The methodology, adapted from Voss, Greene, Post and Penner (1983), has

aover several related studies of how principals solve problems. Full

details of the evolution of the methodology are available in Nagy, Allison,
Allison, & Moorhead (1990).

The study was an analysis of the responses of 31 practising elementary
school principals to a case study involving conflict between a school staff and
the schoo! librarian. The situation involves elements of supervision, curricu-
lum, policy, interpersonal relations, physical plant, budget and supply, and staff
attitudes. The situation was presented to the subject for solution in the role of
a principal new to the school.

Subjects were trained in the think aloud process and were asked to read the
case aloud, interjecting tucir thou:zhts as they read. Then they were asked o
think aloud about how they would solve the problem, and finally to recall their
thought processes. We aimed for eight subjects from each of four experience
groups, Aspirant (0 years), Novice (1-2 years), Seasoned (10-15 years) and
Veteran (20 plus years); due to equipment maifunction, we ended up with data
from only seven Seasoned principals.

Analysis and Resnlts

The essence of the procedure used to analyze the data was to build a
collective story-line, across subjects, capturing the variety of responses to the
probiem, including values exhibited, perspectives taken, and actions planned.
Within this collective framework, then, individual responses to the problem
were highlighted and comyp aed. Table 1 gives a simplificd version of the
schema built from the collective responses of the 31 subjects, along with the
percentage of the statements that fell into each category. Briefly, subjectsdealt
with the problem largely as ong involving the librarian, the libmry, and the staff
(Categories $, 6, and 7). They talked about the problem solving process itself
(Category 1) largely because they were specificatly asked to, and talked about
context (Categories 2, 3, and 4) relatively little. The rcasons for ordering the
catcgorics as in Table 1 arc discussed below,
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Table 1
Simplified Schema for Portrayal of Solutions to Administrative Problem

1. PROBLEM SOLVING (17%)
1.1 Definition of the problem
1.2 Problem solving process

2. COMMUNITY (1%)
2.1 Seck community and student input

3. SYSTEM(2%)
3.1 Ask about board policy ot procedure
3.2 Consult with colleague
3.3 Bring in library resource
3.4 Bring in personne! resource

4. SCHOOL (3%)
4.1 School goals
4.2 Atmosphere of school
4.3 Timetabling
4.4 Vice-Principal

5. THE LIBRARY (25%)
5.1 Role of the library
5.2 Present practice
5.3 Improvement

6. PERSONNEL (22%)
6.1 Entry, data gathering and rapport
6.2 Conflict, trust
6.3 Staff meetings
6.4 Staff development and supervision

7. LIBRARIAN (30%)
7.1 Diagnosis
7.2 Data collection
7.3 Transfer resolution

7.4 Support

The full category system is more detailed (sce Nagy, 1990a). It contains 7
slots for data at the second decimal level, 20 at the third, 47 at the fourth, and 12
at the fifth. It is possible to, in effect, start at the top of the full category system
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and read a story giving a summary of what everyone chose to discuss in their
responses to the case. Such a story-line appears in the original repost,

Using this system to organize and tabulate subjects’ protocols, three types
of results were found. First, it was possible to isolate differences related to
experience. For example, while Aspirants and Novices were quick to make
statements conceming the importance of bailding trust and avoiding conflict,
only experienced principals geve us explicit strategies for doing so. In contrast
(perhaps), those fess experienced were more inclined to discuss the importance
of provincial library policy in the case. Second, we presented summaries of
actions taken by the subjects to a panel of three independent experts, professors
of educational administration. These expests gave quite consistent ratingson s
10-point scale, with which we isolated the five most high rated (two Novices and
three Seasoned) and the five most low rated (three Novices and two Veterans)
solutions. Again, we found specific differences. For example, the high scoring
subjects consistently solicited the personal feelings of the librarian and helped
her to develop ownership of her problems. Finally, we were able to compare the
differcnces between experienced and inexperienced people with those between
high and low scoring people. We found some characteristics of highly rated
solutions that correlated with experience, and others with youth, or at least lack
of experience. For example, both those with high experience and high ratings
talked of planning beforchand for staff meeting, and having information
available. In contrast, those with high ratings and those with low experience
talked of setting priorities (i.c., subproblems within the larger problem) and of
providing professional development for the librarian in both library and inter-
personal skills,

Commentary

Several conceptual and methodological problems which 2cose in the data
analysis are central to the present discussion. If we are to regularize such a
process far the systematic analysis of complex verbal or written output, then the
procedures need to be simple, agreed upon, and consistent. If we are to further
put the technique in teachers’ hands, it must be time-cfficient. It must also be
rewarding to the individual teacher, in the sense of producing informaiion useful
for the instructional process. Given the realitics of present student grading
systems, it must also be in some sense quantifiable; this I.st point, however, is
not touched upon in this paper.

The initially encountered issue was segmentation of the protocol into units
for analysis. The goal is to isolate “thought units” from each other. However,
determination of when one thought unitendsand another begins (in effect, when
the subject changes topics) depends on striking a balance between capturing
detail and producing a manageable category system. The problem is made more
complexby the ill-structured nature of the field; the category system of necessity
evolves as you work. Technically, by using a word processing system with an
automatic paragraph numbering feature, it was possible to adjust the protocol
segmentation to the evolving category system. However, an inherent difficulty
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in the segmentation process concems individual speaking and thinking styles.
Some subjects spoke at length on a particular topic, staying within . single
category. Others crossed between the analysis categories several limes within
the same length utterance. The choices faced by the analyst are to code a large
verbal output as one unit, or to artificially segment it. If scgmentation is chosen
and segments 1abelled differently from each other, then this is accomplished
only by introducing increasingly finer but less useful levels of detail into the
category system. If scgmentation is avoided, then speech units of vastly
different lengths and complexity end up with the same code. Either choice
results in both gains and losses.

The second issue was organization of the category system. Initially, an
atiempt was made to use “actions taken” as the osganizing principle. There
were, however, too many slightly different actions for this to be feasible. Such
a system would have resulted in huge numbers of categories at the first level of
specificity. Instead the principle used was major areas broken into sub-arcas,
followed by detailed actions within the sub-areas. As Table 1 displays, scven
major areas fell out of the data. Many categorizations, even info these seven
large areas, were difficult decisions. To minimize this problem, analysis
proceeded from the more global to the more specific areas, that is, in the order
in Table 1. First, statements on the problem solving process were labelled and
categorized, then on the community, and finally on the librarian. It was a more
precise and less taxing task o postpone categorization only when a statement
clearly fita smaller category than to postpone when the statement only fita larger
category. Once within the seven larger categories, development of the sub-
category structure was a relatively straightforward task.

The third issue is that of level of detail. The analysisproduced of differences
across principals in approach to the case reveals some interesting differences
related to experience and rated quality, Many of these offer food for thought.
However, despite the fine-grained analysis, more detail from the transcripts
would be welcome- in numerous instances, Further work is required (and
scheduled) to complete the analysis of the transcript data, To illustrate the type
of analysis required, consider one element of the schema atamore detailed level
than Table 1, Category 6.1.2, entry and familiarization strategies. In this initial
analysis, 48 statements in this category were made by 20 different individuals.
‘We have broken these statements into two smaller categorics, 6.1.2.1, personat
knowledge and 6.1.2.2, professional knowledge, but we have made no attempt
to assess the variety or quality of treatments and suggestions within these
breakdowns. To do this without producing an unmanageable coding system is
a major undertaking.

In summary, the analysis is clearly successful. The collective schema
approach to protocol analysis is manageable, even with very large data sets and
very complex problems, The results show interpretable differences between
inexperienced and experienced principals. As well, they caa be related in a
sensible manner to independent judgments of response quality. Further, it has
been possible to identify elements of good problem solving which are related to
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experience and others which those less experienced seem to possess. The
instructional implications of such a result require much further work, but ia
principle it appears that the analysis is operating at an appropriate level of detail,

However, much remasins to be done. We have nodata on the reliability of
cither our category system or method of separating transcripts into segments.
We do not know how or whether we ought to take into accoumt the sequence of
statements given by respondents. Perhaps most difficult to overcome, the
reported analysis has consumed over 100 hours, If anything is to come of this
that is both theoretically based and uscful within the constraints of classroom
life, more work is required.

The Family Problem

Introduction

The following is an abbreviated vecsion of a study reported in more detail in
Nagy (1990b). The purpose of the study was to explore an analysis of discus-
sions, among groups of elementary school children, of a social problem. Asin
the administrative problem above, the analysis method used was an adaptation
of schema theory set against a background of recent research on the solving of
ill-structured problems. The particular data analyzed came from an ongoing and
much larger curriculum project comparing methods of teaching thinking skifls
inthe classroom. The context serves as a vehicle for discussion of methodologi-
cal issues rather than a definitive test of the curricula under study: first, the data
came from the end of year onc of a three-year project; and second, the treatments
were subject to a great many design vagaries.

The subjects came from eight rural elementary schools in three school board
jurisdictions in Southwestemn Ontario. Nine schools were part of the larger
study; scheduling problems prevented data collection in one school. The nine
schools were assigned to one of three treatments, and within each school one
Grade 3 and one Grade 6 class were chosen for participation. To collect the
discussion data, students were taken from class in groups of about five and asked
to discuss the problem for ten minutes. Across the two grades and three
treatments, 76 such discussions were recorded. For present purposes, details of
the treatments are not required; they will be referred to as Experimental,
Supported, and Control. ‘

The focus of this study was an “ill-structured” problem. Groups of students
were taken from class and presented, both orally and in writing, with the
following situation (note that neither age nor gender is specified): “There are
two children in the Puzzlewich family. One child is called Pat and the other is
B.J. Both of the children receive the same allowance. Pat is involved in many
after schooi activities such as music lessons, ringette, church choir, and youth
group. B.J., however, just attends youth group once a weck. Mrs, Puzzlewich
isalways asking B.J. to do extra chores around the house. She NEVER asks Pat
to help out. B.J. complains to the mother that it is unfair to have to do all of the
chores and yet receive the same allowance as Pat. ‘I want an increase in
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allowsance." The Mother says, ‘You aren't paid for chores. Your allowance is
just for being part of this family. You may not have an increase in allowance.’
What do you think?”

Analysis and Results

Before outlining the analy-is and results, a bricf comment on the difference
between this study and that involving the principals is in order. Development of
a category system for the children’s responses was a8 .nuch more difficult and
less satisfying task. There were two main problems. One was a general
reluctance totalk; in some of the discussions the interviewer, who was instructed
to remain as passive as possible, talked as much as all the children combined.
Second, much of the discussion was unfocused; children offered ideas with little
reference t) previous speakers, and in a substantial proportion of cases, it was
difficult to be centain of the point they were trying to make.

The methodology evolved during the analysis, eventually producing two
products. The first was a method of tracking the degree of cohesion in the
discussion — the extent to which it was a conversation among the group rather
than five children taking turns talking to the one adult. Briefly, this was partially
successful and promising, but will not be mentioned again. The second product
wasaiwo-level category system for the statements made, organized toreveal the
basic collective schema with respect to family faimess. Unlike the principals’
situation, it was not possible to create a story-line. Each category developed is
a loosely held together collection of sub-categories that deal with roughly the
same perspective on the issue.

The category development process is interesting. The analysis began with
ad hoc development of an elaborate category system for the statemenss made.
Once complete, it was cleaned by removal of several categories that served no
purpose, usually due to lack of frequency. These included connectives,
statements of facts and assumptions aboit the case, humour and fantasy,
incoherence or self- contradiction, and comments on the progress of the
discussion. Next, some very general categories were created to keep the data
simple. These included prompt: from the interviewer, general agreement,
specific agreement, personal anecdotes, and details, which were usually ex-
panding on & point beyond a level judged useful for the intended analysis.

At this stage, we had about 100 categories in five large groups: unfaimess
statements, proposed solutions, cantions about proposed solutions, comments
on the relevance of age, and value positions. Several problems became
apparent: the system was unwieldy, many of the categories were used only once
or twice, many captured very subtle distinctions in meaning, and boundaries
among the categories were unclear. Considerable collapsing and rearranging
was both necessary and relatively easy. A second sorting, with some amalga-
mation and deletion, yielded six Position categories and seven Action categorics
as listed in Table 2,
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Table 2
Categoty system for the family problem

(1) Position Statements

Position-1 — statements showing acceptance of responsibility for tasks,
and awareness of the broader family context;

Position-2 — statements showing a disregard for responsibilities, includ-
ing statements that Pat ought to help only when convenicat;

Position-3 — statements that the family ought to opérate on a monctary
basis;

Position-4 — statements showing awareness of age, and its impact
Position-5 — statements about the feelings of anyone in the family;

Position-6 — statements that both chores and extracurricular activities
have value for the individual cngaged in them;

(IN) Action Statements

Action-1 — solutions which involve differcntial allocation of allowance
or balance between the story characters of activilies, chores,
and rewards;

Action-2 — solutions which involve achieving, by a variety of means, a

. balance between the story characters of activities, chores, and

rewards;

Action-3 — weaker solutions involving faimess when convenient;

Action4 — solutions involving unilateral action by B.J.;

Action-5 - solutions which involve emphasis on a process, such as
discussion or keeping records, or setting up a schedule;

Action-6 — moreresponsible solutions involving famity cooperation and
sharing costs;

Action-7 —  a catch-all for unlikely or irrelevant proposals.
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Differences in quality of the responses are evident in the definitions of Table
2. Two paths for subsequent analysis seemed possible: one, categorize all
discussions as enriched, typical, or impoverished, on the basis of all thirteen
categorics, and examine patterns across grades and treatments; of two, ideniify
enriched, typical, and impoverished treatments on the basis of each category,
and examine patterns across grades and treatments. Even acursory examination
of the data demonstrated that the first path would be impractical; the evidence
across the thirteen categories was not consistent enough within a single
discussion. Therefore, the Istter path was chosen.

For initial purposes, the thirteen statement categories were subjectively
rated for quality as follows:

Position Action

Typical 1 1,2
Impoverished 2,3 3,7
Bnriched 4,56 4,56

Approximately 72% of the Grade 3 responses and 61% of the Grade 6
responses were captured in the Typical Schemata. The comresponding figures
for the Impoverished Schemata were 11% (Grade 3) and 13% (Grade 6); and for
the Enriched Schemata, 17% (Grade 3) and 26% (Grade 6). One obvious
Z.fficulty arose conceming the subjectivity of the system. Two of the views
dubbed Impoverished were more common among Grade 6 than Grade 3
students, and on reflection are best explained by increased self-centredness
resulting from the approach of adolescence. The tentative and subjective nature
of these categorizations ought not be overlooked.

Since Typical statements were so much more frequent than Impoverished or
Enriched statements, different analyses were required. For the Typical state-
ments, both frequency and variety within the three large categories were
examined for each discussion. Note that the 13 categories in Table 2 were
produced from more than 100 smaller categories. For the Enriched and
Impoverished Categories, simple occurrence as a function of grade and treat-
ment (Experimental, Supported, and Control) was examined.

There were differences across groups in the extent to which they cxpressed
sentiments dubbed part of the Typical view of family faimess. These differ-
ences, however, did not fall into a simple pattern; given the circumstances,
systematic differences were not expected. In the Enriched and Impoverished
categorics, grade differences were quite compelling. The Grade 6 students
made proportionally more than twice as many of the Enriched Schemata
statements, as would be expected, but, as mentioned, they also made more of the
Impoverished Scheioata statements. There were as well some discernible,
although unsystematic, treatment effects.

Commentary

This analysis rests on some assumptions concerning the nature of the data
which need to be discussed. In particular, we need to address (he relationship
between individual and group data. Schrag (1988) has argued that there is no
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way of assessing the thinking required for a task anless we know what tools the
thinker has available. Since thinking processes are not directly observable, they
must he inferred from observation of the relationships between input and output,
in this case between B J. and Pat’s family problem and the recorded discussions.
This inferential difficulty is a commonplace; one needs to accept a reasonable
amount of inference in cognitive rescarch. In the present case, ore needs to
accept that generally the typical student’s statements are an adeqvate represen-
tation of the typical student’s thinking,

Perhaps more contentious is the acceptance that in particular each student’s
speech adequately represented his/her thought processes. That is, what effect
did the group have on (he ability of each individual to think out the issue and
express an opinion? There is no evidence available on the question of whether
some individuals felt compelled to either remain silent or voice passive
agreement when faced with the expressed opinions of more assertive class-
mates. This is a real limitation to the data available. In the original report, the
argument was put forward that with five students per group, a discussion length
of 10 (that is, ten changes of speaker excluding the interviewer) means that the
average student took advantage of the opportunity to speak twice. Seven of the
76 discussions were shorter than 10, while 57 were longer than 20. “While there
are no data on individual behaviour within the group, it scems safe to conclude
that, while some students might have been unduly reticent, a substantial
majority probably took the opportunity to express their views” (Nagy, 1990b).

One difficulty of the method, identified in the literature (Horton and Mills,
1984), is that the categorization of statements is at root subjective. What one
would like to consider as a deeper level of processing could as easily be
construed simply as more like the sentiments adults would like to see children
express. The problem with this feature of the method isdemonstrated by the fact
that the Grade 3 students appeared less selfish, in aspects of their protocols, than
the Grade 6 students. One might choose to define growth in perception of the
situation empirically by accepting what might be a natural cutcome of adoles-
cence. Or, one might choose to consider what is desirable from the adult
perspective asa valid curricular goal, and take the Grade 6 results as undesirable.
The problem remains, however, of having to distinguish level of moral devel-
opment (however defined) from Ievel of cognitive processing.

A second difficulty of the method is that, if we are going to examine very ill-
structured problems with no inherently obvious “correct answers”, the category
system must evolve from the data. Where one starts in the data analysis is
important. When (o open a new category is an arbitrary decision, based on a
subjective view of the history of the analysis. Whatever “category width” might
mean in this context, effort needs to be spent in holding it somewhat constant.
Tied in with the obvious issue of simple inter-rater reliability, already men-
tioned, it would scem important for different analysts to analyze the data in
different orders. The issuc is somewhat simplified by the possibility that an
already-created category system, from an earlier investigation with different
children, might be imposed on the data, but there still remains the difficulty of
valid and reliable creation of that first set.

ERIC s —39

IToxt Provided by ERI



ES b

Itis legitimate to ask what has been accomplished by an atempt to impose
schema theory that might not have been done from a more traditional perspec-
tive, such as a relatively theory-free development of a “marking scheme”. First,
there is ample evidence that teachers require assistance in assessing higher-
order outcomes of instruction (Haertel, 1986; Stiggins, 1988). Neither the
identification of what constitutes higher-order thinking nor the development of
appropriate marking systems is a trivigl task. Both require development and
imposition of a theoretical framework. Pursuit of notions of typical, impover-
ished and enriched story-lines for complex situations is appropriate to such a
task, Second, there are calls from those studying the assessment practice of
teachers (e.g., Stiggins and Bridgeford, 1985) for more focused methods. A
method allowing comparison of practice with a well-developed image of what
might be qualifies as a focused method, both for research and for the improve-
ment of practice,

Teacher Application of a Category System

Introduction and Method

A small investigation was conducted to see how well a sample of teachers
would beable toapply the category system in Table 2, Using a systematic search
process through the data base of the children’s transcribed discussions, 40
statements were selected. These included three statements initially coded as
belonging to each of the 13 categorsics, plus an additional statement from the
final Action category to produce an even number of statcments. An instrument
was put together consisting of the following: () an introduction and thank-you;
(b) the original stimulus story and the 13 categories (plus a 14th “does not fit”
category; () instructions with one explained example; (d) the 40 statements;
and (¢) a place for comments. For three of the 40 statements, excerpts from
preceding discussion were included to provide more context for the task, This
instrument was distributed to a sample of convenience of 10 elementary school
teachers on one staff. They were asked to work individually, at home if they
wished. Nine of the group, including one student teacher, retumed the form.,

Results

A comment is in order before reporting the results. When I began searching
the data base to construct the questionnaire, I found myself questioning many
of my own initial categorizations, and fighting the tendency to search for more
clearcut examples. This reflects the difficulty of the categorization task,

The nine teachers reported requiring an average of S0 minutes to complete
the task. Most reported the task to be difficult, and gave comments that fall into
five general categorics:

(a) difficulty in distinguishing positions from actions;

(b) insufficient context or information;

(c) too many categories with ambiguous definitions;

(d) difficulty in understanding what the student’s point was;
(e) more than one point to the student statement.
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Comments (a), (c) and (d) were certainly a problem in the initial categori-
zation. Comment (b) couid have been avoided by providing more previous
statements ascontext. Comment (¢) was somewhat disconcerting; while many
of the original statements had been coded as dealing with more than onc
category, these examples had been deliberately excluded in the selection

process.

Theresults were spectacularly disappointing. Foronly 7 of the40 statements
did amajority of the teachers agree with the original categorizations; in 11 cases,
none agreed. Table 3a displays the nature of the disagreements. The most
serious difficoltics were with Action Categorics 2, 3, 6, and 7. Position
Categories 3 and 6 and Action-4 gave the least difficulty. In gencral, the most
common problems were in changing position statements to actions statements,
and in coding action statements as different actions.

Table 3
Summary of Agreements

L With Initial Categorizations
(a) Using 13 Categorics

Agreement with original --29%
Disagreement within Positions --5%
Code Position as Action -~ 19%
Disagreement within Actions - - 28%
Code Action as Positions --13%
Code as “does not fit” --5%
(b) Using 3 Categories
Agreement with original --45%
Switching Typical and Impoverished -- 14%
Switching Typical and Enriched -- 19%
Switching Enriched and Impoverished --15%
Code as “does not fit” --5%

IL. With Majority Opinion
(c) Using 13 Categories

Agreement with original - - 45%
Disagreement within Positions --4%
Code Position as Action --12%
Disagreement within Actions - - 20%
Code Action as Position --13%
Code as “does not fit” - - 6%
(d) Using 3 Categories
Agreement with original - - 58%
Switching Typical and Impoverished --13%
Switching Enriched and Impoverished --12%
Code as “does not fit” - --6%




There are less discouraging ways to examine the data, First, I collapsed the
Positions and Actions into three broader categories éach, Typical, Enriched, and
Impoverished. This raised overall agreement from 29% to only 32%. Thus,
little of the disagreement was between categories at the same level of perceived
quality. Second, since a major problem was distinguishing actions from
positions, (as one teachér stated, ““should’ is not a good linguistic marker”), 1
collapsed this distinction, leaving only the three categories of Typical, Enriched,
and Impoverished. Thisimproved overall agreement (Table 3b) to45%, but still
left 15% of the responses with disagreement between the iwoextreme categories
of Enriched and Impoverished.

The next step was to remove from the original categorizations their pre-
eminent status, and to consider them as merely one of ten judgments. Adopting
sucha stance resulted ina change of category for 16 of the 40 items: one Position
statement was recoded “does not fit”, three Positions statements were change to
Action and one Action to Position, and eleven Action statements were reas-
signed to other Action Categories. Category Action-6 disappeared entirely,
absorbed into Action-1. As can be seen in Table 3c, this improved agreement
considerably, from unacceptable to less unacceptable. When we group by
Typical, Impoverished and Enriched, but still maintain the Position - Action
distinction, agreement rises to 49%; when we abandon the Position - Action
distinction, it becomes 58% (Table 3d). This would have tobe classed as barely
acceptable, but the problem of switches between the extremes of Enriched and
Impoverished still remains at 12%.

Commentary

On an optimistic note, it can safely be assumed that errors of statement
classification are randomly distributed. The data on frequency of occurrence of
various statement types, as in Nagy (1990b), are likely pointing in the right
direction, albeit with rather wide confidence bands. Category definitions can be
tightened, more examples given, and training, or at least discussion of the
instructions, provided. One teacher in the sample provided an alternative set of
categories: awareness of others, self-interested, values work, shows responsibil-
ity, values money. Broader, more abstracted categories might be easier to apply
with consistency than those used in this study.

The difficulty of lack of context is a fault of the questionnaire instrumenta-
tion, and would not be a problem in a situation involving full transcripts or live
observation. Little can be done about the vagueness with which childrenexpress
themselves, especially when the extent of this vagueness might be an object of
investigation.

All of the difficulties encountered are exacerbated by contexts with less
structure. Indeed, reflection on the differences between the two reported cases
suggest that the term “ill-structured™ might be too broad a category as work of
this nature moves from the cognitive science laboratory into the classroom.
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Discussion

One important difference between the principal performance on their
problem and the children on theirs was that 8 multiple-level category system
could be derived from the principals’ data. Thisallowed development of a real
framework for systematic comparison of individual responses. In contrast, the
family situation did noi have that structure. Children saw the situation as fair or
unfair (mostly the latter), and offered various suggestions for changing it. These
suggestions can be categorized in several ways, but mostly at a single level of
detail. This appears to be as much a function of the task as the ages and
sophistication of the samples.

The segmentation of protocols into units is at one level simply a methodo-
logical problem, but at another level, it lics close to the heart of the issues raised
by Schrag (1988). If a subject makes an utterance of scveral statements’ length,
then presumably each idea is linked in some manner with the previous state-
ments. This is an inference, but the degree of case or confidence with which we
make the inference depends on how the category system deals with the
statements, and on how clr sely they lie in the transcript (i.¢., whether they are
separated by several statements on another issue). The system asdeveloped for
the principals’ case does not deal with the linkages between categorized
statements.

In retrospect, the category system that emerged from the family problem
discussions was allowed to grow unchecked. The level of categorization
attempted was too detailed, and was eventusily abandoned in the inevitable
collapsing of categories required to make the data manageable. This problem
did not arise in the schoo! problem. The decision on level of detail, taken fairly
carly in the development of the category system, held up as “just about right”.
Whether this too is a function of the topics and ages of subjects, or is more
dependent on the experience of the analyst (the principal study was done second)
is an open question.

The aitempt to have teachers apply a category system was instructive il not
entirely successful. The indications are fairly clear that a smaller number of
more global categories would have been more workable. However, the point of
this tine of rescarch is to develop a theoretical basis for grading complex
cducational outcomes. There is some unresolved tension between what will
work in real situations and what can be grounded in theory. Such issues need
to beresolvedif the product of thisline of researchisto be more than the common
sense of experienced teachers.
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Construction of Curriculum Relevant Tests by Teachers and
Experts

Bikkar S. Randhawa
University of Saskatchewan

Tests are an important part of the educational enterprise. Miller and
Erickson (1985), in their introduction to a guide for planning, constructing,
administering, and interpreting teacher-made tests, underscored the importance
of student testing and the fact that proper attention was not paid to this aspect,
They stated:

Probably no aspect of education is more talked about and less attended to
than student testing. There are several reasons for both the insufficicnt attention
and the poor test construction— time pressures, inadequate test construction
skills, and incomrect judgment about students’ ability levels. (p. 5)

It is mainly through testing, both formal and informal, that teachers can
detesmine the status of the students in theircare. Effective teaching requires that
instruction be at the Ievel at which students can benefit. How do we determine
the optimal level of instructional focus? To address this question it must be
realized that testing and evaluation are especially important since most instruc-
tional situations are such that a class, not an individual, of heterogencous
knowledge-base, abilitics, motivations, and processing skills is the target of
instructional intervention.

Before addressing the above question let us consider the components of
instruction. Instruction is the processof presenting academic content in the form
of knowledge, concepts, principles, generalizations, and applications for achiev-
ing the curricular goals. Instruction would entail analyzing the curriculum, an
organizational plan for presentation, decisions regarding modes of delivery
taking into account the entry behaviors of students, and assessment of student
progress at various stages of instruction. Randhawa (1971) presented a view of
instructional system specifically for individualization. This system incorpo-
rated an information processing unit, TOTE, first proposed by Miller, Galanter,
and Pribram (1960). A brief outline of this system is given in Fig. 1.

Gagne and Briggs (1979) proposed a systems approach for instructional
desigr.. This system represents a serics of fourteen stages that begins with
analysis of nceds and goals toward eventual demonstration that a proposed
system of instruction is successful in meeting the stated curricular goals. The
most important element in instruction is decision-making. Itis through a serics
of decisions that an instructional plan is drawn and implemented. Decisions
cannot be made in vacuum. The context of instructionat decisions is varied and
multi-faceted. Defensible decisions can only be made with reliable and valid
information on students, resources, and facilities. Gathering such information
in an efficient manner is the responsibility of instructional designers. Teachers
become key players in the instructional design for their classes. Thus, it is
imperative that teachers have the know-how for gathering the relevant informa-
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tioa for instructional decisions, The focus of this paper is on the construction,
use, and effectiveness of teacher-made curriculum relevant tests. For compars-
tive purposes teacher-made tests are compared and contrasted with standardized
tests, Also, strategies for improving teacher-made tests are presented, and it is
argued that these are highly dependent upon mandatory and improved instruc-
tional opportunities in the pre-service teacher education programs.

Educational
1] Obljectives
(General)
Instructivonal
2} Objectives
(Behavioral
and ﬂi
3
Operate
(skills, drits, | N°
new ideas, etc.)
4 6
Figure 1. An instructional model for group or individualized instruction.
Teacher-made Tests
Extent of Testing ,

A typical teacher spends between 10 to 15% of the instructional time on the
assessment of stixlent progress and on diagnostic information gathering (Carlherg,
1981; Newman & Stallings, 1982). Gullickson (1982) found that 95% of the
tcachers he surveyed tested at least biweekly. A recent survey conducted in
Alberta indicated that cvaluation activities of a teacher took up approximately
25% of the instructional time allocated to a subject (W, T. Rogers, personal
communication, May 10, 1990). Instruments used for this assessment by
teachers are usually home-made. In contrast, the results of standardized tests,
which are administered annually and at most grade levels in the U, S. schools,
arc used infrequently for instructional decisions by classroom teachers (Beck &
Stetz, 1979; Fennessey, 1982; Stager & Green, 1984).

Surveys of teachers have indicated that on the average between 40 10 50%
(with a range of 0 - 100%) of the course grades of students are dependent on test
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| scores (Gullickson, 1984b; Mckee & Manning-Curtis, 1982; Newman &
Stallings, 1982).

Comparative Personnel Support

Teachers in Canadian schools do not have as much assistance and testing
resources available as in most U.S. schools, Most U.S. school districts have
professional measurement and evaluation perronnel in their employ. It isonly
in a few larger school districts in our couniry that we have such personnel
providing assistance and support to the teachers. This is not because teachers
in Canadian schools have necessarily better pre-service preparation in measure-
ment, evaluation, and statistics. Furthermore, the in-service tmining provided
our teachers in these arcas may not be taken as the reason for not having
adequately trained resource personnel available at the school district level in
many jurisdictions. Theattitude seems tobe that teachers will somehow manage
to do the job of assessment and indeed they have. But the quality of the jobdone
has not been questioned in many quarters. This may be because we in Canada
are too polite or that the academic community is afraid of being caught in a
vicious debate as to the responsibility for any perceived deficiencies in our
teachers in this or any other area. I too will skirt this issue, However, I want to
bring to your attention one important fact frym my own faculty. Only in one of
the four major pre-service teacher education programs in our coliege do students
take three credit units in measurement and evaluation. In all the other programs
students spend only about one-third of the time on measurement and evaluation
ina three credit class on leaming and instruction. Only about five percent of the
pre-service teachers who graduate from our college would have taken an
elective statistics class.

Teacher Knowledge of testing and Measurement

Fennessey (1982), Guilickson (1984), and Newman and Stallings (1982)
suggested that teachers’ knowledge of testing technigues and their skill in
classroom testing practices was less than adequate. Since teachers spend &
significant proportion of their instructional time on testing or gathering informa-
tion for instructional decisions, sub-optimal practices may be detrimental to
promoting excellence in leamning and instruction. There seems to be consensus
in research on the reasons behind this situation. Some of these are: inadequate
pre-service and in-service education of teachers; negative attitudes toward
testing on the part of administrators, teachers, and studenis; lack of motivation
to leam and use appropriate measurement technigues; environmental coniext of
many schools and districts; time constraints; choosing instructional options
which do not rely much on measurement data; and so on.

The number of purposes for which tcachers administered tests and the
number of item types they employed were related to the knowledge of measure-
ment and evaluation (Newman & Stallings, 1982). Teachers with higher level
of professed competence tended to use tests for more and appropriate purposes
and to use more item types. However, Fennessey (1982) found no relationship
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betwoen training, and pattems of test use or types of tests administered.
Knowledge of testing and measurement principlcs and concepts was rot related
cither to the amount of time teachers allocated to testing or to the percentage of
tests teachers constructed themselves. However, Yeh (1980) found that training
in testing and measurement was significantly related to the use, not necessarily

“ proper use, of standardized test results. But, he found that training in testing and
measurement of the group surveyed was somewhat limited. A recent study
(Green & Stager, 1986-87) reported that the number of courses teachers had
taken in testing and measurement had little relationsaip to the frequency of test
use but was significantly related to the use of contemporary measurement
practices, They also found male teachers to have more positive attitudes toward
all aspects of testing than did females. Furthermore, teachers who considered
their own test results to be of value and who viewed tests as generally effective
and fair scemed (o use tests more extensively. Teachers in general reported
themselves to be comfortable with their knowledge of testing and use of tests.
However, Green and Stager (1986-87), and others (Gullickson, 1984; Leiter,
1976; Newman & Stallings, 1982), pointed out a lack of sophistication,
“possibly even a lack of compeience, in testing techniques, particularly in
statistical analysis of test results™ (. 53). Newman and Stallings (1982) found
listle change in competency in measurcment and evaluation of teachers since
Mayo's (1967) study.

Conant (1963) in his book entitled, “The Education of American Teachers”,
pointed out deficiencies in the preparation of teachers and made specific
reference to the importance of testing and measurement for teachers in order to
properly test and evaluate their students. This book drew a response from the
National Council on Measurement in Education in the form of a sponsored
symposium. “The Implications for NCME Policy of Conant’s Book™ (Mayo,
1964). Three papers delivered at the symposium were published in the first
volume of the Journal of Educational Mcasurcment.

Mayo’s (1964) paper was one of the three delivered at the symposium at the
NCME annual meeting in Chicago. This paper reported the results of a survey
of teachers, principals, superintendents, college and university professors, and
testing and rescarch specialists. The survey solicited the ratings of these
respondents to 70 compeiencies derived from the Qutline of Needed Competen-
cies from the NCME Committee on Pre-service Preparation of Teachers in
Educational Measurcment. A majority of the competencies were deemed to be
important by these experts. Only two of the 70 statements describing compe-
tencies were nated to be “Of Little Importance” on the average. The rest were
judged to be “Desirable” or “Essential” by a majority of the raters.

Mayo (1964) indicated thatcompetenciesrated by the judges comprised four
content categories in measurement and evaluation: construction and evaluation
of classroom tests; standardized tests; uses of measurement and evaluation; and
statistical concepts. In fact, the textbooks in testing and measurcment which
were subsequently wrilten attempted to cover these content categories and the
underlying specific competencies. Infact, the contemporary measurement and
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evaluation textbooks “still strongly reflect the stated emphases from that study
and a subsequent one (Mayo, 1967)” (Gullickson, 1986, p. 347).

As noted carlier. teachers do not consider statistical analysis of tests or items
important and they put more emphasis on non-test data in their evaluation of
students. In order to determine the relative perspectives of teachers and
pmfessmsonmeammtmdevalmﬂmGnﬂnchm(lMcmdm&eda

secondary schools. The respective teacher and professor questionnaires pre-
sented a list of 67 topics from eight measurement content categories to be rated.
The professors were asked to indicate the instructional emphasis they put on the
topics in their pre-service measurement courses and the teachers were asked to
indicate the relative emphasis they believe should be placed on each topic.
Ratings on the topics were summed for each conient category. The resultsof a
multivariate test showed significant discrepancies between teachers and profes-
sors mean ratings for the eight content categories. However, on five of the
content categories univariate results were reliable. The best agreement and the
highest assigned priority by both groups was on “the preparation of examina-
tions”. The other two categories the groups agreed on were: administering and
scoring tests; and general assessment information. The categories on which
professors and teachers disagreed on the emphasis in pre-service education
were; non-test evaluation activities; formative cvaluation; summative evalua-
tion; legal issues; and stutistics. Professors’ mean ratings were significantly
higher on statistics and lower on the other four categories than those of the
teachers’. This is not surprising. Beck and Stetz (1979) suggested that
measurement specialists had relatively inaccurate perceptions of teacher testing
behaviors and needs, The situation has notchanged since then. But the problem
is not of perceptions, whether accurate or inaccurate; it is to determine what is
relevant and realistic for classroom teachers to acquire during pre-service
education and in what they will aspire to develop further competence because
it is important for their professional competence.

Test Use

Gullickson (1985) reported that elementary teachers rely for their student
evaluations more on non-test data than test data. On the other hand, secondary
teachers put more emphasis on test than non-test data for student evaluation
purposes. He found that both elementary and secondary teachers do not put
heavy emphasis on commercially prepared tests; bowever, secondary teachers
put stronger emphasis on these than elementary teachers.

In an earlier study, Gullickson (1984b) sought to detcrmine teachers’
perspectives of their instructional use of tests. He reported that teachersbelieved
that they were on their own as far as testing for instructional purposes was
concemned. Furthermore, teachers “appear{ed) to be comfortable in their
knowledge and use of tests, perhaps too comfortable” (p. 247). While teachers
felt they were pressed for time, they preferred to give tests frequently and
belicved that their preference was shared by both administrators and students.
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Gullickson also found that teachers believed that tests were helpful for instruc-
tion and for evaluation of student progress. Teachersalso believed thattestshad
a potent affect beyond their prescribed role, viz., assessment. Teachers viewed
tests more positively for measuring lower cognitive outcomes and virtually all
the respondents, teachers, agreed that tests should not serve as the only basis for
the determination of student progress or grades.

Measurement specialists, e.g., Gronlund (1981), emphasize that item analy-
sis data provide a basis for useful class discussion of test results, for remedial
work, for general improvement of class instruction, and improved skill in test
construction. However, elementary and secondary teachers believe pre-service
courses in measurement and evaluation should emphasize the topic of test
preparation, but they do not consider statistical analysis of test results of such
an importance to be relevant at the pre-service level (Guilickson, 1984a),
Without resorting to statistical analysis, teachers believe their tests to possess
sound psychometric properties (Farr & Griffin, 1973). Furthermore, teachers do
not perceive item analysis as practical in the classroom setting (Gullickson,
1984b). Hence, “without systematic analysis of these tests, teacheis donot have
assurance that their tests function as desired. At best this means teachers reslize
less than the full potential of their tests. At worst, many tests may misdirect
teachers and their students” (Gullickson & Ellwein, 1985, p. 17).

Practical Problems with Teacher-Made Tests

It should be clear that the errors or problems commonly found in teacher-
made tests could be generalized to instructors at the post-secondary level, As
mentioned earlicr, the problems to be enumerated below stem from three basic
reasons: time pressures; inadequate skills in testing and measurement; and
incorrect estimate of students’ ability levels (Miller & Erickson, 1985). The
emrors that teachers commonly make in testing students have been summarized
by Ebel (1980) and the following list is derived from this source.

1. Teachers tend torely primarily on their own subjective, but presum-
ably absolute, standards in evaluating achievement.

2. Teachers tend to put off test preparation to the last minute, then they
do it on a “‘catch-as-catch-can” basis.

3. Many teachersadminister tests that are too poorly planned, too short,
or too inefficient in form to sample adequately the intended content and abilitics
in the subject,

4. Teachers often put too much emphasis on trivial or unnecessary
details in their tests but neglect to include basic principles, understandings, and
applications of the subject.

§. Teachers often wriic test questions, both essay and objective, whose
effectivencss is reduced by ambiguity or by irrelevant clues to the correct
answer.

6. Many tcachcers underestimate or overlook the influence of sampling
SITOrS On fest SCores.

7. Most, if not all, teachers fail to examine the effectiveness of their
tests by even a simple statistical analysis of the items or the results of their tests.
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Besides the identified problems of teacher-made tests, another pernicious
probiem is the interpretation of scores from these tests, It is not uncommon for
many to regard the score as the grade. A 70% score an a tost is taken, in many
instances, as the grade without taking the trouble to evaluate it in the context of
the purpose for which the test was given. In instances where a number of tests
are administered with varying weights, the scores are weighted without regard
to the unit of measurement involved at each measurement occasion. These
situations result in inappropriate testing emphases being given to the different
sections of the subject being evaluated.

Expert-Made or Standardized Tests

Standardized tests are usually prepared by teams of experts. A typical tcam
involved in the construction of a standardized test would consist of 3 measure-
ment expest, subject area specialist (s), teachers or consultants of a subject,
editors, and associates. The number and type of expertise represented on ateam
for developing a standardized test varies from test to test. This is because the
resources available and the coverage intended by the test are not the same from
test 1o test.

A standardized test is intended for use over a diverse range of ability of
students and encompasses a variety of cwricula across a large number of
jurisdictions. Therefore, a standardized test usually covers the general and
common knowledge domain among several curricula. Such tests are not as
sensitive to different instructional content and processes emphasized during
instruction by a teacher as arc the teacher-made tests. Standardized tests
emphasize only generic skills and knowledge components which are assumed
to be expected at the specified age or grade levels.

For testing the common and generic knowledge domain a painstaking
attention to detail is paid in the development and field trials of a standardized
test. First of all, a detailed table of specifications or a blue print of the test is
prepared. For doing this all relevant curricula are consulted and once the test
specifications are prepared these are sent to a number of consultants for reaction.
Second, items are written. Third, items are administered to small samples from
the target population. Fourth, responses to the items are analyzed and those
clements of the usable items are revised which have been identified to be
ambiguous or non-functional. At thisstage, unsslvageable items are discarded.
Fifth, two or more preliminary forms of the test are assembled. Sixth, each of
these forms are administered to small representative samples of the population.
Seventh, results of these administrations are analyzed and instructions, itlems,
item arrangement, etc. are revised as necessary. Eighth, each of these forms are
administered to representative samples of reasonable size according 1o a well
defined validation plan. Ninth, results of validation administration are summa-
rized in a manual. Some tests provide extensive details in a supplementary
manual for experis and for use beyond the classroom.

Of course, the details sketched above are for an ideal siandardized test.
Many standardized tests do not meet all of these requirements, Inorder that test
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on Measurement in Education, the Amesican Psychological Association, and
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guidelines, many unscrupulous test makers publish standardized tests which do
not meet even minimally these standards. Therefore, consumers ought to
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comprehensive and authentic source, “Buros Mental Measurment Yearbook™,
which is published about every four ycars.

From the available array of standardized achievement tests it is possible to
select a test which can serve a varicty of uses, Among these are: instructional,
guidame.adminisnaﬁve.andmcu In the case of instructional uses,
standardized tests have been found to be effective for the evaluation of lcaming
outcomes, evaluation of icaching, evaluation of cwriculum, learing diagnosis,
and differential assignments within class. However, standardized tests may not
be quite effective for grading and motivational purposes in instructional
situations (Mchrens & Lchmann, 1987).

Standardized achievement tests can be effective for occupational and
educational guidance, Among the variety of administrative uses of standard-
ized achicvement tests are for selection, classification, placement, public
relations (informational), and curriculum planning and evaluation (Mehrens &
Lehmann, 1987).

In contrast, the teacher-made tests are most cffective for the evaluation of
leamning outcomes, grading, and motivation. In a study of 445 first-year
teachers, Hall, Villeme, and Phillippy (1985) found that these teachers consid-
ered teacher-made tests most useful for their self-evaluation and for motivating
student learning. These teachers, it seems, attached the greatest weight to state
asscssment results for judging the adequacy of teaching and the adequacy of
instructional materials, Within each of the three test types, teacher-made,
district-wide standardized tests, and state-wide minimum competency (csts, the
beginning teachers considered test results important for decisions regarding
students’ academic progress and for decisions about the diagnosis of student
weaknesses.

Whercas onu ormore forms of a standardized test can be reused, the teacher-
made tests are seidom appropriste for reuse as & totality, a few items may be
reusable. While teacher-made tests are sensitive to instructional processes as
well as to the taught curriculum domain, standardized tests cover only the
common knowledge found in several curricula across the target population.
Teacher-made tests allow inferences of student achicvement only in terms of
absolute standards, standardized tests allow inferences relative to other stu-
dents.
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Compramises and Solutions

Instructional and testing eavironments are progressively becoming more
complex and challenging. Schools no longer cater to stuadents from a mainly
singte cultural background. Classrooms no longer represent a narow range of
ability, aptitudes, and readiness levels, With the new curricular philosophy of
alocally responsive and yet balanced curriculum, offering integrated instruction
both in processes and content, demands on teachers® ingenuity and creativity
have mounted, Students are expected, therefore, to acquire substantive or
declarative knowledge (content) as well as procedural (bow) and strategic
(when or planning skills) knowledge. These changes to many may not signal a
departure from what schools were doing or supposed to be doing. However,
with explicit statement of objectives of schools encompassing three knowledge
types, pressures for assessing them have been or would be direct,

As anexample of the increasing complexity of the contemporary curriculum
Saskatchewan is a case in point. Following an intensive study of various scctors
of the Saskatchewsan population, of the cumicula in use, and of professional
input, 8 Minister’s Advisory Committee on Curriculum and Instruction Review
issued a report entitled, “Directions”, in 1984, This repost provided a gencral
framework for the future Saskatchewan curriculum. Following this report, a
Core Curriclum Advisory Committee was appointed by the Minister of
Education in the fall of 1984 to identify and recommend policies with regard to
the core cumiculum. This committee issued its report, “Program Policy
Proposals”, in January, 1986 which provided a framework for K to 12 cusricu-
lum in the province. The two major components of this curriculum, being
implemented in Saskatchewan in a planned and systematic way, are the seven
required areas of study and the six common essential learnings. The seven
required areas of study are the conventional subject area groups: language arts;
mathematics; science; social studies; health education; arts education; and
physical education. The common essential learnings, a designation not usual in
the literatnre but somewhat of an enigma on first sight, are nothing more than
general skills, attitudes, values, and appreciations. These are also similar to
various intelligences identified by Gardner (1983). Specifically, these general
skills are: communication; numerscy; critical and creative thinking; technologi-
cal literacy; independent leaming; and personal and social values and skills. The
common essential leamings are intended to be incorporated into the required
areas or subjects in the school curriculum,

With this kind of curriculum emphasis, it is clcar that teachers are required
to test not only the three types of knowledge within each subject but also the
generic skills, attitudes, and dispositions. When the testing demands of these
contemporary curricula and the teacher preparation curricufa of programs
across the nation arc juxtaposed, the obvious conclusion is that the training
programs are not in keeping with the assessment proficiency needed by the
present and the future teaching force. The first solution is to include more but
appropriate testing and measurement components in the pre-service teaches
education programs. Only the inclusion and mandating of such curriculum in
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the pre-service teacher education program would not beenough. Those teaching
the measurement and evaluation components or courses must use approaches
which motivate students to scek further upgrading and study beyond what can
be taught during the formal education phasc.

Also, it should be recognized that these undergradumte students, if properly
motivated and stimulated during their carly exposure to n¥casurement and
evaluation, would be our future graduate students and colleagues. We need to
bolster the measurement and evaluation expertise of the personnel at the school
district and the provincial department of education levels. Only through
advanced training in these areas can we hope that teachers will have ready access
to the expertise for exploiting the future developments in computerized adaptive
testing and the commervcial item banks,

Another possibility is that curriculum guidelines for various subjects be
grade- and age-specific and provide for use by teachers item banks linked to
various instructional processcs and contents such as those produced by the
Instructional Objectives Exchange at UCLA under the direction of Jim Popham.
This format provides a convenient access through a sophisticated identification
of items desired for a measurement event. I understand that attempis at
developing item banks in Ontario have been made but I am not quite aware of
the extent and quality of use of this source. However, if computerized or hard-
copy format item banks are developed, then a periodic evaluation of the
effectiveness of utilization and satisfaction with it ought fo be carried out.
During the development of such banks, it is important that teachers who have
taught a particular subject at a specific grade level be involved in the develop-
ment of them. Alternatively, curriculum specialists who are in touch with
teachers and have access to instructional activities of teachers be involved.

A pemicious problem often identified in the literature (¢.g., Gullickson,
1984) is the teachers’ lack of use of even rudimentary statistical analysis and
their ability to interpret test results and item analysis. This problem is inherent
in the lack of ormfidence and competence of many teachers in their use and
manipulation of numerical information. This is symptomatic of a corollary
problem of innumeracy among many of our adults in general (Paulos, 1988).
The only solution to this problem is the geeral improvement of instruction in
and attitude towards mathematics. Unless that happens we will continue to
witness unwillingness on the part of many undergraduate and graduate students
to benefit from and enrol in measurement, evaluation, and statistics classcs and
programs, If we make the measurement, evaluation, and statistics components
compulsory, without ensuring that students are properly motivated to Jeam and
without making these students realize the importance of the knowledge in this
area for their teaching function, pre-service teachers may just go through the
paces to satisfy the requirement for certification. Our interest, to improve
assessment practices of teachers, would not be served by this approach. We have
to seek interesting and innovative ways of teaching and motivating students in
this domain. It will be ideal if students seek these components even if these are
availablc as electives. That is a formidable challenge in the near future.
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In-service has been used in many instances to bolster the skill asnd knowledge
repertoire of practising professionals. It should be used only to bring forth
newestand innovative approaches to the teaching function but not as a substitute
to a pre-service education in an arca as important as evaluation on which
teachers spend a considerable amount of their contact time with the studeats.

Inservice should supplement and complement pre-service background in
any important tcaching function teachers are expected to perform. A well
educated and informed teaching force should initiate in-service in their per-
ceived need arca where more than the basic background in the area is needed.
Inservite by no means is a substitute for a formal course or program in an
important knowledge domain, We are 100 often lured into doing in-service at
times and to the clients quite inappropriate for it to be effective.

Conclusion

The paper surveyed the use and effectiveness of teacher-made tests. It has
been pointed out that evaluation plays a prominent role in the teaching function
of a classroom teacher. Teacher-made tests are the primary means of grading
students and providing feedback to the students and teachers. In spite of this
crucial role of teacher-made tests, many teachers do not receive adequate pre-
service education in measurement, evaluation, and statistics. It is argued that
education in this area be mandatory and effective.

Teacher-made tests have been compared and contrasied with the expert-
made or standardized tests. Finally, a set of proposals for improving teacher
competence in measurement and evaluation have been made.
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Considerations for the Implementation of an Ungraded
Primary Program

Katherine A. MacRury
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

In 1989, the Ministry of Education for the Province of British Columbia took
the decision to implement an ungraded primary program for children in their
first four years of formal schooling, on a province-wide basis. While 8 Ministry
document entitled The Primary Program (1989) did present an overview of
classroom practices for teachers in the ungraded setting, the Ministry did not
release a set of policies that would have guided the implementation of the new
program. Within this context, the present paper considers five issues that are
related to the implementation of the ungraded primary program and that may
require specification in provincial policy guidelines.

The five issues for the implementation of this ungraded primary program
are;

1. Documenting the features of the ungraded program at the level of the
school,

2. Designing the program within the context of teaching resources,

3. Developing student assessment policies with respect 10 monitoring
progress and diagnosing developmental problems,

4. Providing equal opportunity for cach child to progress, and

5. Facilitating the child’s transition from the ungraded program to a graded
program.

1: Documenting the program features at the school level. It cannot be
assumed that the ungraded program should be implemented with the' same
features across schools or school districts, for reasons that could include (i) the
perceptions of the concept of “ungraded primary program” held by decision-
makers from different districts, (ii) the special needs of children within particu-
lar school catchment areas, and (iii) the resources that are aliocated for school
or district level implementation. Thus, documentation of the programs imple-
mented by schools would be essential to providing an accurate description of the
province-wide program arid a meaningf{ul understanding of program effective-
ness.
By necessity, it would appear that implementation of a provincial program
will have features that differ at the local (schoot) level. In the research on the
effectivencss of theopen education movement of the late 1960s and carly 1970s,
differences across sites were seen as problematic. Scveral studies which
attempted to synthesize the research on the effectiveness of open education
programs reported on the difficulty of comparing results of different studics
because {the variability of the operational definition of “open education” with,
for example, the concept of openness emphasized as a physical space in some
studies and as an educational structure in others (e.g., Horwitz, 1979; Peterson,
1979; Marshall, 1981; Giaconia & Hedges, 1982). In fact, Marshall (1981)
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suggested that the concept of open education be eliminated altogether, in favour
of being more precise about the differences in the component features of the
implemented programs (p. 181).

Thetemalsodiffmmthewaymwh&hﬂmfeanmofown
education programs were categorized across different studies; for example,
Giaconiaand Hedges (1982) compared the categories of features used by Traub,
Weiss, Fisher and Musella (1972) and Walberg and Thomas (1972) to theirown.
Of their seven categories, Gisconia and Hedges considered four program
features to be educational treatments: (i) role of the child in leaming, (ii)
diagnostic evaluation, (iii) materials to manipulate and (iv) individualized
instruction, and the other three, administrative or organizational features: (v)
multiage grouping of students, (vi) open space and (vii) team tcaching.

For the ungraded primary program in British Columbia, it is not yet known
to what extent the provincial guidelines will provide the flexibility for school
pximipalsmdmchemmedwmnwmgrmmmmeneedsoﬂbesdml
or school district. However, itis anticipated that the documentation of program
features at the school level will be necessary to accurately describe the program
from a provincial perspective.

2. Designing the program within the context of teaching resources. :

The allocation of teaching resources to the ungraded program may be a
factor in the extent to which program features can be implemented. From recent
reports of personal experiences with innovative primary programs, the funda-
mental recource that seems to have determined the success of these programs is
the classroom teacher. (see e.g., Charlesworth, 1989; Oberlander, 1989;
Rothenberg, 1989.) Two of these sources are quoted below because they
illustrate from the insider’s point of view the dependence of the innovative
program on the training and commitment of teachers:

From his expericnce as a former teac :cr and researcher in open classrooms,
Rothenberg wrote that “Teaching in an open classroom, even in the best of
circumstances, is very demanding, perhaps far more so than in a traditional
classcoom. Effective teaching in an open classroom requires constant planning,
continuous innovation, a sensitive system of monitoring students’ performance,
and well-developed skills in maintaining order without being authoritarian,
Maintaining the energy and commitment to do all this well is difficult for trained
and experienced teachers. It is impossible to say what the toll might be on
teachers who are inexperienced or not well trainest, or who face resistance from
administrators, parents, or children” (1989, p. 78).

Charlesworth (1989), a primary school speciglist, described the drawback to
programs of continuous progress and multiage grouping in terms of the requisite
skills of the teachers involved: “Individualized instruction and regular monitor-
ing of progress are essential to its success. Teachersin this type of program must
be skilled diagnosticians and planners... Many primary specialists, among them
myself, believe that open education faded in this country not only because of the
back-to-basics movement, but also because teachers were not in on the initial
planning, were not thoroughly trained, and did not receive needed support once
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they got started ... Continuous progress with multiage grouping demands
exceptionally skiliful and creative teaching in order to work successfully” (p.
10).

From these descriptions, teachers in successful open or ungraded programs
must be skilled at planning, monitoring performance, being diagnosticians and
maintaining order. The extent to which teachers are trained and experienced at
these skills and techniques may determine the level at which a school can adopt
the concept of the ungraded program. The teachers are also described as having
astrong level of commitment on a continuing basis. To be successful over time,
a program may also need to ensure that the school has a strong level of
commitment to the teachers involved, providing a support system of resources
that may include teacher assistants and computerized facilities to assist in the
organization of student data for recording, synthesizing and reporting on student
Progress.

3. Developing student assessment policies.

From the draft 1989 document, ¢valuation of individual student progress is
to be based on “multiple observations (p. 154)” and “a variety of observation
techniques to ensure reliability and reduce the possibility of human error in
judgment (p. 11.10)". The document did not discuss the various purposes an
assessmentcan have; at least two assessment purposcs, monitoring progress and
diagnosing leaming difficulties, might be considered by Ministry policy.

Restricting the monitoring of student progress to observational techniques
raises issues about the validity and reliability of the interpretation of student
reports. It is not known to what extent teachers make descriptive and/or
evaluative obscrvations with common standards, and the reliability of observa-
tional descriptions across tcachers cannot be estimated without fusther study.
When the teacher and students remain constant, it is easier to assume that
descriptions over time are meaningful because there has been a common
reference group. However, when the teacher or the students change, it is not
clear that obscrvations over time are reliable. Thus, the generalized assessment
of & child’s progress over time may be limited by the standards of reporting by
the child’s different teachers.

The importance of early diagnosis in the firs. years of schooling might be
ilfustrated by research on reading in which poor performance in the early
primary grades has been found to lead to poor performance in later years (see,
¢.g., Hom and Packard, 1985; Butler, Marsh, Sheppard and Sheppard, 1985; and
Juel, 1988). On the basis of a four-year longitudinal study of 54 students in a
low SES school, Juel made this foreboding observations:

“A vicious cycle seemed evident. Children who did not develop good word-
recognition skill in first grade began to dislike reading and read considerably
less than good readers, both in and out of school. They thus lost the avenue to
develop vocabulary, concepts, ideas, and 50 on that is fostered by wide reading.
Thisin tum may have contributed to the steadily widening gulf between the good
and poor readers in reading comprehension and written stories.” (Juel, 1988, p.
445)
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If success in reading is vital from the first year of schooling, the earliest
diagnoses of reading difficulties would scem to be an important purpose of
student assessment. If observational techniques are the only accepted method
of diagnasis, the underlying assumption is that every teacher will have the
observationsl skills with which to making accurate diagnostic judgements. The
draft 1989 document states that the use of standardized tests is inappropriate for
primary children (p. 13); if this policy applies to diagnostic purposes of
assessment, it might be similar to throwing the baby out with the bathwater. The
potential uses of standardized tests may warrant further consideration by the
Ministry, particularly if the early diagnosis and treatment of developmental
problems are crucial to the child's later success and if standardized tests can
assist the teacher in identifying these problems.

4, Providing equal opportunity for each child to progress.

The fourth issuc for considerstion is whether the ungraded program does
provide all children with the equal opportunity to progresr.. If inequities can
arisc because of diffrrences in the leaming needs of individual students or
special groups of students, should the primary program guidelines acknowledge
that leaming needs should be met by alternative teaching practices? As an
example, consider the research which found that children from a low SES
(socio-economic status) background benefit most from teaching practices that
involve direct instruction.

One type of research study involved the re-analysis data from various
Foliow Through programs from the carly 1970s in which approaches fo -
teaching economically disadvantaged primary children were developed. A re-
analysis of one such program led Gersten, Darch and Gleason (1988) to
conclude that Direct Instruction was the most effective approach to teaching
low-income students in kindergarten. Ciccelli (1983) summarized the chamc-
teristics of Direct Instruction in which theteacher is described as being the center
of attention — “as dominant leader and central authority, establishes and
enforces rules for group behaviour (p. 425-426)". This is in sharp contrast (o
Rothenberg's description of the teacher in the open classroom (which might
apply to the icocher in the ungraded setting as well) — as both a director,
organizing the environment to meet the needs of the students, and an instructor,
leading discussions for small and large groups and occasionally teaching lessons
to a large group (1989, p. 73-74),

Direction and structure were also found to be characteristic of effective
elementary schools in low SES urban areas. For example, Clark, Lotto and
McCarthy (1980) reviewed 97 studies on exceptional elementary urban schools
in which successful schools had “clearly stated goals and objectives” and
“structured leamning environments” directed toward improving studentachicve-
ment in reading and mathematics (p. 469); and Levine (1982) identified two
approaches in successful inner-city elementary schools in Los Angeles and
Chicago: (i) group-based, mastery-leaming reading instruction, and (ii) curricu-
lum alignment. Oneof the limitations to the generalizability of the effectiveness
research is that outcome measures of success are iypically based on the results
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5. Facilitating the child’s transition to a graded program.

The Ministry of Education’s decision in 1989 was i0 implement a program
that would be ungraded for the first four years of formal schooling. It isassumed
fonhispaperthat,atmemdofmeirfomh year, most children will exit from
the ungraded program and enter 8 graded program. At this transition point,
important decisions could be made that would affect the child’s fature school
experience — for example, deciding to what extent the child can handle an
achievement-oricnted program and assigning the child to a level of graded

program.

-ltismticipatedtlmtu-ansiﬁontoamdedpmgmnmaypmvetobe
particularly stressful for students, their parcats and teachers. One determinent
maybewhclhenhetmchersinmepﬁmmypmgmmwillassnmeamleineasing
the transition for students, For example, will teachers begin to administer to
their Year Three and Four students the kinds of tests they will encounter inthe
graded Year Five (Grade4)? Onedilemma is that, if seachers do familiarize their
students for what lies ahead, they are incorporating 8 graded dimension o the
ungraded program. Another stess factor might be the measures that are used to
assess the child’s readiness for the graded program. Atone extreme, each child
could be assessed on his or her individual merits, by interpreting the teachers’
observational accounts collected in the student’s portfolio over the four year
period; atthe other extreme, student asscssment could be based on standardized
test results if a test battery such as the British Columbia Achievement Tests for
Grade 4 were administered to all students in their fourth year of the ungraded
program.

By thetime the first cohort hascompleted the first four years of the ungraded
primary program, it is conceivable that another ungraded program will be in
place for yearsfiveand up. Evenso, itis likely that thiscohort, with each student
proceeding at his or her own pace for four, six or eight years, will eventually
encounter a graded program in which each student will be assessed relative to
the rest of the cohort or according to norms set by the behaviour or performance
of students outside the cohort. It is not evident how well-prepared this cohort
will be to survive in a compeltitive learning environment.
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Canclusion

It is suggested that five issues be considered in developing policies on the
ungraded primary program throughout British Columbia.

1. Documenting the program features at the level of the school.

School-level featuves are likely to vary because of diversity in local percep-
tions, student needs, and available resonrces. Thus, accurate descriptions of
programs at this level of implementation arc necessary in order to have an
overall perspective on the provincial program, determine features that are
common and idiosyncratic scross schools, and identify the explanatory vari-
ables in an assessment of program effectivencss, To label the primary program
in general terms such as ‘ungraded® as opposed to ‘graded’ or ‘developmental’
versus ‘traditional’ is to overlook the complex featores that contribute to the
unique implementations of the provincial program at the local level.

2. Designing the program within the context of teaching resources.

From recent sccounts of authors with personal experience in innovative
primary programs, the success of these programs is dependent upon the skills
and commitment of the teachers who are involved. At the school level,
consideration of the teachers’ skills and opportunities for professional skill
development might lead to amore feasiblc implementation plan. Also, teachers
should not be expected to provide all of the commitment; the school and school
district should be equally commited to their teachers in terms of providing
assistance such as computerized resources to assist with monitoring and
reporting student progress.

3. Developing student assessment policies.

Reganding teacher assessment practices, the Ministry's original 1989 docu-
ment emphasized the use of a variety of observational techniques and de-
nounced the use of standardized achicvement tests. Missing from the document
was a discussion of the range of purposes of assessment and the relationship of
assessment to teaching practices in the ungraded program. Two major purposcs
of asscssment, monitoring student progress and diagnosing leamning difficulties,
need to be elaborated.

4, Providing equal opportunity for each child to progress.

It is not clear how the ungraded program can provide equitable leaming
experiences for every child if, as research has indicated, some children may
benefit from having more structured instruction than other children. Acknowl-
edgement and support of individual or group differences would require a very
flexible implementation policy. Unfortunately, the potential negative effects of
the ungraded program on children who are belicved to benefit from increased
structure will not be known until after those effects have developed.

5. Facilitating the child’s transition to a graded program.

The transition from an ungraded to a graded program may be the point at
which important decisions are made regarding the child’s future direction in
school. Two issues related to transition arc; (i) whether features of the graded
program will gradually be introduced in the years prior to the child's exit from
the ungraded program and (i) determining the method(s) of assessment to be




used to determine a child’s readiness for and placement in the first year of the
gmaded program.

A final comment:

The five issues for consideration raise these broader questions about the
implementation of the ungraded primary program in British Columbia:

1. To what extent will schools and schoo! districts bave the control to adapt
the provincial ungraded primary program to meet local needs and resources?

2. Does the Ministry of Education acknowledge and support the variations
in implemented programs to meet the special needs of individual students?

3. What measures can now be put in place to monitor the implementation of
the primary program?

4, What arc the neccssary components of a research program that would
develop valid, reliable and feasible methods for the assessment of individual
students?
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What Should a Classroom Testing Program Look Like?
The Functional Factors of an Assessment Program in Primary
Classrooms

John O. Anderson and Dan G. Bachor
University of Victoria

The predominant paradigm in educational measurement literature is based
on standardized paper-pencil tests (Stiggins, Conklin & Bridgeford, 1986).
Classroom assessment procedures are often viewed as analogues of standard-
ized tests in that the assessment procedures used by teachers can be treated as
single instances of test administration, discrete from other kinds of classroom
activities. The manner in which classroom assessment is to be completed has
been the focus of debate for a considerable period of time (Bachor, 1978, 19794,
1990), For example, measurement specialists have struggled with the norm-
referenced and criterion-referenced interpretive frameworks (Ebel, 1978;
Popham, 1978), standards for testing (Educational Testing Segvice, 1987), how
to modify information collection procedures to capture the potential to leamn
(Bachor, 1979b; Feurstein, Rand & Hoffman, 1979), ihe use of technology in
data capture (Colbumn & McLeod, 1983), and the frequency and scope of
measurement (Fuchs, Deno & Mirkin, 1984). However, the suitability of this
paradigm itself merits attention.

Teachers have to measure the extent to which instructional intent has been
achieved by each student in the class. This task is complex particularly in the
dynamic environment of the classroom (Anderson, 1990). Considered in this
paper are two broad issues: what does classroom assessment look like and what
should it be? Toaddress the first issue we describe some findings of a study in
progress investigating the classroom assessment practices in primary class-
rooms in two schools. The second issue is addressed morc speculatively by
offering reflections on what characteristics an assessment program should have
given the context of the primary classrooms previously described.

Classroom Assessment in the Primary School

The classrooms considered in this paper were in elementary schools which
are beginning tc implement what is known in British Columbia as the Primary
Program. The Primary Program document (Ministry of Education, 1989) isa
draft description of the educational program to be implemented in the first four
years of public schooling in British Columbia. This initiative was developed in
response to The Report of the Royal Commission on Education (Sullivan,
1988). The B.C. Ministry of Education has expressed a definite view on the
primary classroom and the assessment practices to be implemented within it:

We envision that classroom asscssment will be continuous, formative, and
reflective of what children can do, and that assessment iechnigues will mirror
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% instructional practices, thus bringing together curriculum and assessment into
: one scamless process. (B.C. Ministry of Education, 1988)

In addition, the emphasis of the Primary Program is on a wide variety of goal
areas: intellectual, physical, aesthetic, social and emotional development. Each
student is to be evaluated in relation to each of these goals,

The guidelines for the implementation of the new Primary Program in
British Columbia schools, provide an overview of the assessment objectives to
be achieved in classrooms and examples of how this might be done in terms of
data collection procedures (anecdotal records, work samples, and observation
guides). Implicit in these guidelines is a call for the implementation of a
substantial, complex assessment program individusily crafted for each primary
classroom in the province and for each student in the classroom. However, the
programmatic aspects of assessment are not addressed, more specifically, the
following question is not answered: how do the various components operation-
ally fit together to result in a functional assessment program of data collection,
collation, interpretation and reporting?

Purposes and Procedures

In 1989, we initiated a study into the classroom asscssment practices of
teachers who were currently implementing the new Primary Program. These
teachers worked in schools thathad been designated “lead schools,” as they were
among the first in the province to introduce the Primary Program on a voluntary
basis. Thus, we approached the staffs of these two schools with the request for
eight experienced teachers who would be willing to collaborate with us in
examining their current assessment practices. These primary teachers agreed to
cooperate with us in describing their assessment practices conceptually and
operationally, allowing their classes to be observed, and critically reviewing the
descriptions and gencralizations developed by the authors. The intent was to
describe practices that are typical of those used in the assessment of student
attainment. In addition, four teachers from a third “lcad school” have been
interviewed to further verify (he generality of the procedures observed and
described in the first two schools. The three schools are located in two school
districts on Vancouver Island, The four participating teachers from cach school
had paralic teaching assignments: one regular teacher of early primary pro-
gram, one regular teacher of older primary children, one music teacher, and one
leaming assistance teacher.

Although this study is still in progress, the operational charactcristics and
procedures of student assessment in the classrooms we are investigating can be
described.

What Classroom Assessment Looks Like in the Primary Program

The assessment of student progress is a characteristic element of the primary
classroom. Asscssment is essentially on-going part of the school activity,
Although the assessment activities of the teacher are not hidden from view in the
classroom, the students are not made particularly conscious of assessment as a

Y




PR

separste element of the classroom, Rather evaluation takes place a3 “informal”

collections of information about student performance in the classroom context.
The only exceptions are in the case of “at risk” students where additional steps
may be taken that include discrete testing or assessment such as paper-pencil
tests of various types.

The general operational characteristics of classroom assessment of the
primary schools involved in this study are tabulated below:

Assessment is a normal component of classroom activities, it is not usually
a discrete activity - it is not separate from other classroom aclivities, norisita
one-time event.

Assessment can be discrete when the purpose is to determine or confirm that
a child needs additional assistance or special programming.

Constantinformation flow - the teacher is continually collecting information
on student performance that can be related to the educational goals. There is
some decrease in the amount of data gathering subsequent to a report card being
issued.

Group testing is not part of the assessment procedure in classrooms.
Assessment procedures are based on individual student observation and product
evaluation,

Assessment is conducted in a8 wide variety of educational goal arcas:
intellectual, physical, social, emotional and acsthetic development.

Assessment sctivities are targeted on individual students and on particular
aspects of the instructional program (tasks and performances that are expected
of the student). The instructional targets might b= conceived of as the path(s)
students are to follow in attainment of the goals. This path is more familiar for
academic arcas (generally related 1o the goal of intellectual development), and
so the academic targets for assessment purposes are betterarticulated. Although
assessment roquires that targets be identified and student status in relation to
these targets be reported, in the view of teachers, this is not to suggest that there
are discrete end-points for a student to achieve and then terminate further
leamning and development. There is an implicit open-endedness to leaming so
the developmentof the child isopen-ended in the sense of continual, unbounded
progress.

The purposes of assessment are twofold: to direct instruction and to provide
solid information (o report on student progress.

Asscssment is used to identify outliers in relation to two aspects of the
classroom: i) the performance of individual students; and ii) the goals of
education. In the first case, students are identified who are either exceeding or
not meeting one or more educational goals. However, this identification is not
simply whether or not a child is achieving goals, but also whether the child is
performing up to ability, whether he or she is expending appropriate effort, and
the extent to which progress is being made. In the second case, teachersexamine
the general progress made by all students in meeting various educational goals
todetermine whether all the goals are being given reasonable and fair coverage.

Assessment is multi-modal in that achievement can be demonstrated in a
number of different ways. For example, for the same goal area one student may
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another student may deal with the information through another medium such as
a play or visual art. All modes could be considered equivalent, or at least
sufficient, for the demonstration atixinment of the same goal.

The procedures used generate descriptive information, generally of a textuat
nature. The information is reduced in that summarizations and notes are made
by the teacher as she is recording the descriptions. In spiteof thisreduction there
are large volumes of information collected for each student.

Procedures: Information collection

1. Observation is probably the most widely and frequently employed
pmcedmeforthecollecﬂonofinfmmﬂmfurmﬂmummem The
observation generally occurs as the students are working on projects, assign-
ments or other school-related tasks. The focus of observation is upon emergent
skills, abilities, work habits, cmotional development, and appropriate social
interaction (cooperation, for example). The use of observation in the assess-
ment of student achicvement assumes an intemalized knowledge of age/grade
¢xpectations by the teacher.

Two different types of obsetvation are conducted, in part, varying as a
function of age of the children being instructed. First, teachersobserve activities
as they are displayed by various children inclass. The targets of observationare
the ongoing, normal classroom activities of the students. Thus, a record of
emerging skills, abilities, behaviour, pattems of social interaction, et cetera is
obtained. Recognizing that an cxarapic of “new” behaviour has occurred serves
as a prompt for the second lypeo ‘observation. Second, teachers select a single
child or group of children prior to the beginning of a class to look for specific
pattems. In this case, the observation techniques are regularized. Targeted
children are observexd about twice a day for a period of approximately 15
minutes, so that each child in the class it observed within a two day span.
Teachers with younger children (approximately ages 5 to 6) tend to use both
procedures, those instructing older children (approximately ages 710 9) tend to
use only the latter procedure.

The main form of observation is periodic, targeted observation of a child
during regular classroom sctivities and reconding salient features of the situa-
tion. Observation is conducted using one of two major perspectives: First, itis
uscd to monitor students as they carry out daily classroom activities associated
with the primary goals. The purposes arc to nofe the emergence of a first
occurrence of a behaviour relevant to educational goals, something that a child
has just displayed in class (may be able to do) and to note what a child is able
to do (can do). Second, specific children may be targeied when there is some
doubt that a goal has been met and where it is quite evident a child is having
difficulty (can't do).

Another form of observation could be termed “structured” observation - the
observation of the classroom elements the student interacts with and the static
features of the classroom which provide context for interpreting observation of
student performance. Examples of the targets of this type of observation include
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the peers the smdeats chooses to work with, the books selected for recreational
reading or for researching a topic, the area of the classroom or school the student
prefess t0 work o to play. The information collocted in this fushion provides
context for the in.crpretation of other assessment data.

2. Collection of work samples: approximately 1 or 2 each month per child,
placed in portfolios or individual student file folders and retained as permanent
records. The work samplesare evaluated by comparing student work to the goals
(intentions) of instruction.

The work sampled is predominantly written pic=es, such as special projecis
on animals or journal pages; although art work, math problems, audio tapes of
reading, and video tapes of characteristic behaviour pattems are a'so included.
The work can vary one child to the next in the sense that for a given task (such
as reporting on a story read), one child may compiete a written report whereas
another may generate a visual (art) display.

3. Checklists: are essentially a listing of the performances or tasks related
to an intended outcome that a child is able to do. Used to note the presence or
absence of skill development. Checklists tend to be used primarily by regular
classroom teachers. In physical education, a checklist of physical skills is used
to describe the skills a student is able to do - these include both physical and
social skills, for example pattiers of movement. Checklists are also used in
other areas such as noting the accuracy of rhythmic clapping patierns or the
ability sequencing activities. They are used toassist in the monitoring of attitude
and effort expended by students.

4, Interviewing: asking students questions on an individual basis on topics
of relevance to teaching - e.g.: what books a student chooscs and why, in order
to estimate ability and interest of the student. Provides some perspective on the
student’s view of activities and progress and also provides a focus of the
processes a student uses in accomplishing tasks.

5. Student self-evaluation: This can take a variety of forms. Once or twice
a month students are requested to provide (write or state during an interview) a
description of their own strengths, their experiences and ability of working with
other students. These are retained in the individual student folders. Studentself-
evaluation can also include students declaring when they are ready 10 read a
particular text or students verbally cstimating progress in a particular arca. This
is an area of considerable interest to a number of participating teachers. They
want to promote the use of seif-cvaluation by students to the extent that it
becomes the main form of student evaluation. The procedures would include the
reporting of the student’s own progress (and presumably lack of progress) to the
parents. The processes of high-order cognitive processing involved in sclf-
evaluation are viewed as being high priority outcomes related to the goal of
intellectual development.

6. Editing common writing samples; cach student is given a sample of a
student’s writing, and then cach student in the class is asked to read and edit the
work. A copy of cach student’s editing is retained about one piece cach month.
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Proceduress Information reduction ot selection to yield reports.

The reduction 2nd interpretation of information coliected is conducted in
order to develop reports on each student’s progress. The reports are written
descriptions {ranging from approximately 3 to 6 pages) of student abilities and
skills accompanied by comments on student status in relation to the goals of
education and progress towards these goals, The reports do not contain
lettergrades nor comparative descriptions in the normative sense. The reporis
are essentially descriptions of representative current performance. Assessment
information is selected that has been determined as being typical of a young-
ster’s activities (processes and products) for any reporting period.  The
information is derived from the implementation of the processes described
above.

The amount of information collected is considerable, so, selection and
reduction has to take place. The goals of the Primary Program are used to guide
the selection of information. A child’s progress within each of the goals is the
main focus, Descriptions of development within a goal area are supported by
information collected through the processes described above. For example,
written work samples will be selected from journals that reflect changes in skills
or abilities, storics or other written products in which a child demonsirated a
changs from invented to conventional spelling.

The student abilities and skills are described in terms of what the child can
do. The term “can do” is used frequently in the Primary Program and by those
involved with it. This emphasis on “can do” can also lead to some problems
when there is some concern on the part of the teacher over the child’s
performance in some areas to which attention should be paid (to an extent, “the
cannot do’s™). Toan extent, reporting of problem areas appears to go somewhat
against-the-grein in regard to the ethic of the Primary Program.

The writing of the reports revealed a difficulty in condensing all the
information available on each child. Participating teachers pointed out that one
has to be aware that it is “noticeable” events that are getting observed and
generally these events will involve only certain students, so, conscious attention
must be paid to the “quict kids” in order to collect representative samples of
information. This holds not only for student coverage, but also for goals - some
goals involve more noticeable, accessiblc and understandable student perform-
ance (for example, student performance in reading can be viewed as more
accessible than that related to emotional development). Further, in keeping with
the emphasis on describing what the studesit can do, the comments could not be
simply a non-committal “satisfactory” or “not up to expectation”, but rather
more descriptive of student status supported by collected information.

Questions regarding practice observed

Our research is still in progress and many questions remain unanswercd
(more are yet to be asked and many more yet to be conceived). Many of the
questions are directly related to fundamental aspects of the assessn.ent of
student achicvement. We are currently pursuing these questions with our
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teacher collaborators but have not yet established sufficient resolution torepost.
Befmpmmnm;wmmmﬂmmmmksofncmmm
assessment program, a sampling of some of the gaps in our knowledge basc may
pxovidemmeusefulemmtforccmidaingﬂmemhs. Some of these
questions are:

a. How are the instructional elements (the goals, leaming outcomes,
tasks, objective indicators and the like) identified? How docs the teacher know
what to focus on in observing students?

b. When conducting observations, how does the teacher determine
which students to observe?

¢. What concems exist regarding the sampling of information and
students? Is the same kind of information collected on each student for each
goal?

d. How much information is gencrated and collccted for each student?

e. To what extent are student behaviours comparable in the sense that
the students could be responding to or interacting with different components of
their educational environment yet the teacher could be viewing the behaviour as
of “the same sort”. In actuality one student could be exhibiting reading-type
behaviour, another student” social” behaviour, and the teacher could be viewing
both students as displaying sesthetic behaviour.

f, How representative of the chiki’s repertoire are the performances
collected?

The above questions arc fundamental to assessment of achicvement of
educational goals regardless of the procedures used to collect, collate, interpret
and report assessment information. The characteristics presented below are, to
an extent, the answers we hope to find to these questions.

Assessment Programs in Primary Classrooms: What Should be Considered.

Assessment in the primary classroom, as described above, is continuous,
individual and integrated into classroom activities. The procedures seldom take
the form of responsive, group testing, nor do they yicld data in a form that is
ensiv manipulated by humans or machines. The assessment program of
1itha «  classrooms should have the following characteristics:

v M revant

‘%4 sssessment program should be refevant in that the assessment itsclf
s, have s purpose that serves the attainment of the goals of schooling. The
- -ocedureswsed s ¢ e directly related to instructional activitics - essentially

. ati: termed by s¢ . as authentic measurement (McLean, 1990).

2. Fair

The assessment should insure that every student has a good opportunity to
display target behaviours which are indicative of goal attainment. Contextual
constraints such as test anxicty, punitive overtones, and unpreparedness should
be climinated. To the extent possible, students should see the assessment
procedures as fair.

3. Accurate

The assessment should result in accurate information, in that the data are
derived from representative sampling of the indicators of the goals of education
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being assessed, and of the dehaviours of the students being assessed. The
indicators are to be solid representations of goal attainment.

The reporting should be based on interpretation that is founded on a solid
information base. The information upon which evaluations are based shouki be
available and interpretable to stakeholders - the pareats, the students (to the
extent feasible) and teachers,

4. Feasible

The procedures have to be feasible within the context of the primary
classroom. The whole set of procedures must be viewed as “do-able” by users,
and must maintain the characteristics of relevance, fairness, and accuracy.

5. Systematic :

The procedures should be used systematically in the sense that each student
is evaluated on the same basis as any other student. In other words, given the
same underlying level(s) of goal attainment, the same kinds of evaluation will
be produced.

There should be consistency of procedures for information collection,
interpretation and reporting from one educational area to another; and from one
student to another.

Each area of schooling should be evaluated with similar standards of
information collection and interpretation. For example, the quality and consist-
ency of information collecte1 to evaluate reading attainment should be similar
to the quality and consistency of the information collected to evaluate attain-
ment in mathematics, or the goal area of physical development.

6. Condensable

The information collected has to be of a nature that procedures are available
to reduce it to 8 communicable size without a significant reduction or change in

meaning,

Summary

A paradigm of classroom assessment based on standardized tests doces not
fit the classrooms involved in this study. The information collection conducted
by the primary teachers participating in this study was not a classroom activity
discrete from others. The information collected was not based on student
responses to test items but rather to more global elements of the educational
environment such as teacher requests for particular task completion, general
social interaction or student activity directed towards a particular student
initiated project. Toan extent, this lack of fit is unfortunate since thereare many
excellent data analysis procedurcsavailable for those assessment datathat dofit,
and there is a dearth of systematic procedures for the classroom assessment we
observed.

One path to resolve this incompatibility is to change what is going on in the
classrooms - make the data fit. This is not an acceptable route given the
philosophy of the Primary Program. Another path is to disregard the inconsist-
encics and apply the dataanalysis procedures available. Another isto disregard
the need for systematic data analysis procedures and assume that individual

7 Le 66

T
.



DU B R Tl e o R B L N L AL B LA e et YT I R R A el T Y

“ teachers will always “do the thing right.” Neither of these routes is appropriate
in our view.

A path we view as most appropriate is to further our understanding of
classroom assessment procedures and their underlying philosophies. Then,
working from the principles articulated above, modify available anslysis and
interpretation procedures, 8.4 develop procedures as required to build a solid
analytic base for classroom assessment practice.
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Classroom Assessment:' What Research Do Practitioners
Need?

Iris Mcintyre
I F M Research and Evaluation Inc.

Abstract

The purpose of this paper was 1o present the views of field-based educators
in response to the question: What research do practitioners nced? Comments
were gathered from a number of weachers and district administrators in British
Columbia through a series of informal interviews. The results were summarized
within three categories: (1) need for better links between rescarchers and
practitioners; (2) need to build on positive attitudes towards classroom
assessment; (3) need to develop new evaluation techniques to match the major
curriculum changes anticipated in B.C. Although the focus was on classroom
assessment, discussion included issues related to curriculum and instructional

practices.
Classroom Assessment:

What research do practitioners need? The apparent disparity between
research on educational measurement and classroom assessment activitics has
received attention in the literature (Anderson, 1989; Bateson, 1990). The
national study by McLean (1985) concluded that teachers acquired their skills
from other practitioners much as a craft is leamed through experience. Recent
rescarch by Wilson, Rees & Connock (1989) found that teachers beyond the
primary levels use evaluation to generate marks for grading purposes but seldom
to monitor student progress or their own instructional strategies.

There is clearly a need to provide opportunities for teachers 10 gain
knowledge about student evaluation (Stiggins, 1988). Thisis important notonly
to improve the quality of classroom assessment but also to ensure appropriate
interpretation of test results. Inlight of external monitoring of student progress
at provincial and district levels, teachers should be better informed about the
way fests are developed and used (Rogers,1990). Because of the importance
given to marks and grades, teachers need to have confidence in their own
judgements about student performance and be able to communicate clearly with
students and parents (Gorman, 1989).

At the same time, there has been a call for improved assessment techniques
beyond the item formats traditionally used for large-scalv testing (McLean,
1990; Stiggins, 1990). Work done in the United Kingdom (Black & Dockrel,
1980) and elsewhere describes new approaches to evaluation.

In order to find out the views of field-based educators on such issues, the
question: What research do practitioners need? was posed (o a number of
teachers and people who work with icachers in the British Columbia school
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system. These people were selected because of their direct involvement with
provincial or district committees and who were therefore able to give opinions
based on experience with groups of teachers. The interviews were loosely
structured in order to allow ideas to surface without prompting.

On the whole, practitioners feel very remote from rescarch, both rescarch on
educational topics in general and research specific to assessment. Whereas
research isolates particular sections of education for investigation, teaching
deals with the continuous dynamics of schooling in which it is hard to think of
the parts as separate from the whole, Teachers see a real need to bridge the gap
between research and practice, especially in view of the sweeping changes
contained in the British Columbia Ministry of Education document titled: Year
2000: A Framework for Leaming (1990). They would like to believe that
research could guide classroom practice, but in the absence of such knowledge
they must try to make sense of things on their own. This paper will attempt to
group the teachers’ comments under three headings.

Need for more direct links betsween teachers and researchers

How o teachers find out about research? As Ornstein (1989) pointed out:
“fteachers] have littie motivation for reading the research, lack research knowl-
edge and are unable to understand the data, or feel that rescarch is not relevant
to the practice of teaching” (p. 95). Most of the practitioners interviewed
mentioned that they had little or no direct contact with the literature except when
actually engaged in graduate work. Motivation toread basic research in primary
sources is much reduced once a teacher is outside a university environment.
Even when research journals are available through local teacher libraries or
resource centres, these journals are not borrowed so often as periodicals
containing practical “how to” articles, according to district librarians. Teachers
say that they most often hear about research second-hand from a workshop
presenter, or even third-hand from someone else such as a supervisor who has
attended aconference. Reviews of research are less likely to be read than articles
in educational magazines where research is cited or alluded to in support of the
writer’s personal opinion. Teachers are presented with rescarch findings,
prepackaged and prefaced: “Research says...” without opportunity tocheck the
statements for accuracy.

A basic need of practitioners is to have more frequent links with people who
could help them sort out the salient points from all the information they are
bombarded with at times. They need a kind of consumer report service to
provide them with objective ¢valuations of current educational issues, clarify
the relevance of certain rescacch findings to their own situations by commenting
on the quality of the rescarch methodology, and point out the limitations of the
studics.

The most direct links occur when teachers have an opportunity to work
directly with researchers, though these opportunitics are all too few. However,
some teachers would like to be involved in replication of studies done elsewhere
to see how the results hold up ip a local setting.
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Need to build on more positive attitsedes toward classroom assessment

Although teachers view educational rescarch as something remote from
their classroom situations, they do hold researchers in regard as engaging in
independent, antonomous, and a-political activities. By contrast, for some
teachers, the wond assessment is laden with connotations, some of which are not
acceptable to them.

The most positive attitudes toward extemnally-developed achicvement tests
are found amongst the growing cadre of teachers in B.C. who have had an
opportunity to be involved in test-development activitics themselves through
serving on one or other of the various provincial or district committees in
connection with the B.C. Leaming Assessment Program since ils inception in
the mid-seventies (Mussio & Greer, 1980).

A recent example occurred during the 1989-90 school year the Student
Assessment Branch facilitated a process for the exchange of locally-developed
assessment materials, Inone case, four districts had already setup a cooperative
item-development project of their own and were seeking Ministry assistance to
continue their work, A group of Mathematics coordinators and their sccondary
teachers had started to develop a pool of math items some of which had been
used in schools as unit tests or year-end tests. Other items had been wrilten by
groups of teachers meeting from time to time for after-school in-service sessions
and occasionally with release time provided by the districts. The coordinators
had some experience with item-writing through their own involvement on
various Ministry math projects such as provincial exams, classroom achieve-
ment tests, and provincial math assessments (Taylor & Robitaille, 1987).

This isan example of a project initiated by the users themselves whichin tum
contributed toward a Ministry-initiative, the development a provincial item-
bank (Carbol,1987). The project gathered momentum due to the enthusiasm
generated by the math coordinators and the teachers.

Need to plan assessment to match nesw programs

The new dircction in B.C. is toward ways to measure the student’s individual
level of attainment on specific leaming objectives. The math project described
above grew out of the traditionat experience of measuring individual achieve-
ment against group performance. Given the nature of the subject matter in
mathematics and the explicitness of the curriculum guide, itislikely that the test
items can still be used by teachers to describe individual performance in terms
of concepts and skills mastered. For other subject aress, and indeed in
anticipated interdisciplinary approaches to leaming, the development of assess-
ment techniques will be more challenging.

How will teachers be able to evaluate their students in the new context for
leaming? How will they be able to meet the requirements of the new approaches
to curriculum while at the same time dealing effectively with pressures from
parents to report student progress? When parents ask: How well is my child
doing? they usually mean: How wellis my child doing in retation toall the other
students? Even with the best information campaigns that the Ministry, districts
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accept new ways of reporting student performance. There will be enormmous
pressure on individual teachers to prove that their judgements are fair and just.

In addition, teachers themselves will have to readjust to new approaches to
the teaching/learning situation. Ironically, in recent years, many districts have
spent & good deal of their professional development and staff development
budsets introducing teachers o classroom management and instructional tech-
niques that assume a teacher-centered and teacher-directed classroom. Mostof
the existing teacher-made and teacher-sclected test materials are based on the
assumption that a whole class (or at least a group of students) has leamed a
particular unit of work.

In the new situation teachers will need to be sensitive to the stages in the
leaming process and be able to recognize indicotors of progress. The path along
which an individual student’s lcaming progresses may be continuous and
sequential, or at times discursive or even regressive. In tum, this calls for
curricula that are set forth with sufficient specificity to allow teachers to tell
whether the student is at least heading in the right direction. No longer can the
teacher be assumed to be in possession of the “right” answer as in the teacher-
directed classroom.

With the introduction of the new Primary and Intermediate programs in
British Columbia with their interdisciplinary approach to learning, it is likely
that the language arts: reading, writing, listening and speaking, will receive
emphasis in all areas of the curriculum. With this in mind, some teachers are
looking toward evaluation in the language arts for clucs to help with new
directions in classroom assessment.

So long as measurement practice leant mainly toward multiple choice and
other readily scorable item formats, language ants and English teachers were
skeptical about the usefulness of such tests, But many teachers have been
introduced to new approaches to teaching and evaluating student writing
through curriculum implemented during the 1980s, and reinforced through the
very successful Young Writers” Program. During the regular provincial
assessments of written expression teachers have been involved in developing
and scoring student writing using both holistic and analytic marking scales.
With adequate training and monitoring, teams of teachersat the districtlevelcan
also produce reliable results using such scales (McIntyre, 1987).

Crucial to this process was the development of valid criteria, specific to each
writing topic. Although markers were often in agreement when asked to rank
order papers, they differed about the reasons for assigning scores, The process
of developing criteria was, in fact, a valuable in-service experience during
which the teachers gained new msnghts about teaching and even modified their
long-held personal beliefs.

The introduction of the writing process as a method of teaching writing
meant that the teacher’s role in the classroom changed from the-one-who-
marks-the-papers to someone who advised, coached, modeled, encouraged,
commented, and gave editorial advice. Teachers who had served on district or
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provincial marking teams said that the experience gave them greater assurance
when they retumed to their classrooms. With the new Primary and Intermediate
there will be many situstions when the tcacher cannot fall back on
the"right” answer but will have to demonstrate faimess and consistency. With
ammdmhmwmmmwﬁw,hismﬁwymmwm
see a retum {0 a permissive period such as the lato sixties when tenchers could
choose an idiosyncratic approach to evaluation. Instead, teachers will need
to work together on a fairly regular basis to develop acommon set

of criteria in order to validate their own judgements of student work.

District administrators pointed out that policy makers have to be convinced
that the cost of releasing teachers to develop evaluation materials is justified. It
should be understood that such work reaches far beyond the immediate “prod-
uct” —whatever form that product may take. When a group of knowledgeable,
experienced, articulate teachers get together on a project they argue, discuss,
criticize,explore, create. What they are doing is describing very finely what they
are teaching (curriculum content); how they teach (instructional practices); and
how they know what the student has leammed (evaluation). During such
discussions they can focus on the formative purposes of evaluation because they
are not required to think sbout grading. Both teachers and administrators found
benefit from working together on evalpation projects. It makes economic sense
to encourage these opportunities which enable teachers to be more aware of the
connections between curriculum, instruction and evaluation in the classroom.

Summary

The teachers and administrators interviewed all agreed that increased
contact between researchers and practitioners would be beneficial, particularly
in light of the new curriculum changes in B.C. They see three ways in which
educational measurement could assist them: (1) providing in-service on
evaluation to make teachers more knowledgeable in selecting appropriate
evalus*:.n materials and in interpreting testresults; (2) assisting teacher groups
in developing new evaluation maicrials to match the new curricula; and (3)
involving teachers in research projects in local settings. In these ways teachers
could become more familiar with the language used in research studies, more
able to judge the relevance of results to their own situations, and more confident
in the practice of teaching and evaluating their own students.
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Emerging Needs of The Practitioner in B.C. Classrooms

Alan R, Taylor
Coquitlam School District

Background

Change has become the norm in today's society, for it seems that people
scarcely have time to adjust to one innovation before the next amives on the
scene. No where is this pheromenon more evident than through the knowledge
explosion currently undesway. It is evident, for exampie, that the amount of
technical and scientific data is growing at an exponential rate, At present it
doubles in less than five years and it is predicted by 1996 it will double every
iwenty months (McKerlich, 1987).

In dealing with this deluge of information, the importance in the curriculum
of data processing skills (the ability to find information, retrieve it, classify it,
interpret it and report it} has become dramatically evident. Other changes, with
implications for the development of new curmiculs, have resulted in the follow-
ing shifts in focus: from teacher to leamer, content to process, and passive to
active learning. Each has tremendous implications for the educational system
in terms of its organization and the delivery of its product.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss some of the emergent needs of the
practitioner which can be met by research in dealing with these changes. In
addressing this issue, it first establishes the framework within which they have
evolved. Given that context the paper proceeds to identify those aspects of
- change which relate to curriculum and student evaluation. Sccond, it focuses on
anumber of specific questions which need to be addressed in the area of student
evaluation. An approach, in which the teacher plays a meaningful role in
research, is suggested as a means to address these questions at the classroom
level.

Setting the scene for change

Changes in technology, the environment, and family structures and priori-
tics, in a rapidly changing world are among the factors which gave impetus to
the government and the educational community in British Columbia to reflect
on the purposes and outcomes of schooling. In response, the Province of British
Columbia in 1987 initiated a Royal Commission on Education. Recommenda-
tions from that Commission dealt with a wide range of issues, anumber of which
related directly to the curriculum and student evaluation (Sullivan, 1988).
Among those with implications for researchers and with directapplication at the
classroom level, were the following:

... developmental criteria, rather thanchronological age, be used in selecting
the educational placement of children entering school (p.28).
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.. ecnable schools and school districts to establish uagraded primary
fivisions (p.28).

... & common curriculum include four categories of subject matter (p.29).

.. teachers use an interdisciplinary approach in their teaching (p.31).

... provide leamers ... with access to multigrade/or cross-grade classroom
groupings, and assess learner progress individually (p.31).

Further tnthese recommendations, the report suggested that, “The Ministry
of Education should provide guidance om standards and criteris for
teachers to employ in evaluating students’ performance”(p.111).

In response to the Commission’s findings, the Minisiry of Education
developed the Year 2000 Paper (Ministry of Education, 1989) toarticulate plans
forfollow-up activitics. It proposeda curriculum and assessment framework for
the British Columbia school system based on 2 mandate and adescription of the
“educated citizen”. The document, which is still in drafi form at the time of
writing, attempts to translate many of the intents of the Commission's findings
into an operational context.

Many of the changes proposed in the paper require further development at
the hands of the classroom practitioner and the researcher before effective
implementation is possible. A list of these, grouped under two categories:
curriculum features, and evaluation and reporting, are listed below.

1. Curriculum Features

It is proposed that the curriculum ;

- be Ieamner focussed- to be “developmentally appropropriate and sequential,
allows for continuous progress, provides for self direction, and is individualized
as much as possible” (p.10).

- be organized according to four strands -humanitics, sciences, fine arts and
practical arts

- include a common component which incorporates elements of all four
strands

- emphasize intended leamning outcomes rather than lcarning activitics

2. Evaluation and Reporting

It is proposed that the evaluation and reporting of student progress include
the following features:

- be criterion referenced

- include a variety of assessment methods

- include continuous progress

- focus on leamer profiles

Similar directions also  »lved from studics undertaken in scveral other
jurisdictions. The State of ~unnesota, for example, established an Office of
Educational Leadership in 1989 to establish an agenda for youth into the 21st
century (Office of Educational Leadership, 1990). Many of the clements in the
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Questions to be Addressed
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somearenomew.thsenemofpmposeddmngeandmearﬂaﬂmdcxpecm-
tions, cause them to be more pressing now than ever. These issues and questions
are grouped under two categories: curriculum and instruction, and student
evaluation and reporting.

1. Curriculum and Instruction

It isessential that changes proposed by the Ministry of Education in the arca
of carriculum and instruction be based on solid research findings. Although
workhasbeendoneinsomeareasinwhichchangeisconwmplated,umre
maimmmhmmmdoinmﬂuwgainaclearunderstandinganddimﬁon.
Many of these issucs were listed by Costa (1989), in his Foreword to the 1989
ASCD Yearbook on curreat cognitive rescarch. He identified the following
questions as most pressing:

Which of tools of inquiry are important and why?

Why are modes of inquiry and thinking important in understanding and in
teaching school subjects?

How do modes of thinking intersect with the knowledge base in a subject?

What instructional processes best develop subject matter concepts in stu-
dents?

How much time should be spent teaching various concepts and at what
developmental ages are they best taught?

How are these concepts and modes of inquiry organized to be reinforced
throughout the curriculum and the school?

How can we help preservice and insesvice teachers understand the concepts,
modes of inquiry, and thought processes, and how o teach them?

Which of the modes of thinking and tools of inquiry are generizable to other
subjects and to daily life?

How can we measure and report growth in thinking abililitics? (p.vii)

2. Student Evaluation and Reporting

As a result of the proposed shift toward the student as a learner, many
questions also remain to be answered in the area of student cvaluation and
reporting . For example, implementation of continuous prcoress, the use of
student profiles, and reporting on what students can do, all have significant
implications for procedures and practices in this area. Inan attempt to come lo
grips with some of these, a discussion of issues related to criterion referenced
measures, methods of authentic measurement, and varietics of measurement
technigues follows.
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(i). Criterion Referenced Measures

Movement away from norm referenced measures and toward expected
standards of performance is consistent with the concept of student focused
leaming. Inherent in this shift, however, is need for more effective techniques
by which to set standards, for it is essential that teachers be consistent and fair
in their reporting of student progress. For example, clearly defined descriptors
which describe student progress along a continumm need to be developed and
articulated; effective methods of ongoing teacher articulation need to be
established; and procedures which ensure consistency inratings among teachers
determined. The appropriate use of normative information also needs to be
incorporated into this process, otherwise teacher judgments are in danger of
straying apart from those of their colleagues. Once techniques and instruments
are developed, there remains a crucis! need for the training of teachers and
administrators in assessment practices. (Stiggins, 1990)

(ii). Methods of Authentic Mcasurcment

In a recent article, McLean (1990) defined authentic measurement as
“performance on meaningful tasks in 8 recognizable context”(p.78). He
provided as an example, use of a student portfolio which can be used to provide
a cumulative record of student achievement for a wide variety of activitics.
Other examples could include the use of interviews, step-by-step processes
employed by students, and “on the job™ assessments for students engaged in
activities out of the classroom. There is need in this area for the development
of a number of ways to measure student activitics in different settings and for
a variety of purposes. As these techniques are developed, several ancilliary
products arc necded, among them appropriate instruments for the collection of
information, procedures for interpretation of that data, and methods of reporting
it

(iii). Variety of Measures

For years teachers have been encouraged to use a variety of measures when
they coliect information about students. Most of this information, however, has
been related only to intellectual development. Inthe proposed changes teachers
will also be expected to report to parents in meaningful ways on the progress of
their childeen in human and social development and in career development. This
expectation gives added emphasis to the need for better methods of evaluating
attributes of the affective domain. In addition, more work is needed on process
evaluation and critical thinking. Some of this work may be done through the
refinement of ovservational techniques and the use of holistic measures.

From the practitioner’s perspective, direction related to the preceding issues
isessential. Forexample, in the new program it isexpected thatinquiry methods
are taught and evaluated; teaching for thinking occurs; 2 variety of instructional
techniques to match needs of the learner are employed; and an interdisciplinary
approach is used in teaching of the curriculum.
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Need for Collaborative Involvement of Teachers

The extent of proposed curriculum change is staggering. Not only does it
involve change in content and higher levels of cognition, but it also has
implications for classroom organization, grouping of students and the use of
different teaching strategics.

To effectively impiement change of this magnitude the classroom practi-
tioner is in desperate need of encouragement and direction. Yetresearch seldom
meets these needs. For example, Perry-Sheldon & Allain (1987) contend that
since the immediacy of day-to-day work calls for quick decisions by teachers,
they tend to make decisions based on their own experiences and common sense
rather than on those of experts or the findings of research. Cross (1987) contends
it is not the case that teachers do not or will not apply findings from research in
their practices, but that they cannot, This perception is supported in findings
from Carr and Kemmis (1986) who suggest that teachers tend 10 view research
as an esoteric activity having little to do with everyday matters.

At issue is the effectiveness of the top-down model currently employed in
much of research. This model may ik ineffective due'to the isolation of teachers
in the classroom, who often work without contact with colleagues or frequent
supervision. Tye and Tye (1984), for examp:e, contend that:

. We continue to mandate changes, even though available evidence
ovesrwhelmingly indicates that reforms imposed from the top are ineffective in
bringing about desired changes in schools.

The need for the direct and meaningful involvement of teachers in research
was also called for in recent work done by McDonald (1989), Gage and Berliner
(1989), and Atkin (1989). Inarccent article, Atkin (1989) claimed that teacher-
conducted rescarch must be secn as an important responsibility of the teaching
profession. In taking this position, he states that

The progress of meaningful reform will be stalled until tcachers emerge
from their marginal positions in the research community and become full
pariners in the conception andsthe conduct of cducational inquiry.(p.205)

What direction can rescarch gain from these observations? To begin, it is
suggested that to have an cffect, rescarchers should be as concemed with the
implementation of their findings as they are with the study itself. Cross (1987)
believes that the active involvement of teachers in research related to their own
pratices is csscntial to bring about improvement in learning. This position was
supporicd by Tikunoff and Mergendoller (1983) who saw the involvement of
teachers in conducting reseach as imperative, Based on this information it is
recommended that greater atiention be given (o the collaborative planning and
implementation of rescarch between the rescarcher and the practitioner.

Summary

As reported earlicer, the purposc of schooling is shifting in an atiecmpt to meet
new scts of needs and expectations. Basic skills, for example, have expanded
from those only related to numeracy and basic communication to include critical
thinking, decision making, flexibility, and understanding and tolcrance of
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athers, Tn response to these changes the developers of curriculum bave re-

content specific; it focusesmore onthinking skills than subject matter; itis more
selective in terms of the subject matter contained in it; and it emphasizes
conceptual development and process-oriented activities.

Student evaluation is an integral component of the educational process and
must be fair, consistent and supportive. As such it mast be responsive to related
changes in the curriculum. It is important also that student self-esteem be
protected through the inclusion of tasks that students can be successful at.
Gorman (1989) emphasized the importance of this feature in saying,

Evaluation is a two-edged sword that can enhance and be constructive to
student leaming and personality development - or it can be destructive to student
learning. The choice is ours. (p.15)

Shifts in the curriculum, however, have left a void through the absence of
appropriate teaching strategies, and evaluation techniques and instruments with
which to measure student progress for many of the intended outcomes. This
paper identified a number of needs in these arcas faced by the classroom teacher
in attempting to implement change. The role of research in this matrix is the
development and validation of appropriate procedures, techniques and instro-
ments. Among them, more effective means by which to measure higher order
thinking skills and auributes of the affective domain; development of appropri-
ate criterion methods to assist teachers in determining and articulating common
expectations; and more effective techniques in process oriented evaluation.
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Grounded Authentic Assessment and Teacher Education

Thomas O. Maguire
University of Alberta

Introduction

During the past two decades there has been a substantial increase in the
amount of extemally imposed assessment of student leaming. Most provincial
departments of education have instituted testing prograins using various com-
binations of formative and summative tests to monitor achievement, to provide
indicators of educational quality and to provide end of school certification.
Recently, the Council of Ministers of Education has called for tenders to create
a cross- country assessment of literacy. Beyond the provincial and national
exams, some regions have participated in the periodic administration of inter-
national assessments. As we move into the 1990°s a resurgence of top-down
testing with its concommitent comparisons of students, teachers, jurisdictions,
provinces and countries is refocussing our educational efforts, In this paper I
will remind you of some of the negative consequences of this, and suggest some
strategies for rencwal.

Among the several research strands in the contemporary literature on
achicvement measurement that relate to both the consequences of provincial
assessment policies, and to the suggestions for change, two were featured in last
year’s Victoria conference on classroom testing. The “grass roots” researcher
represented by Wilson’s (1990) paper, seeks to understand assessment through
investigations of current teacher practice. In the next section of the paper, I will
use these investigations to show how provincial activities influence instruction,
The “improvement of practice™ research, focusses on the validity issues of
achievement assessment. One form is discussed in Mcl.ean's (1990) paper as,
“authentic assessment.”. I shall use this line of research in the second section
of the paper to explain what assessment ought to be like. In the final section of
the paper, I'll talk about implications for teacher education.

The First Part - Influences of Assessment Practices on Classrooms

In his study of teachers in Ontario and British Columbia, Wilson (1990)
found that his modal teacher used completion, short answer or essay questions
rather than multiple choice questions, they borrowed or adapted from other
sources if they were in elementary schools, or built their own instruments if they
were in secondary schools, and they carried out assessments for three main
interrelated reasons: to determine marks, to check student progress, and to have
students practice whatthey had learned. Near the end of the paper Wilson links
teacher practise to government activity: “What actually happens in our sample
of teachers is a tendency to imitate the provincial government in virtually every
instrument.” (p. 16) And later, “The evaluation of stndent achievement by
teachers in classrooms occurs within a policy and procedural framework that is
largely determined by outsiders” (p16). Wilson's findings support the widely
held belief that provincial testing programs have a profound influence on
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teacher practice.

A quick snapshot from the ATA Magazine (a publication of the Alberta
Teachers’ Association) will give a flavour of the Alhertacontext. Inthe March/
April issue, Nemeth and Samiroden (1990) gave nine problems (Figure 1) with
standardized provincial examinsations. These were exiracted from interviews
with teachers, classroom observations, and from the opinions expressed by
teachers and academics familiar with the Alberta scene. In their conclusion, the
authors state,”By no means should the results of such testing be publicized or
used as indicators of school or teacher performances. * (Interestingly enough
the paper was written prior to the Edmonton Public School Board's decision to
publish test results for each school.) Nemeth and Samiroden's thesis is that the
provincial assessments and in particular the grade 12 diploma examinations
represent a political approach to improving the quality of education, and what
isreally needed is an educational approach. They acknowledge (implicitly) that
the assessment expertise of many classroom teachers is not high but that it could
be improved, and in this improvement lies much of the solution to the validity/
authenticity problem.

1. Diploma exams contradict the belief in continuous formative
evaluation.

2. For a centralized testing program to work, tests must be normed.
Norming assumes similar classroom experiences that span, in this
case the province of Alberta.

3. Because there is pressiure for teachers 1o teach them, Diploma
Exams guide the curriculum and determine what is important at the
expense of other goals.

4. Diploma Exams substitute content for context.

5. Test blueprints that are prepared for Diploma Exams have content
area and cognitive level as their main dimensions. This classification
is determined by the examiner, but the kind of thinking required is
actually determined by the student.

6. Diploma Exams test for a very limited portion of the curriculum.
They are geared 1o measure those pieces of knowledge most easily
measured.

7. Diploma Exams do not correlate from year to year because the
questions are revised, some new new questions arc added, and the
students from yesr to year differ.

8. Comparisons between individuals and jurisdictions are impossible.
Two students who receive the same scare do not necessarily
understand the materials equally. Often they do not answer all of the
same questions.

9. Test results only correls - with future results on similar tests; they
are not accurate prediclors of future success.

thure—l_ Problems associated with ;ii;;lémé exams (F;é:ﬁ Nemeth and
Samniroden, 1990}
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For these reasons Diploma Exam results are not good indicators of the |

quality of education,

In British Columbia the recently completed study on the impact of provincial
examinations on education (Anderson, Muir, Bateson, Blackmore and Rogers,
1990) collected opinions from teachers and students from across the province.
Although the analysis was cursory, the trends seemed to indicate that externally
imposed exams are viewed as constraining teaching and leaming practice, in
terms of what is taught, how it is taught and how it is assessed. In short, the B.C.
data are generally consistent with the less formal Alberta probe described
above,

What are we to conclude from this information?

1. Provincial assessment programs and in particular summative programs
have an important influence on instructional activities including classroom
assessment practice and these directions are not always beneficial to students.

2. The assessment skills of many teachers are restricted at least insofar as
they demonstrate use of a variety of techniques.

3. Despite observation 2, there is an intuitive base possessed by teachers
upon which better assessment practice could be built .

4. While educational assessments at all levels seem to be purposeful, they
are not obviously driven by any theory beyond the important appeal ¢ social
concem (for example, accountability).

The Middle Part - Grounded Authentic Assessment

In this section of the paper I would like to bricfly recxamine and reinforce
the school of thought that makes validity the fundamental concern of all
achicvement assessment activity. Much has been written about how the
construct validity of achicvement tests can be improved. A lot of this material
is written from a cognitive psychology perspective (see Snow and Lohman’s
excelient review in Lirn, 1989), but there are also important directives in the
curricufum literature. Haertel, (1985), refers to these as competence theories,
and although he classifies them as psychological I would call them curricular
because they, “...alwaysinvolvea detailed analysis of specific curricular content
(p.28).”

In his paper, McLean (1990) reminds us that to be “authentic,” assessment
instruments must reflect, “the knowledge and the processes that form the basis
of the subject matter,” and the, “conditions under which the achievement
normally takes place.” (p80). Although not mentioned by Mclean, the entry of
cognitive psychologists into the achicvement assessment ficld (for example,
Embreison, 1985) canbe seenasan important step toward authentic assessment.
It is a breath of theoretical freshness in a ficld dominated by the mathematical
mustiness of item response theory.

Because authentic measurement must reflect the context of instruction,
McLcan wamns us that it is“...impossible to produce measuring instruments that
can be uscd in the same way across a country, or even a province(p.81).” This
warmning {lies in the face of the political forces that seek to implement and extend




comparative testing programs at the intraprovincial, interprovincial, or interna.
tional levels,

Ina recent paper, Nancy Cole (1990), points out that there are philosophical
issues that underlie the valid assessment of achievement. Sherefersto Broudy's
(1988), The Uses of Schooling as an example of how philosophers of education
have important messages for people in our field. Prompied by Cole, I read
Broudy's monograph and became coavinced that authentic assessment is not
sufficient if we are going to restrict the term to  “faithful reflection” of the
knowledge and processes of the subject matter. It seems to me that valid
assessmant is authentic assessment grounded in a philosophy of education and
in the psychology of development, leaming and instruction. This view is
consistent with Messick’s (1989) extension of construct validity to include the
consequential basis for interpretation,

In outlining his argument for gencral education, Broudy (1988) lists four
uses of schooling: replicative, applicative, associative and interpretive. The
replicative use of knowledge refers to the use of facts and principles just as they
have been learned. In our parlance we would tie this to Bloom's ( 1957)
knowledge objectives. Broudy points out that there is much that we learn in
school that is soon forgotten in the form in which it was leamed. Replicative use
of leaming depends to some exient on the individual. For example, I no longer
remember much of the Russian vocabulary that I learned in order to satisfied the
requirements for the Ph.D. On the otherhand Ihave used the multiplication table
so much that it has become overlearned.

The applicative use of schooling refers io the direct application of facts or
principles to new situations. Much of technical training and apprenticeships,
and some of professional education are directed toward the applicative uses of
schooling. Attempts are made to show students how to structure, categorize or
recognize situations where facts and principles can be applied as learned.

The other two uses, associative and interpretive, refer to how we use the
associations and connotations that are built up around concepts and principles,
and how we make translations and abstractions in order to live our lives, Broudy
points out that the real value of education lies in the latler two uses of schooling
and much less on the former. However he justifics the former by showing how
they contribute to what he calls the “allusionary base,” the conccptual store-
house of implicit knowledge thateach of us possesses. As he notes (p. 21), “The
associative resources provided by schooling and experience plus the interpre-
tive repertoire of concepis and images consititute the allusionary base. The
resources of the allusionary basc are not used by simple replication of this or that
school learning, and their adequacy cannot be judged by tests of replication or
application. On the contrary, the success of general education is to be measured
by the depth and quality of the allusionary base.”

The point of describing Broudy's ideas is that if you accept them as a basis
for general education, there are direct implications for the practices of assess-
ment, both at the classroom level and externally. The philosophy should drive
the instruction and assessment, and conversely the choice of assessment
instruments should give clues as to the philosophy in opcration. The complaint
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of teachers and the observations of classroom researchers is that our tests largely
neglect the associative and interpretive uses of schooling. They (the tests) paint
a picture of schools that are dedicated to the replicative and applicative uses of
education. Our undergraduate measurement texts are at best loosely tied to a
1956 view of educational objectives, (Bloom et al, 1956) and at worst based on
the sparse logically positive dictatcs of the behavioral objectives movement.

The research agends of the cognitive psychologists and others is to extend
the range of assessments. But what is the basis of this extension? There is a
philosophy that is implicit in this trend, and I believe that it must be explicated.
I remind you that assessment, even authentic assessment, is not value neutral,
Different philosophical starting points yield very different authentic measures.
We must encourage assessment constructors at all levels to make their
foundational beliefs and assumptions public. Authentic asscssments that are
derived from such a network could then be described as being grounded.

Consistent with the need to ground authentic assessment in a philosophical
framework, is the importance of designing assessments that serve instruction,
and using the assessment process to promote wvseful and responsible scli-
evaluation.

In a recent review of the rescarch on the impact of classroom evaluation
practices on students, Crooks (1988), reminds us that the quality of student
leamning is greatly influenced by the nature and frequency of our assessments.
The thrust of his argument is that assessment must contribute to and not be apart
from instruction. In our terms, grounded authentic assessment should encour-
age deep leamning, it should provide effective feedback, it should promote
appropriate standards, it should encourage independent learning, and it should
reflect the important goals of schooling. In shont, Crooks tells us to seck
instructional validity in our classcoom assessments. Clearly, there is a coher-
ence among the voices of Broudy, Crooks, Cole and McLean.

To summarize the middle section of this paper, grounded authentic class-
room assessment must be surrounded by and derived from an approach to
education that is based upon a philosophy that is supported directly by the
educators and indirectly by the socio-political views of most of the nation’s
citizens (social fidelity), it must be authentic, it must support instruction, and it
must encourage individuals to take responsibility for their own leaming.

It is clear from part one, that provincial assessments have been weighed by
many in the cducational establishment and found wanting. I am not convinced
that the picture within classes is much better. What can teacher education do
about it?

The Last Part - Implications for Teacher Education and Teacher
Educators

I'believe that there is a widespread feeling of powerlessness among teachers
when it comes to dealing either with measurement issues in general or with
cxternally imposed asscssments in particular. This is in spite of the fact that I
have never heard of a Canadian teacher being fired for the test performance of
his or her students, and in spite of the fact that provincial exams are usually
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crested by representative teachers. If this feeling of powerlessness is as
pexvasive as I think it is, then we need to do something to empower tcachers
beginning within our teacher education programs.

In many institutions, education students are not required to take a course in
classroom assessment so it is not surprising that they know very little about
concepis like grade equivalence, validity and error of measurement. With a
proper knowledge base, some well-honed analytical skills, and a little confi-
dence, teachers could lead the debate on assessment and standards, and not find
themselves reacting to the impositions of others,

We should begin by helping our education studeats to develop provisional
operational philosophies of education. Arda Cole (1990) provides a good
illustration of how the personal philosophies of four beginning teachers
developed during their first year of teaching. It scems to me that their collection
and use of assessment information should be based on this personal philosophy.
Teachers with well explicated foundation can respond effectively to extemal
information, they can work with parents, and they can make their assessments
more meaningful to studentsand to instruction. Atpresent, where measurement
courses exist, they seem to be steeped in the technology of educational
measurement. While this is important, I do not believe that it is the best starting
point.

We need toteach students grounded authentic measurement strategics. One
example of such a strategy that is consistent with Broudy’s philosophy of
general education (although it is not based on it) is Biggs and Collis's (1982).
taxonomy for categorizing student responses to various educational tasks called
the Structure of Learning Outcomes (SOLO). Under this system, learning
outcomes are assessed by placing them into one of five levels: prestructural,
unistructural, multistructural, relational and extended abstract.

The categories are defined in terms of the amount of memory capacity
required in order to make the response, the kind of relating operations that are
required to produce the response, and the degree of consistency and quality of
closure displayed in the response. Preoperational responses require little
memory. They may be a denial of the question or simply repeat the information
contained in it. Often the responses reflect a lack of engagement between the
studentand the task. Unistructural responsesconcentrate onone relevant aspect
of the task or concentrate exclusively on one pant of the solution. Closurc is
premature. Students making multistructural responses treat aspects of the task
independently, and although the memory demands arc higher than at Tower
levels, noattempt is made to integrate the dimensions of the problem. The result
is a response that may contain inconsisitencies or in which inconsistent infor-
mation is ignored. Swdents who provide relational responses attend to various
aspects of the task in relation to each other. Integrating themes may be used to
organize the result. Inconsistencics arc addressed, but no attempt is made to )
beyond the boundaries specified by the task. At the extended abstract level the
task is treated in a context that goes beyond the immediate information.
Generalizations may be made to other situations of this type, but carc is taken
todescribe the domain of generalizability, Conclusions may not be definite, but
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may be qualified to allow for logically possible alternatives.

If, like Broudy, we hold associative and implicative uses of schooling to be
important, then we would like our students to operate at the relational and
extended abstract levels of the taxonomy. Moreover, as teachers we would
constantly try to move our students from lower levels to higher levels of
operation by showing them how they can use their allusionary bases to produce
higher levels of discussion. From the student perspective, the SOLO taxonomy
gives a structure for self evaluation. It provides them with a scale that they can
usc as metacognitive tool to raise their level of thought relative to a particular
topic.

The SOLO taxonomy is not a panacea, rather it is an example of an aproach
to measurement that could be applied in many circumstances from province to
classroom. Provincial assess.:“nts that reported results according to level
would act in @ manner that is co. sistent with classroom instruction, and not be
as foreign to it. Criticisms of external examinations that are based on the
constraining features of these exams would be less supportable because students
with a wider knowledge base (or deeper allusionary base if you prefer Broudy)
would have a greater likelihood of performing at a higher level. Soitisin the
interesis of both teacher and student to develop a wide experiential base. Yet
knowledge of a common set of specific facts would not be highly reinforced.

An example of the use of SOLO in assessing skills in high school science is
provided by Collis and Davey (1986). I have used it to evaluaie variations on
a program for gified students (Maguire, 1988,1989). Biggs and Tollis (1982)
provide examples of use in history, geography, mathematics, English and
modem languages. They show how the taxonomy builds on instructional
theoriesand how instruction can be built from it. In short it provides areasonable
example of an approach to authentic assessment that fits within a philosophical
framework and contributes to the instructional process.

Conclusion

There are competing demands for achievement information. We must begin
todevelop trustamong all Ievels of the system so that our practices are consisient
and lcad to appropriate student growth and development. Obtaining an effective
evaluative thrust begins with making agendas public. If achicvement testing is
to be used to change teaching practice, then let us say so; if it is to be used as a
basis for funding, then this too should be made clear; if we want to encourage
the equitable distribution of scholarships through our diploma exams, then this
should be made clear. Atthe present time, [ believe that there is much suspicion
about the purposes of external exams. If we can make purposes public, then we
can begin to direct developmental efforts towards agreed upon goals. Trying to
make single assessments serve many masters (some of whom appear after the
fact) is simply not working.

A final word must be said about “accountability.” There scems to be
2 belicf that external examinations are an instrument of cccountability. Theterm
itself isnow so over used that it has lost much of its specific meaning. Moreover,
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Mmmmmmmm@mm,mm
these demands can be satisfi~4 by external examinations. I believe that this is
largely overstated. The results of the Edmonton Public Schoo! Board's decision
to publish school results was indiffereace. It generated two letters to the editor,
There are fewpeoplewhomin&mtedinlhe“mnmbﬂityssachievmt"
pmmmw@mmmmmmwmmeirabiﬁtymmakeit
scem as though they represent a grass roofs movement. We have uncritically
accepted studies of American schooling as being applicable here. I see no
evidence of a great popular concern. If they are not asked, the members of the
public seldom raise the issue, Our participation in international studies provides
immesﬁngMderfonheinnerpagesoﬁhemwspapers,butmwehmwm
we stand above Burkina Faso and below Japan, a good tire fire can knock us off
the page. Most of the pressure for extemnal assessments in Canada comes from
within the educational establishment, Wecan change this. If we can strengthen
our teaching population by providing them with betier assessment strategies,
and we devoie more of our time to rescarch and development of grounded
authentic assessment instruments, then we will end up with a more facilitating
system of assessment. [ think that we have the ability to do it. Do we have the
will?
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What Skills Do Teachers Need in Educational Testing?

Ronald K, Hambleton
University of Massachusetts at Amherst

Educational testing in the 1990s is going to fook very different from the
testing of the last couple of decades. In the 1990s, more educational fests are
going to be performance-based and will be mare Ykely to measure higher-order
cognitive sidlls then their pred=cessors. Mutltiple-choice testing is pot likely to
be discontinued in American or Canadian schools (nor shoutd itbe), but thistest
fmnmisﬁkelymhebalmmdinschml,Menrmvincial.andmmalm&ng
pmgmmsbymmdimctmeasumofasmsmentmhaswﬁﬁngsmks.
performance tests, projects, and portfolios,

Our predictions will hardly come as a surprise to teachers and administra-
tors. The educational journals have been filled recently with debates about the
mierits of current testing programs; many school districts and provincial/state
departments of education have been reshaping their testing programs (e.g.
Valencia, eral., 1989; Roeber & Dutcher, 1989); and the major test publishers,
themselves, appear to be following the trends by including more advanced skills
in their standardized achievement tests, Import U.S. national testing programs,
such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)., anticipate
more use of open-ended item formats and the assessment of higher-order skitls
in the 1990s to fall in linc with new curriculum specifications (Collis &
Romberg, 1991; National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1989). The
directions for testing in the 19905 seem clear.

Where is the impetus for change in testing practices coming from? Undoubt-
edly, the impetus for changes in testing as well as in school organization,
curricula, teacher training, and so forth, is coming from the widely held view that
schools are not doing the job they should be doing. Consider some of the recent
headlines from U.S. newspapers: “Educators say public schools need overhaul,
not reform,” “U.S. -outh fail math test,” and “American schools perpetuale
failure.” Or consider the findings in a recent international study of eight grade
mathematics and science skills where American students placed last (Lapointe,
Mead, & Phillips, 1989).

The six national educations goals prepared by President Bush and the
govemors in 1989 are a response 10 the problems that have been identified in the
United States and are intended to improve education substantially by the year
2000. The goals are (2) to prepare preschoolers for learning by improving their
health care and nutrition, (b) to increase the high school graduate rate, (c) to
make Americans the best in the world in science and mathematics, (d) to reduce
the adult rate of illiteracy to zero (from the current level or 13%), (¢) to make
cvery school free of drugs and violence, and () to require students in grades 4,
§.and 12 to demonstrate competency of higher-level cognitive skills in history,
math, science, geography, and English. These goals are ambitious, and, to
achieve them (especially goalsg and ), one of the main recommended activities
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is to assess students not by their ability to memorize facts and details but by their
reasoning and problem-solving skills, As a result, education testing in the
United States will need to change: change what is measured (to roflect
curriculum changes) and use an expanded number of item formats to enhance
the validity of educational assessments, Similar changes can be seen in the
testing programs in many Canadian provinces. '

The new era in testing has been labelled authentic assessment. Though we
distike the term itself because we believe it denigrates 80 years of important
advances in psychometric research (see, for example, Linn, 1989; Hambleion
& Zaal, 1991), many of the “eas underlying the new testing movement appear
to be sound, and the results will be better educational assessments for policy
makers, school administrators, teachers, students, and their parents. Objective
testing, as represented by the multiple choice and true-false formats can carry
a significant part of the acsessment load (see, for example, Farr, Pritchard, &
Smitten, 1990), but certainly not all of it. As more and more use is being made
of test results in educational accountability (e.g., cvaluating teachers, schools,
programs, and ¢ven states - see, for example, the 1990 NAEP Trial State
Assessment at Grade Eight), those affected by the results will want to be sure that
the tests themselves are fair and accurately measure what students are leaming.
Even the most ardent supporters of standardized achievement tests would not
claim that these tests measure more than a fraction of what schools expect
students to leam or that the tests can measure, with the m.ultiple-choice format,
all of the important higher-order cognitive outcomes,

If teachers are going to teach to the skills covered by tests (and there is
substantial evidence that they do already), current thinking is that tests should
measure what is really important in a cumiculum (Madaus, 1988). Then,
teaching to the test is constructive and desirable. Shepard (1989} has even
argued that assessments should approximate the leaming tasks of interest, so
that, when students practice for the test, some useful learning takes place. The
same argument was made for criterion-referenced tests in the 1970s and 1980s.
Load up tests with the skills that students are expected to leam. Teaching tothe
test, then, is equivalent to teaching the cumriculom. What distinguishes the
current movement for authentic testing from the carlier one for criterion-
referenced testing are two features: (1) curriculum specialistsare arguing forthe
tcaching and asscssment of integrative skills, e.g., whole language, that are
typically broad and higher-order, rather than the narrower and lower-level
discrete skills (i.e., bechavioral objectives) that have been popular in the last 20
years, and (2) there is more emphasis in authentic testing on direct measures of
the skills of interest, Criterion-referenced testing and authentic testing are not
at odds. In fact, authentic testing is simply a “fresh face” on criterion-referenced
testing which highlights the need for the assessment of higher-order cognitive
skills with morc direct measures of assessment.

The remaindcer of this paper is divided into sections: in the first, the tcrm
authentic testing is designed and the case for this type of assessment is
considered. In the second part, the testing skills teachers and administrators will
nced to implement authentic testing successfully are considered.
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agroed up by its many advocsies. Fortunstely, the nisin features of most
mmmmmmmmmmw -

1. Authorsic tests o insesdied to asseas what T s that studeats know and e

- da, yiih the emphbasis on “doing”™. L

R zﬁmwm@mmdm(mmm

,mnmmmmmmmmm
&mmmm;mmammm Thatis,

" i reading assessments, students would be expected Sotead reasonably fengthy

~ passages (perhaps soveral pages) prior io snswering quesilons, and, fn math-
mmmmukwmmmm mmm o

o . - salculatons, and so forth; in

problesus, -

-4, Amucmm!mmmsﬁmwmmﬁmm_
snswer. {b) asacesing groups eather than individuals (e.g.,  grozp puiting on

play). (c)mummmmmmdmu@w

evaluation of performances, projects, and 50 foeth. = N

mmmnmmmmm 1Ip fact, it isacentral

o "‘”‘mammmmmmmmmmn The

__sccond feature is not unique, elther, though It would bo camect 10 say that |
" authentic testing advocates sspire (o ace & great desl mars use of '
assessments than has boen the norm (see Linn, 1994; Linn, Baker, & Dunbar, in

" pross), Forexample, in BritishColumbis, attho lower grado fevels, many of the
WM&«MWMMWMW
assessments.  Fomman and information ohservations, qualitative analysis of

‘ MWMWMMNMde ’

records, are justa fow of the olher assessment methods that have been suggested

jn the measurement Hterature,

The third feature is very important. The goal is to make (esting mose like
instructional activities than like highly structured tasks in which answeschoices -
are provided. Some changes can be made to multiple-choice testing by

3 ... providing moge reslistic stimulf such as longer, more interesting, and thought- . -
and the use of more “spplication of knowledge” questions, . -

proveking passages,
but there are practical limits as to what can be done. The use of non-multiple- -
cholce formats holds more promise for assessing higher-order thinking skills. -

Authentlc tests might require students o propare a tesearch paper, conductan

expeﬂmem.pmﬂdpmhadeha&.mdsofmm

The fourth feature is the most problematic because it makes it nearly
" impossible to produce standandized divections, scoring, and imespresentations,
Such a featore may be attainable within classroom testing practices (if ieachers ..
are fully tmined In performance testing mcthods) but it will be difficult o

| -gchieve in schoal, and certainly in provinclalfstate and national testing pro- -
© grams. Thefeasibility of more pesformance-based testing ut the provincial/state
and national level Is a hotly debates topic at the moment.
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. iminedumhn(&;..sm 1901). ‘The kssuc is big enough that the two
f-.’mmhmmmu.summmmm--
. and the American Federstion of Teachers (AFT), joined with the Nationat
" Council on Messurement in Education (NCME) to produce thie AFT, NCME, -
o ,mwyrmcmmummﬂu o
. dents(1990). The Seandards were prepared (o service a niumber of pmposes: -
mamwm«mmmmmwmm

progmms.
b. ammmm&Wluﬂ-GMdmm

testing skills,
mamﬁeﬁx&ed@mﬂmﬁmvﬁﬂmhm
- &aﬁmmd@mﬂmmmwmmwmm
" tlow i their research, mmm&ng.
The Standards arc mare powerful than m m to dewbp testing
guidelines (¢.g., Popham & Hambleton, 1990) because they have the full -
of the two teacher uniotis. Abso, unlike some of the other efforts, these
Standards were widely circulatod and roviewod prior to their publication and
were comprehensive in the sense that a broad definition of student assessment
- was adopted, - Also, the Standards cover the complete set of teacher activitics.
where student assessments aro done, These activities are: () activities priorto
instruction, (b) activities occuring during instruction, (c) sctivities occurting
after the regnlar sepment of instruction, (d) activities with 8 teacher’s involve-
ment in school and school district decision-making, snd (6) activities associated
wkhamﬁsmmthswﬂcrmmmwofdm ‘
~_‘Thetesting competencies for teachers were erganlzed by AFT, NCME, and
mm“mmgm.wuhmhmfmmwamdm
MWMMmmmmmm.m&m 1990). The

1. WMNNMNMWMW
for instructional decisions,

2. Teachers should bo skilled in doveloping ssssssment methods appropriate
for instructional docisions,

- 3. Teachors shonld be skifled in adminisioring, scoring and interpreting the

resuits of both externally produced and teacher-produccd asscssment methods.

4. Teachers should be skifled In using assessment results when making
decistons about individual students, planning teaching, and developing carricn-
lum and school Improvemest.

S. Teachers should be skilled in dovelophig valued pupll grading procedures
which use pupil assessments.

&WmuﬁnedlneommMWmmmsm
students, parents, other lay andiences, and other oducators,

7. Tmmmnmmmedmmgmmm {llegal, and otherwiso
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. the rhetoris whieh s often assoclated with the pica. No “put-down” of norm- |
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- anleutated in ol o the coupetencies bus copeckally in (1), (2), B and (9.
- ‘Ofmmhthammhmlymofﬂumm o
Mnmkmbkm:;mhm_mw‘ L

. called for to meet the requirements of these new Standards.
There is & need in edacation for new educationsl assessments to measuse

 necessarily be usefal. MMMMmeqmmmmm
;- Thesamo basic concems for test standardization, reliabifity, and validity aro still
7 opemative, WWM&WNMMMM
- MMWMWMWM then to
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. . G the trsining reveals to teachers the fact that sysiematic classroom assess-
L mmmmwmmmmmmm L

R A mmmmwmmmwm

-and conducting assessments rather than hearing sbout them, and

&mumwumhmnueﬁmﬁmmm
and inservice trsining contexts.

' Let me expand on each of these, dmﬂhumciﬂwlyhowmmwhof

mmmwmm»ﬁn

. "The trainer must understand the realltles of 1ifo In the classroom asthoss -

c mmmmwwwﬂ The trtiner mwist tane intoand
- sppreciate the complex and very dentanding dssessment requirements faced by
0 teachess, whomay boteaching from 3010 200 students & day, making decisions
at the rate of ons every two to thros minutes, and are needing to filter through
the constant flood of infonnation coming from students to find those bits of
information that deserve the téacher’s careful ationtion. Further, tuipersmust

undesstand the full range of uses of clissoom sisessment, ranging from

decision making to instruciions! uses to clissroom mansgoment uses. They
must understand the interpersonal facets of classrooss assessment, the opportu-

 pitlesoffered by the asscsement context where 99,.9% of all school assessent

tskénplace, snd how classmom ssscemnent dilffery from its more visiblo cousin,
large-xale, standardized

teating, :

‘ ~Trainers must posscss this working knowledge of assessment life in class-
 rooms, inorder toformaclearand highty-differentiated vision of whatitisabout

~ assessment that teachers noed (o know. But mose Iimpostanily, trainers whocan
. demonstrate scnsitivily o fife in classtooms can establish credibility with
. teachers as 8 knowledgesble source of sound, practical kdeas about how to
manage claxsroom asscssment environmaits effectively. Without that credibil-

ity, the traines*s message simply will not get through,

2. Establish the Importance

Triners mustappesl toteachens tocareabout quality classroom assessment.
This can be accomplished fimst by appealing to teachers” fectings about the well
" being of stirdents, and second by involving principals and other supervisors,
who cvaluate the performance of teachers,

With respect to student well being, teachers respond to the argument that
they are in fact atthe center of the asscssment process that feeds virtually alf of
the decisions that exert the greatest influence of leaming and academic seif
concept. To illustrate, teachers themssives use the results of day to day
assessments (o disgnose student nceds, group students, grade students and

S Q. 1(.'?
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‘ ' In addition, the teachex’s classroom assessmenis provide the information.

| "'anmmmmmmmmms '

o sciting their own cxpectations of hermseives, and deciding what 10 study, when

" tosady, withwhom tostudy, whethes iostndy, indeed whether caresboutand

: * expecttobe successful in school. Andmmpcmmmﬁymmm‘
1 classroom ssscssment resuits 1o inform decisions sbout what ‘

‘. .mnMMMmmwmw CL

g establish support systems at home, and how to allocate family resonrces for <
edocation. Taken together, decisionsmade by teacher, studentand parent drive

tie teaching/leaming process by determining whatkids leam andhow thoy feel -

about it. All of these decisions rest on the quality of the ieacher's day % day

assessments of student achicvement. Teachers can sppreciasodils fact whenlt

e is poiatall out 1o them, mmmmmﬁm&l "”’I bocome eager and
if further motivation to care shout high-qualliy classroos assess- -

”mkmammmwmpﬁm«mmm o

inthe process of promoting sound sssessments. Instructional leaders need tobe

inapasition to lead in all aspects of the instructional process, including the one
mmaMuaMnaMofawmmMepﬁm

[intend to evaluate classroom assessment competence, the teachers will see the
mammmhmwmm
The well-being of students tunis on the qualily of teachers’ assessments of
stadent achicvement. Teachers are not currently trained to maximize that
qm!ky They must care about this and make quality a priosity if quality is tobe

3. Know the Targets

For decades now, the measurement community has dictated the format of
assessment in schools. The traditional dictum has been “This is the assessment
micthod, educators—the maltiple-choice test item. Now make your targets fit
this method.” Recently, however, educators have come to realize that most of
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmym
be transkated into the “accepted” format. Now they have begun to say back to
the measureatent community: “Theso are our achievement targets—they are
many and diverse and do not fit the traditionial method. Give us methods that
fit our targets.” To be effective in offering assessment training to ¢~ achers,
trainess must understand those targets and know how they align with assessment
methods,

Many kinds of targets are valised. Educatoes want their charges to master
sabstantive subject matter knowledge, demonstrate that they can use that
knowledge and their higher order thinking skills to solve problems, exhibit
certain kinds of achievement-related behaviors, create achievemont-related
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‘MorespecMy ifthes mkmmm -
. amﬁhﬁw«mm mmnmmwmm‘ -
" in finking those targets to sound s
. Cenainly, hhmManMmmﬂ '

I e T

| relovant twgess. Methodscourses mustiake lead respoasibitliy forehis facetof. -
: -‘MM However, ftisr tocxpectassesyment specialisty

. mmwmmamwuwﬁnw»m
' -mmm ‘
mmamwummmw S
" application of & wids varicly of measurement methods, inchading paper and
.. pencil instruments, performance assessments (assessments based on observa-
.. tiom and judgment), snd personal commumication with stucents. Furthey, each

of theso methods faclades both objectively-scored and subjectively-scod -

" altcrmatives, many of which come & tho teaches with the textbook snd some of
which are developed by the teacher, In fact, teachers have Hierally dozens of
mmnmmhmmmdmm
achievement

mmtnmamemammmmmmm
limtiations of each, the keys to their effective development and use, and the
pitfalistoscund assessment in eachcase. Assessment training is made relevant,
when the trainer can communicste these options to teachers effectively in

Without knowledge of all availsble assessment tools, it is impossible for
teachers to match their assessment meshods to their valued targets on aday to
day basis,

5. Compromise on Quality

High-quality assessment is critical to student well being. Accepted psycho-
metric guidelines for treating issues of assessment quality hold that the assessor
(a) undexstand the dcfinitlons of various kinds of validity and refiability, (b)
know how to maximize the quality of their assessments (i.¢. control for sources
of invalidity and unrelinbifity), and (c) lmow how to genérate statistical
estimates of quality, so as to be able o defend their assessments as meeting
accepied standands, These guidelines represent the ideal when it comes o
sddressing quality control issues in assessment.

Howoever, given the demands of fife in classrooms, the highly-technical
natare of the definitions and statistical estimation procedures mentioned shove
and the extremely Hmited amount of time available for assessment training, it
simply is not realistic to hold teachers accountable for meeting all of these
guidetines, Assessment training is made relevant for teachers when the trainer

| 1og- ™
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-+ preventthose problems from arising (entry b from the list above). They aced w0 -
" - know sbout sources of measurement crmor that can arise from problems with the
. sssessment exercises, problems with the stndeat, problems with the assessment

<  cnvironment, and probloms with the scoring process, particolixy when scoring

is subjective. Given this informatios; they can maximise the quality of their -

. sascssments. They donot need toknow definitions of various forms of validity -
~ and reliability (entry a sbove) or how i estimate (eniry ¢ above) tobe ableto
. avoid the problems that reduce assessment quality. Besides they have neither
. the time nor the technical supporied needod to deal with statistical procedures. -
‘ MmmmmmmMWuMumydmﬂe ‘
S mmwmmmmmmmmmm, ,
. doso, they need to know the potential pitfalls and bow to avoid them Invery -
practical, specific terms that translate into efficient actions they can take to
mdmheqmﬂty
S Reveal the Economies
lhnmmmamhﬁmsbohngfmmwmkmdn Infact,
7 isachens oianage very full and demanding schedules. So if the well-mcening -
assessmenttrainer arrivesonthe scenedemanding that teachersaddawhole new
amay of activities related to better assessment to already full agendas, at best
they will not be listened to sad at worst they might suffer embamrassing abuse
fromover-worked educatoss. Inthis context, the challenge is to find some way
to influence how teachers spead their professional time, One excellent way to
do this is so promise teachers that systematic classroom assessment will make
it possible for them o do their job faster, casier and better, in thatonder.
Notonly must we show them that assessmeat in not atime eater, but we must
convince them that carcful asscasment can be an immense time saver for them.
This can only be accomplished by developing a collection of time and labor
saving ideas to share during training, of which there gro many: having clear
targets makes assessment easier, using tables of test specifications saves paper
and pencil test construction tme, clear performance criteria makes communt-

cation with students and parents faster and casier, planful grading practices

allows one fo take advantage of efficient sampling strategles, etc. When such
tactics are the highlights of training, assessment trining is refevant for teachers.

7. Teach Well

Assessment training also is made most relevant when the trainer takes
advantage of instructional strategies that engage teacher is doing assessment—
that model assessment methods in practical terms for icachers to touch, These
can involve assessment simulations, evaluations of previously-developed as-
sessments, applications of the principles of sound sssessment to real-world
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L ‘St guido the lives of the sudents around theen. Theo tiategies cogage
il anba- hmmmmmmm o
mmmmmmummmmammm«

Wmnnmmmdmummmm
' many different forms of assessment. Inthisway,

e .mmmmmmdmmﬁmmam

~" results on thom as students, ‘Trainers do well fo debriof these experiences with
. their charges, dwing inferences for teachers to camy back 1o their own -

lcmm Such sensitizing experiences make training relevant.

. 8 Attend to Preservice and Inservice

nkmmywmmmmm

‘ . to think of their work as involving oy the improvement of university-based ':'; )

" assessmentcourses. While this is a very high priority and should command 8

. great deal of our attention and enesgy, we must also face the fact that the vast

“majority of teachers curvently practicing in schools graduated from programs
thatoffercd them no assessmentirgining. Essentially, welisve an entirenational
faculty in need of relevant, helpful assessment training. Our limited training

resoues must be disyibuicd @ seave both preservios and inservioo tining :

mmmmmmmmmmm«smn
forcesthe trainer out into the real world and forces them todevelop professional
development expericnces that work in the inservice market—a tough place to
4 succeed by any stasdard, Consider the challenges we face as insesvice trainers:

~ Esmblish onr credibility as a source of useful keas by presenting trainingona

- topic that teachers often know fittle about, are very snxious sbout and thatis
risky for teachers, in beief but productive workshops peesented afier schoof,
when teachers are exhausted. Further, wo must make the training events work,
in the sense that they actually do change teachers” asscssment values and
pactices, Training developed to work in this context can work arywhere. So
this represents an excellent place to start,

Conclusion

We live in a society that has become obsessed with the attsinment of
educationa! outcomes, Evidence of that obsession abounds. National and
international assessments of qutcomes that wero unheardof afew years agonow
are commanding hundreds of miflions of dollars of ouwr education sesources.
Statewide assessments have grown in number over the past decade to include
nearly every state and to claim total costs that farexceed the costs of the national
and international assessments. The use of standardized achievement batterics
in local district wide assessment programs contimues to grow to record levels.

In this kind of environment, it is both paradoxical and very troubling to
realize that we also are a society that is atmost completely ilfiterate with respect
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Educacional Meancement: Issues and Practice.

* Seiggtoe, RJ. & Conklin, N Fatres (1989). Teaches Training in Assessment.
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o:.n SCONA IS Hms Aao
PUBLIC SCHOOL COUNTERPARTS
* (Pangesd, Agsil 17, 1990) :

TEST SGQRES MlSLEADJNG
PRINCIPALS SAY ‘

. SCHOOL RANK!NGS IRK EDUCATORS

_ Public oducation Is not scived by punking schools soconding to tho rosults
MMMmMWMmﬁmmm |

Other principals offered similsr scntiments i responss t an saticlo i

| Tuesday's Jowrnal that ranked high schools on the basis of 1ast year's diploma

exam sresults, (Panzedd, Aprif 18, 1990).

mmmamfmmmmmwmuﬁevnmmyo{ S
* Victoris, I concluded my paper with the foffowing paragraph: -
Despite this strong support for testing and assessment in British Columbla,

the testing community int this province as elsewhere (sce Madaus, 1985) must
continually monitor the way in which tests are developed and used. %mm

remain mindful of the concerns raised by those who qisestion the “overuse™of -

wsts. For examplo, we saw two of the advisory research teams to the Royal
Commission disagree on the continued use of Grade 12 govemment examina-
tions. This apparent contradiction is contered on the widespread concems that
the content of the examinations had unduly influenced the curricutum and that
teachers teach only what is considered likely tobe tested. In the same vein, tests
are frequently criticized for apparently focusing only on that which is casy
test: recall of factual information, application of routine algorithmic proce-
dures, and the like, Wenced to be awaie of such concerns, Wemust be prepared
to give the consumers the protection they deserve by being mimdful of wsting,
assessment, and evaluation as practiced and o reassert the fallibiflty of meas-
urement even in the face of those who are obsessed with the infallibility of
numbers. (Rogers, 1990, p.63)

The focus of the present paper is spon this call for consumer protection.
More specifically, what steps need to be taken (o provide protection against
potential misuse of testing and test resulis?

But before addressing this question, is there cause for alam?
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TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS CRITICIZE
DECISIONS TO MAKE SCORES PUBLIC.
(Panzert, April 23, 1990)

Hlustration 1.

This headtine and the ones quoted at the beginning of this paper suggess that
there may indeed be cavse foralarm. On Apis 17, 1990 Ths Edmonton Journal
publishe 1 the final blended marks, defined as the average of die 1989 Alberta
WMWMMMMMW%MS,
achiovedi_  achof 12highschoolsinthe Bdmonton Fublic School system. The
final marks for the soven subject arvas testeu (English 30 and 33, and Socint
Studies, Mathematics, » Chemistry, and Physics 30) were accompanied
by their corresponding ranks (Panzeri, April 17, 1990). Six days later the
Journal published school-by-school sesults of the 1989 Alberta provinclal
mhmaummﬂnmemmmwm,smmx
and 9 (Science). In thiscase themean porcent snd numberof students who wrote
the examination wese listed for each public school in Edmonton with students
&t the corresponding grade lovels. Uniike the situation for high schools, schood
sanks were not reported (Panzerd, April 23, 1990), Other than the foliowing
statement whichappeared at the top of the table in which the achievement results
were reparted, no other information or data were reported:

Edmonton public school-by-school results of the 1989 Alberta schievement
tests. Achievement tests are ot used to grado elthor teachess or studonts. They
aro usod as 8 measure of whether the cusricuium has been taugh and leamed in
the areas tested. If the number of students, in parenthesos, is foss than 25, tb.,
results should be interproted with caution, (Panzeri, Aprit 23, 1990),

Aspublished, thisreporting of the school-by-schoof rosults to the public fails
tomeet the standards for reporting sei forthin the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing (Amesican Psychological Association, 1985) and in the
Code of Falr Testing Practices s Education (American Psychological Associa-
iﬂ;nm,pmdwmchkMMhm 1. What is the evidence to support

1. Despite the statement by Alberta Education, the test doveloper, that the
mamwmpmmmnmmmmmﬂmmrm
Program are not intended to be used to make comparisons among schools
(Alberta Education, 1989, p, 107; 1989b, p.3), the test user amployed the test
results for this specific puspose. Concerned with trends that showed theirpublic
schools performed consistently befow provincial averages, the central school
administration of the Edmonton Public School system announced in early
January, 1990 that thoy would releass provincial examination scores on a
school-by-school basis in an attempt to reverss this trend, Prior to this time
lndlh;l;inal schools had provided to their parents the results obtalned by the
m L
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Table 1
Repotting Seandards

Standargs 1o RSuCaiionhl sttt FEYEROI0S M

Staadard 18.10 Those responsible for testing programs should provide appoprists
intespretations when test score Information is released to students,
parents, reprexsntative tsachers, or the media. The interpretations
should describe i simplo language what the test covers, what soores

of test soores, and how scores

Men, COmNom
will b used. (Primary) (p.84)

Test Developers Should: ‘Test Users Should:
§.  Provide Umely snd easily undsrsiood  9.OMtala information about the scals used for
scors reports that doscribo test reporting soorey, the characteristion of any
clearly and acouratcly, nonms of comperison group(s), and the
Also sxplain ths meaning and limitations of the scores. .
Emitations of reported scores.

10, Describe the population(s) represented  10.Jnterprt scores taking into sceount any
by any orms of compsrison group(s), major differences between ths noms or
the dates the date were gathered, and comparison groups sad the ectual tost
the process ussd to select the samples takors., Also take into acomnt any
of test takors, differences in sest admisistration prectices

or femilisrity with the specific questions in
the test.

11, Wam urors to svoid specific, reasonably 11,Avoid using tosts for purposes ot
antioipated misuses of test scores. specifically recommended by ths test
developer tnless evidence is obisined to
support the imended use.

12,  Provide information that will helpusers 12.Hxplain how any passing scores were sot
follow ressonable procedures for setting ~ and gather evidence to suppont the

pasting scores when it Is approprisis to sppropristencss of the scores.
to use such scores with the test.

13.  Provids information thet will help users  13.0btain evidence to belp show that the fest
gather evideocs fo show that the test is is meeting ks intended purpose(s).
mesting its intended purposs{s).
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Wit oo st oot et vostdnowboprided

” asaset mmmmmmmm«mwn
from teachers and principals, there followed a period of intanss oiscusgion and
mmmmmmm.mmmmmd

mmmwmnﬁmmamm Ofconcemwas

the permissibility and validity of such & release, Following receipt of a legal
mmms@mmmammtmwmmmm
mnmmma,mmmmnmmmmm
m-w«mamxmmmmmmmxmm
ment test scores, .
zmm::Whlishedia&elaMlnmdomtemmm
mebmwmm«m&mﬂnﬂmmm
parforming, What.&en.hnﬂsshgmwms?
mmdmmbmmmﬁmm
ofamammmmemmmmmmmmmm
schools, Retcstsnsodmmdasimwywmmcdammdedmm
complete and valid comparisons, Sdmhgbmmﬂmﬂwmhﬁvdym

smmumfnmmof schoot result requires consideration of other
8 o
factors (Including varlous and opportunity-to-leam varisbies)

theso factors. An of these factors and their influence the
mnpadmnmdalsmksingﬁomlhemmnmﬁnsinmefamdm
1). In their absence, one principal commented:

is not supportable, Mm&&dwﬂ«mmz,pmpasmoMmmbemde
of the faltibility inherent in test scores.
Disu-ictpmmml,edmakalleadm,memedh,and the publicand parents
need complete, valid, and accurate information if discussions about education
and schooling are to produce pasitive changes in schools, Information tha is
incomplete in form and content will be counterproductive to any educational
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STANDARD 3.11 - When test-taking that are
unrelated tothe constructs or content measured have been found to
influencetestperformancesignificantly, thesostrategies should be
explainod to test takers before the test is adntinistered either inan
information booklet or, if the explanations can be made briefly,
along with the test directions. The use of sach strategies by aif test
takers should be encouraged if thelr effect facilitates performance
and discouragd if their effect interferes with performance, (Pri-
mary). (American Psychological Associstion, 1985, pp. 27-28)

IHustration 2.

Test-wisenecss is a cognitive ability or sot of skills which a test taker can use
1o improve a test score no matter what the content area of a test (Samacki, 1979;
Beason, 1988). If a test tak-er possesses test-wiseness, and if the examination
contains susceptible items, then the combination of these two fiactors can result
in an improved score; in contrast, a student fow In test-wisenoss will tend to be
penalized every time he or she takes a test which includes test-wise components.
Thus, a potential validity problem exists when one attempts to interpret the
meaning of the testscore, If test scores can b influenced by students being more
or less test-wise, then those individuals involved with test development,
administration, and interpretation need to carefully consider the construct of
test-wiseness and how it affects scores.

A number of authors have offered definitions of test-wiscness (Diamond &
Evans, 1972; Ebel & Damrin, 1960; Gibb, 1964; Stanley, 1971; Thomdike,
1951; Vernon, 1962), but for the purposes of this study, the definition proposed
by Miliman, Bishop and Ebel (1965) has been adopted: “a subject’s capacity to
utilize characteristics and formats of the test and/for test taking situation to
receive a high score” (p. 707). Miliman et al, fusther noted that test-wiseness is
logically independent of an examinee’s knowledge of the subject matter
measurcd by the test’s items. Basically then, test-wiseness encompasses both
the method of measurement (flawed test items which provide test-wise cues)
and characteristics of the test taker (a cognitive ability or set of abilitics that an
examined might employ in any testing situation regardless of the confent
measured)

Millman et al. (1965) included with their definition a taxonomy of test-
wiseness principles which has served as the general framework for further
studies of test-wiseness, Briefly, this taxonomy is organized L.xto two catsgo-
ries. Part I contains clements applicable in most testing situations and which are
independent of the test maker or test purpose. 1f employed, these strategies will
help examinees avoid losing points for reasons other than lack of knowledge of
the content tested, Tho principles listed in Fart IT of the taxonomy may prove
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beneficial when the testiaker has knowladge of particnlar test making behaviors
or knowledge of particular testing practices gained from past experiences with
tests similar in purpose and format,

Although it might be expected that standardized tests developed by profes-
sionals would be relatively immune to test-wiseness, research conducted in the
United States suggests that thisis not the case (Bangest-Drowns, Kulik, & Kulik,
1983; Benson, 1988; Samacki, 1979; Slack & Porter, 1980; Smith, 1982), These
findings niaks i¢ even mare important to examine the influence of test-wiseness

on provincisl government examinations, particularly in view of the serious
decisions that are made based on scores from these examinations,

Table 2
Summary of Test-Wiseness Analysis

Provincial

Bxemintions » & Mean SD re® &k Mean SD i
Engtish 12 76 U 9% 119% .88 7 58.8% 19.7% 20
Algabrs 12 7 2% M 155% M n 49.1% e 7

Coography 12 186 4O NI% 1% & 16 43.1% 140% 48

History 13 8 B e 8T% 8BS 10 582% 201% 46

Biology 12 261 37T &46% 156% .80 15 208% 181% 87
Qremistry 12 174 28 69.6% 154% .76 20 558% 176% &

Note. The difference between the mean performance on susceptible tess-wise items
and the mean performance on the nonsuscoptible items is significant at the .01 level for
each examination (correlated £ test df = n-1).

* Internal consistency (Hoyt, 1941).

Shown in Table 2 are preliminary results of a study of the influence of test-
wiseness upon student performance on the Grade 12 provincial examinations
administered in British Columbia (Rogers & Bateson, 1991), Clearly theresults
speak for themselves, Provided in Table 3 are fourexamples of flawed test tems
from the Algebm 12 examination which contain test-wise cues.
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Tahle 3
Samnple Items Susceptible to Tese- Wisetiess
Algebm 12 N = 267

Use the following diagram to answer question 7.
u

4

2,4

Y

7. Which of the following could be the equation of the function whose graph
is shown above?

p o X
A. x+6=6 37 -19 2420 Absurd option
B. y=x 161 -30 2635
C. yi=8x 101 21 2670
D. xy=8 700 45 3427
1144
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Table 3 (Continued)
22. Wehofmefoﬂowhmhmnﬁhmkmme?

A 61224 56 -25 2320 Simitaroption
B. 630 903 26 3254
C. 6812 30 -1 2663 Similaroption
D. 61 L0 2

4, Nmmmmufmemmmmﬂoformemqm
-8, 4, "2««\
p fow X
A 4 0.0 0.00 0.00
B. 2 12.7 -03 2594 Opposite option
C
D

-12 869 29 32.76 Opposite option;
stem-option
12 04 -07 22,00

Usemefoﬂowinggrmhmanswquesﬁm:ﬂ
¥

!

_ VaE
H H
= |
é
37. Which of the following functions is partially illustrated by the

above graph?
A y=cot x 116 -16 28.29 Opposite option
B. y=csx x 52 .16 26.36
C. y=secx 7 .14 26.60
D. y=tanx 794 28 33.01 Opposite option
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The Need for Measurement Standards in Canada

“The two ilustrations briefly described in this paper ralss serious concems
about tlv peacticoof measurement v Canada. Thesliustion bocomesevenmore
acuis wien one conslders the increase in testing taking place in Canada today.
It i tikely that the number of provinces with provincial examinutions at various
ago or grado lovels will increaso or be expanded. The Council of Ministers of
Bducation is st this moment assessing the proposals it recelved inresponise fo {8
request for proposals for the development and validation of pan- Canadian tests
of Hitorcy and numerscy for 13- and 16- year-old students. There remaing the
possible introduction of a national scholarship examination for studesits enter-
ing flest year sclonce, engincering, or technology. Seversi Canadian provinces
will be participating in the second International Assessment of Educational

.+ Progress; earlier this month provinces were asked to consider participation in
© ‘Third International Study of Mathematics of the Intemational Association for
- the Evaluation of Educational

What these results roveal is that the scores achicved on the provincial
examination can not be simply and validily interpreted as a measure of the
constructof interest, Instead, the scores of many of the stadents are confounded
by the presence of test-wisoness,

Ackievement (IEA). Thislisiing does not touch upon testing conducted
by school counseliors, schoo! psychologlats, and psychologists, or by school
districts, school administrators, and clsssroom teachers (Wilson, 1990). Inlight
of situations tike those described above, can we bo sure that the testing practices
of these organizations and people yicld rollable (dependable) and valid scores
and score intorprotations? 1 think not,

A Strasegy for Improving Testing Practice in Canada ¥

The call of this papor is that & commitiee comprised of representatives of
participants in the testing process be formed In Canada to establish siandards —
principles gonerally accepled by professioral associations as indicative of
sound practice — for teaching and evaluation practice in Canada, Such a
committes should work on behalf of persons and groups involved in dellvering
educational services. Its purposes should include promoting teaching and
leaming by identifying, articulating, and promoting the assimifation of meas-
urement and testing standards which aflow those involved in commissioning,
conducting, using, and dissominating educational evaluations to use their
judgment and creativity responsibly, but within the boundaries of “acceptable
and sound measurement and evaluation practice,”

Membership. The osganizations represented on the commitiee called for
should include associations whose members commission and use education
testing and evaluations, associations whose members develop and disseminate
tests and testing programs, and associations whose members are affected by or
whose work is the subject of, testing and evaluations. Dueregard must be given
to both English and French representation. In Canada, thesoassociations might
inctude the Council of Ministers of Education, Canadian Educational Associa-
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| &nn.Camdhn School Trustees” Association, Canadian Soclety for the Study of |

Bducagion, Canadian Guidance and

mmnofmismisfwacmnmmuamﬁmofﬁnwﬂcmuin
memmgmmemaammmmmmmmm
practico in Canada. MNMWMMMMM
awmmmﬁwmmm Tho proper
mdwmwmwmmWﬁ@ammﬁm
MWMMMMMWMWM-

Does the group of individuals here support this cali?

Reference Noses

l.Anhmghndius&hgobmwdmmformehtﬂmeeofdmmmic
mmmy-ummmmmmmmfmmny
medmmmmrmﬁfyﬁueﬂmmmdmmecdmmk.mcha
procedire may mask desired leaming outcomes. For example, studonts from
Emﬂﬂmf&nniesshoﬂdmbievemmemhlghmalmmemhkwm
testsas students from more affivent families (Brookoves, 1987: Quskey & Kifor,
1990).
by 2.The Smmq’mby lggam Psychological Testing ﬁw:uprodumd
a committee appointed sponsaring agencies. American
Educational Research Association, the American Paychological Association,
and the National Council on Measuroment in Education,
The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education was developed by the Joint
Practices Rducational

mmnmmummmmmmmsmmrmwm
Evaluation, Established in 1975, this Joint Committce i3currenty by
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmfa
m&udyofﬂdmuanwhhﬂwmmnfﬂmmuuyom&wmbnmhe
University of Alberts, to promotoe concem for evaluation of high quality. The
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' work of this conmilzee resulied in the publication of The Standands for

mmgmmmmgmmummmmmm
nel Evaluation Standards, The Committee is now beginning to develop
standards for the ovaluation of students,
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