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INTRODUCTION

Testing as an indicator of educational attainment is a characteristic of the
American educational system. While there are many questions surrounding the use of
tests for various purposes, when American public policy turns periodically to focus on
public education, tests tend to increase. We are currently in such a period.

To give an indication of the present level of activity, OTA has compiled
information that offers two approaches to understanding the current climate for
testing. First, OTA supported a survey of the states to identify the extent of two types
of testing now in wide use — testing for assessment purposes and tests to determine
minimum competency. The survey data was compiled by the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory in 1985. Second, eight states were selected, and people active in
testing were asked to describe, in their own words, the forces behind increased testing,
and some of the results of those forces.

Thus, this document offers two ways to observe trends. A large number of states
have incorporated minimum competency testing into their requirements, either for
passage into a higher grade or for graduation from high school. The object of this testing
is to establish certain standards of learning that should be mastered by all students and
to ensure that objective criteria are used to measure basic achievement. A related
effect is to influence curriculum through specifying certain material that by definition
must be covered. Testing for assessment, a less familiar term, has come into use as a
method for understanding comparative achievement by groups of students, and by schools
or school districts. Assessment testing is considered to be more insightful and give more
useful information to educators than comparison based simply on traditional achievement

tests.



As in any study of American education, aggregate data cover a wide variety of
different circumstances. Most decisions on testing are still made at the level of the
states or the school district. Increasingly, however, decisions are shifting to the state
level. This trend is consonant with increased belief by state legislatures and citizens
that a broad responsibility for producing well educated citizens requires state-level
action.  This trend is often coupled with increasing interest in competitiveness and a
related belief that a state cannot do well in attracting employment without a strong
educational base. Many of the state "vignettesM reveal this philosophy.

Examination of the state vignettes, the explanatory notes on testing data, and the
raw data, will provide a snapshot of a certain type of testing in wide use in the mid-
1980s. As with any survey data, exact numbers of figures, particularly dollar amounts,
are difficult to compare across states. The tables should be read as genera indicatorsof

trends.



ANALYSIS OF OTA SURVEY OF STATE TESI'ING

Introduction

The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) commissioned a survey of state-
mandated standardized testing programs in each of the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. The purpose of the survey was to update information secured in earlier
studies conducted by the Education Commission of the states and the Center for the
Study and Evaluation at UCLA. *

The following is a list of the tables used to report the data received:

State Assessment

Table | Authorization and Purposes of State Assessment Program
Table 11 Program Characteristics

Table 111 Uses of State Assessment Data

Table IV Variables Used to Aid Interpretation of Data

Table V Test Construction

Table VI Reporting Test Scores

Table VII Effects of Program

Table VIII Functions of Technical Staff

Table 1X Staffing and Expenditures for Program, 1984-85
Table X Testing Time Required (Minutes per Student)

Table XI Changes in state Assessment Program

A telephone survey of 50 state education agencies (SEAS) and the District of
Columbia in June and July. of 1985 was conducted under the supervision of Dr. Gary D.
Estes, Director of the Assessment and Evaluation Program of Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory. The difficulty of securing reliable and precise data by telephone
on subjects as complex as these is apparent, but every effort was made to secure and
report information that did not exceed the limitations of the method.



Minimum Competency

Table 1
Table U
Table 111
Table IV

Table V
Table VI
ol Table VII

Characteristics of Programs
Testing Programs
Reporting Practices of Testing Programs

Examples of Changes in State and Local Educational Programs and
Practices Resulting From State Minimum Competencies Program

Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates
Testing Time Required (Minutes per Student)

Changes in Minimum Competency Program



STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS
Table |

Authorization and Purposes of State Assessment Program

As of 1985, state legislatures had authorized state assessment programs in 19
states. In three of these states state education agency authorization preceded the
legislative mandate. The state education agency was the sole authorizing agency in
three additional states. Three more states reported authorization without specifying
whether it was legislative, state education agency, or some other source. h at least four
states the state board of education was named as the authorizing body.

The movement to introduce or to improve state assessment programs has gained
momentum recently. Between 1983 and 1985, six states (Alaska, Colorado, Indiana, lowa,
Idaho, and South Dakota) authorized new programs, and 19 additional states introduced
major changes in existing programs.

As of summer 1985, 13 states reported they had no state assessment program. Not
only do the authorizing bodies differ among states, but the stated purposes for which
assessment programs were established differ from state to state and reflect little
common content across states. The Connecticut program, for example, was authorized
by the state board of education as a vehicle by which it could carry out its legislative
responsibility for “determining the efficiency and efficacy of education programs.” This
program, first implemented in 1971, was changed in 1985 using a testing program
designed to reflect mastery of a uniform curriculum.

In most states, laws providing for the establishment of state assessment programs
specify the type of students to be tested and areas to be measured but often do not
define the state’s purposes for implementing the programs. Some do specify the purposes
of state assessment. Indiana states its program is in place to identify students needing
remediation so the state can allocate funds to assist schools having such students.

Kentucky’s program is designed to provide diagnostic and analytical information for use



in improving curricula at local levels. Maryland collects normative data at the school,
district and state levels to insure accountability. Minnesota uses state assessment data
in local district planning and evaluating, and in state education agency planning,
evaluating and reporting to the state legislature. Mississippi reports it uses state
assessment data for decision making in education generally. South Carolina says the state
assessment program provides data school advisory councils use in developing
improvement plans. Louisiana’'s program provides state, district and schools with data
useful in the diagnosis of educational needs of individual students. South Dakota states

the purpose of its program is to fulfill the need for information indicating the

educational status of the state.
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Statm

Delaware @)

District of
Col unbia (A

Floria(a)

korqgqla (A

Hawai i (A)

Il daho

Illinois (A)

I'ndi ana (A)

State Assesment
Table |
Aut horization and Purposes of State Assesment Program
Year
Author i zed|by: Year Year | at est
SEA b“ er | auth-| i nple-| major Wordi ng, SEA
Legis | ¢ dmi n/| (name) orized | mented| changes rul es, r eguat i ons Comments
Y N N 1978 1978 1985 they put out manuals for
who, when; not regulatipns.
Y N N NR 1971 Board wll approve supefin-
tendent testing program
annually for criterion-
referenced test and norm
referenced test.
Conmbi ned  wit hHi
Conpet ency under
student Assment
(SSAT 1 & 2); no
comment under M
Compet ency
N S.B.E | NA 1971 1985 ponot have.
Y N id M d 1981 Departnent will conduct
60’ s 60’ s assessnment in achi evanent,
aptitude andconpetency
areas.
N S.B.E.| 984 1905 April, [NA
1985
NA NA NA None 1976 1985 WIIl be after Julyl, 1985.
3/2/84] 1976 N 3/2/84 | 1978 1984 Conpet ency testingnd 1984 appropriate
Legi s- remedi ati on program to for lowest 15 pe
| ated identify |owest percentage| of third grade
of students for renediatioppopulation.
1978 Board ruling required
districts to report 1978 program had
achi evenent results to Boafdunds.




State

iowa - No state
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Maryland (A)

Aut hori zation and Purposes of State Asne!asnent
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1979

1978

1976

1971

1984

None

1984

State Board of Education in
conjunction with state
education agency will devel
mnodel s for procedures for
testing; nodels for higher
order thinking skills and
critical thinking skills at
, 7,10, 11 by January 1987.

PeDesi gied to determine the
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of students in grades 2,46,
& 10. Focus of tests in
grades 2,4,6 to determine
students’ conpetence in read
and math. Students in grade
& 10 are also tested in
reading and math but “to
asses their ability to
function conptently in
adult society.

To provide diagnostic
and anal ytic information
to be used to inprove
curriculum at local |evel
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and school -1 evel data for
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students.

Requi res program to assess
on a regular basis 48,11,
public elenmentary and
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State Assessment

Tabl e |
Aut hori zation and Purposes of State Assessment Program

Year

Au'thori zed by Year Year | at est
SEA O her | auth-|inple- nmaj or Wordi nq, SEA
stat.e L egi s admin. | (name) |orized| nented | changes rules, reglations comments

assachusetts - No
state program

(Bill currently
in legislature)

Michigan (A) 1970 1969 N 1969 1969 1979 stablished that State BoafjdLaw did not spe
f Education shall conduct | purposes.
annual assessnent of 4 & 7
rades in math, |anguage
and as they deem appropri atle.

M nnesota (A) 1976 1970 N 1970 1970 1904- 85 Pl anning, e valuating and
e porting |egislation:
provides for__local control
f state assessment (opti onal
n item bank; technical
assistance and mastery in
comsnuni cati on and math.
Districts need to plan
and eval uate.

M ssi ssppi A) Y N N 1982 1984 State program purposes
for testing are for
deci si onmeki ng.

M ssouri (A) Y N N 1975 1975 1985 1975 was a voluntary program
requiring periodic

assessment in English,
reading, social studies,
science, |anguage arts,

civics , and math using

NAEP nodel . 1985 program
mandat ed assessment by

state.

Montana - Nost at €]
program

Nebraska- No stat
program
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State

! Jevada -
progr am

No state

New Hanpshire -

No state progra

New Jersey -
state program

No

New Mexico (A)

New York (A)

North Carolina (

North Dakota (C)
No state progra

NDL:

State Assessnent
Table |

Aut hori zation and Purposes of State Assessnent Program
Year
Authori zed by Year Year | at est
SEA Gt her | auth- | inple- naj or Wording, SEA
La adnin. | name) | rizad| mented | changes rulee, requl ations comments
Has no state assessment.
h In 1978 and 1980 they
sanpl ed about 6, 000
students in 5-10 district
in grades 5,8, and 11.
N N S.B.E 1972 | 1972 1981 Provide for the evaluation
of student perfornance,
both during and upon
conpl etion of the program
NA NA NA NA | Regents NA Purposo not e xplicitly maj or Changes:
exam tated--just stipulates what |in_tests thenselves
1978 will be tested: Regents # different subjects
PEP test exam program tests decreased over years,
1965 proximately 1 mllion original tests were ess
Conp: students in grades 9-12: only, now use objective
1979 here are 22 different 6 essay questions.
subj ect exans taken over net hods of devel opnent
our years. originally by SEA staff
now claasroom teachers
devel op tests
amount _of local latitude
.originally run from SEA
now LEA' s do nost of th
scoring, recordkeeping
& issue reqgents diploma
now a cooperative progr
between SEA & LEA's.
N 1977 N N 1977 | 1977-78 1983 NA
NDL
n
There is no nmendated state-wide assesanment in North Dakota. Each fall,

LEA's test grades 3,5,7,9 and 11 at their
the students are tested. Host use SRA

option. About 66 percent of

A new director with an
Changes nay

State Education Department is being reorganized.
enphasis in testing and curriculum devel opnent is coming in.
occur then.

11



state Assessment

Tabe |
Aut horisation and Purposes ofState Assesnent Program

Year
Authorized b3 | Year Year | at est
SEA other | auth- | inple- maj or Wrdi ng, SEA
Stato L admin. rized| mented | changes reading, reqation Comments
Chio - No state OHL
program OH2
Okl ahoma - No
state program
Oregon (B) \% N N 1974 | 1974 Not specifiedn state |aw
Pennsyl vani aA) NA NA N 1965* | 1970 1985 Orginally hadeen to build| Field testing 1965-67
as a curriculumaround goals and to decide direction o
service | ot based on subject matter:| program 1967-69'.to
to critics said too general, devel op instruments.
district ranted e pacificity; effectifva
.985-86 change to satisfy
critics of SEA administration
Rhode | sl and(A) Y N N 1966 1975 1985 SEA shal | conduct achi evemenfi985-back to e very pu
and aptitude testing in a tested as before 1975
inform testing program July 1985-3,6,8,10 to
be tested across subj
tested.
South Carolina (A] 1977 1971 N 1971 1971 1977 1977 Education & Finance Act
School advisory councils
shal | conduct needs assessmgnt
and school i nprovenent
programs and use state testijng
data for inproverment plans.
south Dakota (A) N N S.B.E 1984 1985 Intention is to get an Unable to get exact
indication of educational| wording of policy.
status of State.
Tennessee Not availble “ f or| view
Texas - No state
program
Uah (a) N N S.B.E. 1975 1975 1984 NR
l .
OHI: Ohio pp® rently requires LEA's 3 test 1-12 in reading ing, math and
writing each year. This began in 1983 from aState Board decision of

1982. ‘Test results are used primarily forlocal curriculum devel opnent.
NO data are given to the State. The SEA does provide technical
assistance in admnistration and interpretation.

Two mllion students are tested at a cost of $5,000,000--all of which
is appropriated by the legislature to go directly to the districts.
O that, $2,000,000 was spent to buy new tests this year.

Each year, thereisa nove in the legislature to begin collecting
state-wi de data. Chances |ook better each year, but I't has yet to pass.

12

H2: Conpet ency Based Education Program requires continuous nonitoring of
stadent progress K-12 which can be construed as a state testing program
In addition, each district is required togivethe three tests deecribed
in footnote OH4.



State

‘. Jennont- Yo stat(
p rogram

“Jirglnla (A)

Washl nqton (A)

West Virginia (A)

W sconsin

Ayeming (B)

State A8memanent

Table |
Aut hori zation and Purposes of State Assessnment Program
Year
Authori zed Year Year | at est
SEA CQther | auth- | inple- maj or Wrding, SEA
admi n. | (name) rized| nented | changes rules, reguations Coment s

Y N N 1950 1950 1972 Fromtime to tine, State
Board of Education shoul d
admi ni ster tests to neasurle
progress of students in
schools (later |aw specifiled
normreferenced tests)

Y N N 1976 1976 1985 Superintendent (SPI) shall
conduct basic skills
assessment with assistance
of local districts.

Y N N 1962 1962 1985 NR Respondent is fairly
new to the departnent,
so he was not clear
on historical Informat;-

Not | availabl | forinterview| . Vi ew.

N Y N NA 1984 Vol untary progran no |aw.

Funds are allocated by
| egi slature.

13



Table 11

Program Characteristics

Tabulation of the grade levels at which subjects are tested in the various states
reveals little uniformity of practice. The subjects of reading, math and language arts are
most generally tested. Grade levels most often tested are 3 or 4, 8 and 11. Arizona tests
students every year from first grade through twelfth, Kentucky K-12. Thirty-four states
reported having an assessment program test in reading. Of these states, al but Wyoming
which requires a writing test, also have a math test. Twenty-four states include
language arts in their testing programs. Writing is tested in 16 states.

Somewhat less than half as many districts administer science, social studies and
writing tests as administer reading, math and language usage or language arts tests. A
few states include subjects such as citizenship, critical thinking, personal or life-skills,
business and career education, art and music, reference skills, computer literacy,
environment, energy and health as part of the state assessment program.

A few states have multiple subject-area tests across several grade levels.
Alabama, for example, tests reading in grades 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10; math at levels 2, 4,
5, 8 and 10; language arts at 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10; science at 2, 5, 8 and 10 and socia
studies in grades 2, 5, 8 and 10.

Sources of testing instruments used in the state assessment program were the state
education agency in 13 cases, the state education agency through a contractor in 8 cases,
and a publisher% standardized test in 19 cases. The majority of states administer tests to
all students in grade levels to be tested in a particular year rather than using sampling
procedures. In most cases, testing of particular grade levels year after year is
followed. However, in a few cases the tests are administered to different students in
different subjects from year to year so that the impact of the program is spread over
several years.

14



state  Assessment

’
Tabl e |1 ol
Program Characteristics "
o i
-+ L] [
Qe ) &
I ns Instrunents | ed 5 iie
w Fd Y
custom Appr ox. w| %% w
— devel oped Publ . . tested || 8423
Subj ect s G ade SEA thru Stan. (84-85), allk 8,‘ ‘ e
State tested level s SEA) | contractor | dardizedd| amp |[Ot subjects 2| &' &2 | _Notes
Al abanma Readi ng 1,2,4,5,7,8, 1L N SAT 385,000 | N| N | Y | Add grade
Mat h 2,4,5,8,10 SAT 1,4,7 to
Language Arts|1,2,4,5,7,8, 1 SAT Sci ence and
Sci ence 2,5,8,10 SAT Soci al
Social Studies2,5,8,10 SAT Studies in
1986.
Switched to
CAT and SAT
in 1984.
Al aska Readi ng 4.8 N [ Item bank N 15,000 | N| N[ ¥ | 1985 changed
Math 4.8 al so Vol untary
programto
nandat ory.
required
reporting by
district.
Ari zona Readi ng 1-12 N N I TBS | from 1984 N 461,000 v [N | Y Speci fi ed
Math 1-12 SAT 9-12 | NAEP ETS spei ci al
Language Arts| 1-12 doing s@rl n$ education
Witing 4,8,11 student s
i ncl uded.
Ar kansas Readi ng 4,7,10 N N SRA N N 100,000 In | N| N | ¥
Math 4,7,10 grades 4,7,
Language Arts| 4,7,10 10
California Readi ng 3,6,8,12 Y N N Pilot [Advisory[ry 1.1 Y| N | Y |Social
Mat h 3,6,8,12 test Million St udi es
Lanquage Arts| 3,6,8,12 scored |Degre |3 (Qr it | cal
Social Studieg 8 wnalytijof regling Thi nki ng
Critical 8 rally &]12th grade added 84/ 85.
Thi nki ng primarytest Grade 8
trait (Coining | conbi nation of testing
publi shed| publ i shed itens) added 84/ 85.
Fall 85
(Gade 8 12)
witing
sanple to be
added.
\ \

SOURCE; Data Conplied for the Office of Technol ogy Assessment by Northwest Regi onal Educational Labggat ory,
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state Assessnent

Table 11

Program Characteristics
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State Assessnent

Table 11
Program Characteristics

Subj ect's G ade
State tested level s
Ceorql a Reading, Math 1,3,6,8,10
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State Assessnment
Table 11
Program Characteristics
. <
[}
)
1
In e ed N
custom Approx. ‘
devel oped|  Publ. no. tested r
Subj ect s Gr ade SEA thru stan-| Witing ('84-85), 4 i
State tested levels SEA Contractgrdar di z4 Samp|e ot her Subj ects o Not es
IOWA - No state
program
Kansas Reading, Math2,4,6,8,10| « Y N N N 150,000 | N| N | Y
Kent ucky Reading, Mafhk-12 (4/85| Y | ctBS subl cTBS N N 710,000 | v |V
Language Arfs contracft T.C,'9g
Spel l'i ng,
Ref erence
Skills
Lousi an Readi ng, Mag h7, 10 N Y N N N 120, 000 N[N |Y
Witing
Maine Readi ng, Mai i, 8, 11 Y Y N N N 48, 000 Y|In |Y
Language Arts| Cc | nc | and
Witing, al | Wis | s
Science, Social
St udi es
maryrylLa Readi ng, Mathl 3,5 8 N N CAT N N 175, 000 N| Y
Language Arts
Massachusetts
No. state
program
M gchi gan Reading, Mth| 4,7, 10 N N N N N 330, 000 -1 N 10th grade
W!tl ng, | added in *
Sci ence, ) s ona vol um
Soci al Studieg v | and | basis. La
O her 141 in’'79
provi ded
fundi ng.
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Program Characteristics

Subj ect's
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M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

Missouri

Montana - No
state program

Nebraska - no
state program

Nevada - No
state program

New Hanpshire -

No state prog ran

ew  fersey -
Moo outate program

Readi ng

Mat h

Language Arts
Witing

Sci ence

Soci al Studi eq

Conputer Lit.

Personal Skill

Ener qy
Heal th

Readi ng
Mat h

Lanquage Arts

Q her

‘ Readi ng
Math, O her,
Sci ence,

Social  Studi eg

Ins truments |ed
cust om
devel oped Publ o
SEA thru stan- | Writing
SEA | contractor | dardi ze<| sanple|the
Y N N Analytid N
for Fefetrical | rehtorical
I i ng ingustic
lan tie
N Y N Fol istdal ly | Wil
85 to
analytilly
bel ow
tandard)
Y N N N N

Appr ox.

. tested

(84-85) , all

subj ect s
270, 000

17,000

po——

ous Or
et aliod mamala

PaxTIlx sampie
N

F.

z
<
z Ilevels tested

Not es

Added in
1984- 85.

Added 6 & 8
to NRT in '87
Qhrr subject
areas tested
by *87 a
qood

Possi bl lity.

e Gades to

be determ ned
for '85
program

. Language
Arts
included in
' 85.
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Teblo 11

Program Character i.tic8

Subj ect's Grad.
State tested level s
New Mexi co Readi ng, Mat 3,5,8
Language Artg
New  York English , MatH 3,6

North Carolina

North Dakota -
st at

ohio - No state

pragram

okl ahoma - No
State program

iregon

rennsylvania

« program

Soci al

studies ,

Sci ence,
For ei gn
Language, fe
in Busi ness
Educat i on,

Witing 5,8,8,11,12

Readi nq 1
Mat h 1
Language Arts| 1,
Witing 6
Sci ence 3

Readi ng, Math| 8
Witing

Reading(, Math| 5.u,11
Language Arts

Sci ence,
Social Studie
Critical TKg.

Citezenshi p
usage,arts and
humanti es| r.,

‘L’i!lvl

SOme

i Insruments o d
Cust om Approx.
® vel oped Publ no. tested
SEA thru stan- | Witing ( '84-85) ,
SEA | Cont ract or| dardi zed Sanple | Qher | subjects
N N CTBS N N 55, 000
N N N lass Up to LEAs -
room did not have
each | s inf <
wi lng N CAT : Focused | N 475, 000
Readi ng| holistic
cl |ce mat h ccore
Langaugd scal e
-4
Y N N [naly |iry 25, 000
degree
f
Readi ng
power
N N N omit |ees .20, 000/
) qgr ade
1
ten tetives
“or wh
evel
devel op

Maxtrix sample

=

-

<

-

“‘ed “amp"

or

fapaon

de
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optional .
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year to fi
better wit
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grades 6,7
11 will f
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i nstrument
10 not kno
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same as



Sub] ect e G ade
State tested level s
?Jnde |s Land | eadl ng, Math| 3,6,8, 10
anguage Arts
)ther
South Carol ina |taading 4,5,7,10
lath , | anguaqe 4,-1,10
Us , Witing,
; ci ence,
ioc lal
,tud les , Othe
somth Pakota Readlng, Xa tH 4,811
I anquage Artg
S| ence ,
Soc la 1 stud Le
.1, ],eswe - Not
i .ratiahle for
SR it
2x3>- No state
r).1 ram
Jtah Reading, Mathl 5,11
Language Arts|
Critical Tkg.
?t her
‘e rmont - No
state program
Surginla Reading. Math| 4,8, 11
Language Arts
Sci ence ,
Social Stud-~e
.+ash Lng ton Readiny, Math 4,8, 11

Sel

Language Arts

State test tsLn Ats first year.This year Lt 1s not

nandat ory.

eligaple pupils

(198586 Lt
glven to anon-random non-stratified sanple of

21

Stata Asse*~t
Table |1 )
Program Characteristics 2
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4 L] M
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Ins uments ad | 8
custom Appr ox. %% W
tvel oped Publ no. tested |} §= ®
“EA thru stan- | Iri tint ‘84-85), alll¢ |22 3
SEA| “ontract of ardizac| S2Y? subjects [ §a ~ | Notes
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eet 8, 10 3,6,8 | :oring Achi evenent
7-79 Test to be
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N N CAT N Xgre| s 110,000 Ny | Y
>f 1| 4,
Read]| J Power
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| anp]| r
~) I1?st s thus be=
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Table 11l

Uses of State Assessment Data

Most of the 38 states that have assessment testing programs report multiple uses of
them. The number of states reporting various uses of state assessment data is as follows,
in order of frequency of use: public accountability (34), curriculum improvement at the
state level (33), monitoring student achievement trends (30), informing educational policy
(27), making comparisons with national norms (28), making comparisons among districts
within the state (17), making comparisons among regions in the state (13), incentives and
sanctions (8), and rating of schools (2), with another contemplated for the near future
(Georgia).

There is little evidence that state assessment data is being used for purposes of
giving or denying funds to school districts on the basis of student performance, but there
are selective uses of this type in a few states. For example, California has established
an educational improvement fund based on improvement of 12th grade scores over the
previous year. Connecticut is phasing in a mastery testing program which wili be used to
identify schools needing additional money based on mastery level statistics. Michigan,
which dropped a program in 1974 that withheld funds from districts not showing
improvement in state assessment results, now bases funding for compensatory education
on these results. South Carolinats 1984 law identifies districts where the quality of
education is seriously impaired, and it is anticipated that sanctions may be used where
such instances are found. These sanctions may not be monetary. Washington provides
remedial assistance for percentages of students scoring in the lowest quartile in grade
4. Since 1980, Virginia has provided a system for alocating funds for remedial education
based on state assessment data. Florida employs a system of funding compensatory

education programs based on state assessment data.
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In Alabama and New York, the legislature and the State Board of Regents,
respectively, work with the state education agencies to see that deficiencies in the
school systems, as revealed by state assessment data, are addressed by state education
agencies using resources other than financial.

District level curriculum improvement was the most frequently mentioned local use
of state assessment information. Comparison of results among schools was also
mentioned several times.

California and Pennsylvania have developed sophisticated systems of data analysis
and reporting. California groups schools according to socioeconomic status (SES), aid to
families with dependent children (AFDC) and English proficiency measures in an effort to
make more justifiable the comparisons of performance among schools. A more complete
accounting of the variables used by the different states in aiding interpretation of test

results is found in the discussion of Table IV.
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Table IV

Variables Used to Aid Interpretation of Data

Efforts to compare the performance of students, classes, schools, and school
districts on tests lead naturally to questions regarding the validity of such comparisons.
A number of states now collect student demographic data and school/district variable
data in order to assist users of state assessment data in making more valid comparisons
and judgments. Student variable data now collected by states include the following in
order of frequency of states collecting the data: sex (20), race/ethnicity (17), amount of
homework (10), family income (9) type of handicap (8), television viewing time (7),
number of parents (6), and validity of student performance as judged by the teacher (4).
Other student variables reported include parental education, family occupation of head
of household, community type, access to libraries, number of times residence changed,
number of siblings, order of birth, home reading materials, ESL Bilingual information,
student/teacher/principal attitudes toward the testing program, textbooks used, teacher
load (both of the above relating to a specific subject), repeater status, migrancy, and a
smattering of pupil/teacher attitudinal variables.

School/district variables in order of frequency mentioned by states include: Title 1
or socioeconomic status data (14), district and school size (17), and urban/suburban/rural
classifications (4). Other school district variables mentioned include per capita income;
per pupil costs, class size; pupil: teacher ratio; Chapter 1, remedial, compensatory, and
bilingual status; dropout rate; attendance rate; pupil mobility data; participating in

gifted child programs, and dligibility for free and reduced lunches.
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Table V

Test Construction

The magjority of states with assessment programs have employed formal procedures
to avoid bias in test items for both race and sex. More than half of the states surveyed
reported using pretested and statistically analyzed items. Fourteen states reported tests
that use item calibration related to item response theory (IRT). This is a significant
development of the past several years that indicates growing acceptance of the values of
IRT in testing construction. Some of these states used IRT calibration on only part of
the tests used.

The movement toward IRT and the introduction of matrix sampling in a few states
seemed to be the chief changes in test construction technology occurring in state
programs.

Very little change was reported in norming practices, except for some movement
toward criterion referenced testing (CRT) measurement in the 1970s and a return to
norm-referenced testing (NRT) or a combination of both CRT and NRT in the 1980s.
Pennsylvania reported a move from district to school norming information.

Few changes in reporting practices were noted except for references to "more
sophisticated” forms of reporting. This probably refers to the increased use of variables
as discussed under Table IV for both students and schools in the reporting and
interpretation of test results, and the continuing trend away from reporting grade level

equivalents.
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state Assessment

Tabl e

\%

Tent Construction

Formal
Procedure. tp
Avoid Bias
State

Al abana Y Y

Al aska Y Y

A rizona Y Y

Arkansas Y Y

those
included as
part of test
devel opnent
California Y Y
Col orodo state program

Connect i cut Y Y

Del avar e Y Y
Not e CTBS
manual for
speci fication

District of N N

Col unbi a

Florida N N

(Conbined with MC.

under SSAT 1 2

note MC. comments.)

Georgia Y Y
Bias review
panel and
measur nent
statistics

SOURCE:  Data Conplied for the Office of Technology Assessment

Test_Quistriction  Construction Signi ficant Changes Since
Itens pretested| | cal i brat ed| Pr ogr amBegan _in:
items anal yzed using |RT Construction Nor mi ng
N Y Swi t ched CAT N Did away with grade
to SAT in 1984 equilvalance in 84,85
Y N N Expected in 85/86 1985 - Start updating
ny district for
conparative purposes
Y N Y Y Y
Changing fronCAT to present tests.
Item selection] Y : Wth MAT Y | Y Y. Expanded
| part of the Wth newtest and norns
test selection
Y Y 1972 matrix sanpl ¢ N Percent correct to
and state scal e scores 3,6,9
devel oped tests
Y n sanr te Matrix sanpling
added in 1981 N Used busi ness
program to set
performance
standards on Business
Exam only - 1984
Y Y Y Y Y
Startedwi th CAT and | astyear switched to CTBS: CTBS uses
IRT and CAT did not.
or CAT N N N N
(me\ t to change the NRT.)
N N N N N
Y Y: Rasch Y: Switched to N Y: Added scale

by Nort hwest

IRT calibration

Regi onal

Educat i onal

scores to scoring
system

Laboratory,

1985.
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State  ASSESSMENT
Table V
Test Construction
For mal |
Procedures |to Test Construction Significant Change Since
Avoid BiasPltens pretestpldiens calibratm Program Began
State Raci al Sex| Items analyzed using I|IRT Construction Not hi ng Reporting
Hawai i ¥ Y Commercial tests N N N
I daho Y v Y Y Y Y N
Done  throudh Test publisher updating from 82-§5 norm
publi shed
standardi zg-
tion procesfs.
Illinois Y Y Y Y: Logi st Y Y
Items are
al ways reviewed
by commities
even |f they
are technically
appropri atej
LQgi st anal ysi s
is formal
procedure.
I ndi ana Y Y Y Y 1: 1984 change to N N
conpetency testin
program has a
| -year cycle.
lowa ‘- No state, program
Kansas N N Y N N N N
Kent ucky y Y ¥ N 1985 test NR_and CRT in 1985
[ Approach to whol e assessnent changed In 1985)
Loui si na Y Y Y N N N N
Mai ne Y Y Y N N N N
Maryl and y Y Y N N N N
Massachusetts - No state prograf
M chi gan Y Y Y N N In 1972 switched N
to CRT
M nnesot a \ Y Y N Test analysis has Y Mre sophisticate

Becorme nore
psychometric
over the years.
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statm Aaaeasnent

Tabla V
Test Construction
For mal A
Procedures tp Test Conj truction Significant Changes since
Avoid Bias | tame pretested, terns calibratg Program Began in:
State Raci al| _Sex itens anal yzed using | RT Construction | Nor mi ng | Reporting
M ssi ssi ppi Y Y N N N N N
M ssouri N N Y N N Random sanpling | T N
1984/85
1905 test anticipated to look at item difficulty, score
reporting, etc.
Montana - No state program
Nebraska - No state program
| |
Nevada - No state program
|
New Hampshire - No state program
| |
New Jersey - No =~ ate program
New mexi co NA NA NA NA NA NA Y
New Yor k Y Y Y Reading itens N N N
Exam committee are calibrated
using an IRT
model .
North carolina YITY Y Current CAT Depends on change in test edition, L.c. N
By test used IRT test publisher may change test with
publ i sher; each new edition: in witing and
for science science new tests constructed - no
no; for norm nq,
witing a
general com-
mttee that
devel oped
pronpts | ooked
at and did
not find bias
North Dakota - state program
Chio - No statep rogram
Okl ahoma - No st te program
Oregon N Y Y N First time have N
norned test.
Pennsyl vani a Y Y Y: Field tested N techniques |ooking |v. Mved from (: Mre
| ook at Iterys at bias, item district basis to conpr ehensi ve,
and how ethnic sel ection techni que | school basis. better |ayout.
groups respond; and itemwiting
items read by techni ques.
different
groups.
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State Assessment

Table V
Test Construction
Formal
Procedure tq Test Contruction Si gni fi cant Changes Since
Avoid Bias?|[tame pretested,Items calibratp Program Began in;
State itenms anal yzed using |RT Construct ion Nor mi ng Reporting
Rhude Is 1 and { N N Y: 1975 [new W1l inprove.
program w |l use
standari zed test)
Sout h Carol i ng y y Not appriate -- using Changed test N Mre sophisticate
Usi ng standarized test
standari zed
test.

Sout h Dakot a NA NA NA NA State test isin Its| NA State test is in a
First year. Thiss first year. This
year It is not man- year it is not man
datory. (1985-86 | datory. (1985-86
Wl by . Test is will be) . Test is
thus being given to thus being given t

non-random non- a non-random non-
tratified sanple stratified sanple
of the 21,000 5>f the 21,000
eliglh e pupils. 2ligib e pupils.

Tennessee - No interview

|

Texas - No state program

until Y Y Y N N N

No state program

vVirginia NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

washington Y Y Y N N N N

Wwest Virginia NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Wsconsin - Not available for Interview

Woni ng Y Y Y Y N N
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Table VI

Reporting Test Scores

The methods for reporting assessment testing data varies widely from state to
state. Assessment test scores are summarized for the entire state in 32 states, for
individual schools in 31, by districts in 32, and by individual classes in 21 states.
Individual student or group reports are prepared for state education agency curriculum
personnel in 32 states, the media and public through a state education agency report in
32, principals and superintendents in 34, for state boardsof education in 33, students and
teachers in 29, legislatures in 31, and the general public in 31 states.

In addition, sample questions from the assessment instruments are made available
to those requesting them in 20 states. Hawaii reported that this practice took place
initially. Alabama reported that it made items available only to teachers and educators.

The formats for the score reporting also varies considerably from state to state.
Some states report raw scores (21), some percentiles (23), standard scores (21), grade
level equivalents (6) and IRT scale scores (4). Stanines and percent correct data were
reported by 5 states and NCE data by 7. In several cases, states indicated that they use
different types of score reporting for different tests and/or more than one type for the
same test.

The diversity in methods of test score reporting in individual states is one of the

things that makes across-state comparisons difficult even when the same tests are used.
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State Assessnent

Table VI
Reporting Test Scores

Scor es . -
Summari ze Test Results Received by: Indicate Individual
f _ S s ¢ (1) or Goup Summryry  (GS) _ —_Types ¢ _Score _Reported
. F . J 1t
) | ] s @3 < ﬂ | : £
M VEE I E 2 0 : sl au
—é | |e| 5% ;':% blg;l;:as wl - 5‘: Not es/ 9‘: E ;’.;.2 Not es/
23 |=] 39 - ‘uiiageaiisa O her 3| % :::ﬁi. O her
State gl (Al o2 |vdr _ |33t n (specify) A i (specify
Al abana Y Y Y Y Yy | Y ]e Y Y Y Y ¢ | Drop-
: ped
tegc rs in
an
educ| OIS 34/ 89
Al aska N e Y Y vy le] v Y | Y N 1N N
Ari zona Y t Y Y y | Y e Y Y Y Did not indicatey|i || N N G ade equival ent,
if I or GS I CE, stanines, S.D.
Ar kansas Y 4 Y Y Y Y [t Y Y N Did not know if [ Y| Y [¢| Y N tani ne nornal
| or GS. urve equival ent
NCE) .
California ¥ Y Y Y Y Y |t Y Y N Region (county). | N I{ N 3,6, 8| Report percent
correct.
vlorado =
‘ irate
Lrogram
Connect i cut N | §| |y Local Y Y| Y|y Y Y Y urban, rural, ¢t | N v N N Mastery test wll
option subur ban. >e| en report correct;
zo| ec nunber and of
mastery test will obj ectives mastered
apply to all Degrees of Reading
categories. power unit score.
Holistic witing
score.
Del avar e v |ef [y Y Y vy Y|y Y Y Y Did not indicate | N| Y |¢| N N NCE
if | or GS.
D.C Y [¢] [N Y Y N Y[ N Y N N[N |ef Y N
Florida v o] |y See | notes.| --f |- |------ Rl E i s - B See Mc. coments:
test conbined with
MC.
worgia v [ |y Y Y vy Y]y Y Y Y Did not indicate | N| gid|; N N report
fl or GS 3 o) . mastery for
.8 grades 1,3,6,0
0

SOURCE:  Data Conpiled for the Office of Technol ogy Assessment by Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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State

Hawai i

I daho

Illinois

I ndi ana

lowa - No
state
program

vansas

Kent ucky

Lousi ana

Maine

Maryl and

Machuset
No state
program

M chi gan

M nnesot a

Mississippi

“issouri

Scores
Sunmmari z
t

i
oW
v«
ol
— | [:2
Y |y|y
Y ¥y
Y sy
Y |y
¥ ar
" re
Y 1Y
Y 1y
Y 1y
£t s
Y Y|y
N V| N
Y vy
N YN

e EvA -

t at e
Table W
Reporting Test Scres
b Test Results Received byndicate Individual
S wre ep t (I) or roug umm Y (GS) Types : _Scor s Reported
¢
) f i 8 ] I i
~N n 4 t [ -] = ' i
25 |bed] (3l Eee 3 K 3 :
%0 ::-{ ngﬁu:‘-ﬁs . 25 Notes/ 185 gE .3: Notes/
58 |ik! Eti;iﬂiﬁf a'g_ Ot her LR XY PEE: Other
o fat n_._:f n (specify) | &|3 > |- Speci
Y Y Y Y [ Y Y Y: v Y N N St ani nes.
lit:|lly
Y Y Y Y |Y Y N N | Do not know if MY N N Stanine  nor nal
1 or GS curve equival ent
(NCE)
N Y+ [N N | N N N N |eDid not indicdte| ¥ N N
if or GS
Y Y Y Y|Y Y N Y Y| Y Y N
Y Y y N |Y y Y Y Do not know if N|Y N N
[ or GS
Y Y Y Y |Y Y Y Y Y| ¥ N N
I GCS | 6s| Gs | s Gs GS N | Anyone who wanfs | N N N
it.
Y Y Yl Y|y Y Y Y | Parents. TN N Y 1985.
Y Y Y| Y|y Y Y N | N Y N
Y Y Yyl ¥ |y Y Y Y | Parents. N N N CRT: Items pas
| of itens passe,
Itc.
N Y MR Y Y Y :d N N . ocal assessnent
"') lata is provided
1 ny way they wanl
Y Y Y| Y|y Y Y N Y N N
N Y N| ¥ [N N N N N N N 1985: by distrl
knd state
correct.
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State Aeoos,ent

Table VI
Reporting Test Scores
Scores . . A
Summariz( Test Results Received_by: Indicate |ndividual
F b ) (I) oo roup Summa y (GS) Types of SCOIES Report ed
. 43: 5
N » - o g 9
" M g‘ ] 3 ! u ~
£ - +5 Y *3 ¥ v 0: 8 - 3 [N
" FRi] 3 g =359z R Not es/ o e ~ Notes/
L] o N = x‘ & ol g - % i q Q> L] 8
i 23 |35 |5 |3vgede|a24qe Ot her Sl  ocner
state U ] o N KN "] (spepeci fy) & n ) ~ {specify)
Montana - NC»
state
program
Nebr aska - iq
state
program
Nevada -
state
program
New Hanpshirer
No state T
program
New Jersey
No state
pragram
new mexi co Y |y 14 ss | Gs | Gs GS GS Y r N N
Publ | her)
New Yor k Y I ¢ b Y Y Y Y | Districts requir( N N N Pass/ fail.
to present
conpr ehensi ve
assessment  report
;0 the local
boards at a public
meting.
North il | Y Y v |y Y Y Y | Do not knowif I N CAT N Witing :  focused
Carolina ir GS. holistic score
scale .
Nort h Dakota
No state
program
Ghio - Nosta 3
oklahoma - No
state program
t Y 4 v |y Y Y Y N N
dan Jonly .
pensylvainia / i N oo |y Y Y: Y o not know if N N Stanine .
t eaches nly EA or G.
epot |s
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State Assessment

Table W
Reporting Test Scores

Scores
Sunmari zéd Test Results Received byndicate |ndividual
S ore lgl! (I) or iroup Sumw (GS) Types o f scor esReported
o-
" il "
< I = ]
Tl B fee Gl |43 f
‘ 2y : 3‘8 :ga!:nga: Not es/ g '8? %5 Not es/
4 - 1
' HE- K wilgudg Ot her s e 0 Other
State u :%‘a': zé““’év Ea (specify) | 38 s,.ig.. (specify)
Rhode Islanfl Y \ v t Y ¥ Y Y Y |Parents. N N N 1985 program wi |
do it all.
Sout h Y ¥ Y Y Y Y Y Y N N| v Y Y NCE.
Carolina
South Dakota| Y ¥ 1 Gs |GS|GS S G | Y [Report includes | Y|¥ N N
results by schoo
si ze.
Tennessee -
Not avail abl e
for Intervei
TEXAS
state progran
Y 1 [ Gs | GS | 6 (€5 cs N Y N N
conont o - N
e progra
Virginia Y e Gs [GS |6 ps Cs Cs N |*At LEA rly Y| ey N Y (NCE) .
di scretion.
Washi ngt on Y Y Y Y|Y Y Y Y Y| ¥ N N Y. NCE
West Virginia| Y 1 GS GS | g Gs GS Y |Publisher has Y| ¥ N N
itens readily
avai | abl e.
W sconsin -
Not avai | abl ¢
for intervie
Woni ng N N Y Y|Y Y Y N |ETS pi ggyback= NJ| ¥ N Y
tests. o
directly to
district for
conparision with
nation.
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Table VII

Effects of Program

The changes reported in state educational policy that resulted from state

assessment may be summarized as follows:

1 A move away from testing a sample of students to the testing of all students

in grade levels and subjects tested.

2. A trend toward identifying and providing assistance to school systems showing
specific educational needs.

3. A move toward mandatory as opposed to optional or voluntary testing.

4. A tendency to expand the areas and grade levels covered by the state

assessment tests.

5. The linking of state assessment programs to state school improvement

programs.

Examples of changes in local programs and practices revealed that the state
assessment program was affecting local curricula by bringing them into line with the
objectives of the state assessment tests, by identifying skills needed to teach to state
assessment objectives, by causing reexamination of certification requirements for

teachers in areas tested, and by bringing increased attention to the teaching of writing.
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In general, state education agency personnel interviewed did not appear well
informed regarding the effects of state assessment programs on local programs and
practices. Pennsylvania's practice of the state education agency surveying and reporting
on local uses of state assessment data is a noteworthy effort to enlighten state personnel
and others on local uses of test results.

The development of state curricula was attributed to the state assessment program
by a number of state personnel. A number of state curriculum guides have been changed

to reflect inclusion of skills tested in the state assessment programs.
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State  Assenent

Table V1
Effect of Program

Change in

Exampl es of Changes

n Changes in State

State State Education Policy Local Progans and Practices Required Curriculum

Al abana Enphasis on needy systens. Instructional alignnent of test N

drawn into curriculum

Al aska Reporting of results by distrijctocal attenpts to align N
mandatory grograns. curriculumwith test.

Ari zona N Y. in some LEA' S tests |ead N

curriculum

Arkansa8 Y. part of current |egislafiYon change ofuse of results: N

came fromtest results. LEA's using results to analyze
curricul um summer school s
(those who need renediation).

California 1983-84 nmandate upgradi ng Witing enphasis. Model curricul um devel oped.
assessnents, i ncl ude noregr ades New graduation requirenents.
and critical thinking.

Col orado ~ NO

state program

Connect i cut

D.C.

Del awnar e

Florida

Ceorgi a

Hawai i

| daho

I'l'linois

I ndi ana

lowa - No state

program

Kansas

SOURCE:

Addition of nastery program -
new trend for state.

added standards for student
achi evement (note M C. conments)

Massive enphasis to change
curriculum

Too soon to tell.

Y. school size issue.

1984 |eqislation.

Conti nuous program of change
based upon results.

Basic skills enphasis.

Too soon to tell.

Y: witing (analytical
scoring scale)

N

Conbined with MC.--see MC.
cements.

Y. curriculum guides changed to
reflect inclusion of skills tested.

Appropriation Increased significantly
in last five vyears.

Too soon to tell.

Y: assessnent is driving curriculum

Data Conpiled for the Office of Technol ogy Assessment by Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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State Assessment
Tablo WVII

Effects of Program
Changes in Exanpl es  of changes i n Changes in State
state State Education Policy| Local Prograns and Practiles Required Curriculum
Kent ucky 1985-- all grades tested K-[l12ist of skills Identified.| See policy.
Changed type oftest from CrB®cal districts nandated tfo
standardized to CRT and NRT| teach to these.
in all grades to test pre-
identified skills in five preas.
Required annual perfornmance
report.
Sanctions are now a possjbility.
Lousi ana N N N
Mai ne 1985 school inprovement plan | school inprovenent pl an. N
requires districts to neet
needs as indicated by state
assessnment data.
Maryl and N Varies with school. Devel opnent of a state curriculum

Massachusetts
No state progr

M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Montana - No
state program

Nebraska - No
state program

Nevada - No
state program

New Hanpshire -
No state
program

Research on Effective Schools
based on M assessment; focus
of assistance based on nodel .

1984 --
program

| ocal control optional

1985 - nmandated program
regul ar assessment, Language
Arts included.

Changes in certification codd
regardi ng who teaches math
and sci ence.

Program for teaching fractions
cane from need.

Early Childhood Education
program

f ramewor k.

Y. but big Inpact at local |evel.

More precise.
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State Assesment

Table VI I
Effects of Program

Changes i n Exanpl es of Changes in Changes in State
State State Education Policy Local Prograns and Practice Required Curriculum
New Jersey - No
state program
New Mexi co N Y. No specific details given, N
New Yor k N Teaching of witing now N
enphasi zed in schools as a
result of test.
North Carolina Y: previously no district Y: test helped to bring a focus N
conparisons for accountability; | oncurricul umawareness |evel
test results now routinely increased; however, no
go hone to parents (now a specific program changes.
policy).
North Dakota - No
state program
ohio - No
state program
&l ahoma - No
state program
Oregon Pending:  census rather than Enphasis on witing resulting Have state curricul um now.
sanpl e testing. inmproved witing scores.
Pennsyl vani a Y. refer to Table III. Y. refer to Table 1. N
Mbde |sland More active interest in N N

pronoting basic skills.

Mandat ed program in 1985.
Every pupil tested across all
subj ects |isted.

South Carolina | School |nprovenent Plan added N N
2.5 Mllion in 1985.
Now mendat ory.

Sanpl e now uni versal

South Dakot a State test is in Its first year. | This year it is not mandatory. 985-86 it will be.) Test
is thus being given to a non-ran [ non-stratified sanple of the 000 el lgible pupils.

Tennessee - Not
available for
Interview
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State Aessesment

Tsble W1
Ef fects of Program

changes in

Exanpl es of changes in

Change

in

State

math ability.

State State Education Policy Local Program end Practice Required Curricul um
Texas - No
state program
U ah State and district graduation N Assessnent showed poor
regui rements have been changed. lath curricula have been changed.
Vernmont - No
state program
Virginia Bi g shakeup in 1972. Caused M nor changes in response to
nmai nly by improper admi ni stratiphest outcones.
of normreferenced tests.
Washl ngt on Establ i shed renediation N Y state guidelines currently being
assi stance program devel oped.
West Virginia N N
141scone.in - NOf
avai l able for
I nterview
Woni ng Not yet. Not vyet. Not yet.
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Table VIII

Functions of Technical Staff

Thirteen states reported they employ their own technical staffs who conduct and
upgrade the assessment programs they use. The state assessment technical staff offers
assistance to local school districts in interpreting scores in 32 states, and assistance in
administering tests in 27 states. Most states also provide services to such individuals as

local education agency administrators (30), principals (26), and teachers (22).

70



State Assesnent
Table VI 11
Functions of Technical Staff
Techni cal Staff Local Assistance Groups Recei ving
Enpl oyed to: i »n Assi st ance
I nterpret
Upqgr ade Admi ni ster | scores using LEA
State tests tests results Teachers Principals admin.
Al abana Y Y Y Y ¥
Al aska Y Wtten Upon request N Y Y
gui del i nes
Ari zona N Pr et est Y Y Y Y
wor kshops
Ar kansas N Y Y For y: For Y. For admnistering
interpretinginterpreting|/test then they
scor es/ usi ng scor es/ usi ng|provi de inservice
results results for teachers
California y N Y Y Y Y
Col orado- No state
Connecticut A and
B. Y Y y Y Y Y
D.C N Y Y Y Y Y
Del avar e Staff |ooks at N Y Y Y Y
Techni cal specificatiagns
but does not upgrade
tests.
Florida - Conbined with
MC.
Georgi a Wor kshops| Y Y Y Y
Hawai i Y Y Y Y N
| daho Y Y Y. Aso test N N
admini stration
and counsel or

SOURCE: Data Conpiled for the Office of Technol ogy Assesnent by Northwest Regional

Education Laboratory,

1985.
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State Assessnent

Table VIII
Functions of Technical Staff
Technical Staff Local Assistance G oups Recei vi ng
Enpl oyed to: G en Assistance
I nterpret
Upgr ade Adni ni ster | scores using LEA
State tests tests results Teachers Principles admi n.
I'l'linois Y N Y. Regional Y Y Y
wor kshops
t hr oughout
State”
I ndi ana Y Y Y N N Y
lowa - No state
program
Kansas N N Y N Y
Kent ucky. Change tests Y Y N N Y
Loui si ana N Y Y v v v
“iine Y Y Y Y Y
Maryl and N ¥ Y Y Y
Massachusetts -No
state program
M chi gan N Y Y Y Y Y
M nnesot a Y Y Y Y Y Y
M ssi ssi ppi N N N “ N N N
M ssouri Initially, then
decreased Y Y N N Y
nontana - No state
program
Nebraska- No state

program
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State Assessment

Tabl e
Functions of Technical Staff
Techni cal Staff Local Assistance Goups Receiving
Enpl oyed to: Assi st ance
I nterpret
Upqr ade Admi ni ster | scores using| o LEA
State test t est s results Teachers Principal s admi n.
Nevada - No state
program
New Hanpshire - No
state program
New Jersey - No state
program
New Mexi co N Y Y N Y Y
New York N N Y. 1f ~'s N N Y
request it
North Carolina N Y Y Y Y Y
North Dakota - Nostate
program
Chio- No state
program
Gkl ahoma - No state
program
Oregon N N Y Y Y Y
Pennsyl vani a Y Wor kshops| Y N Currcul um N
directors
Rhode |sl and Y. In 1985 I'n 1985 In 1985 I'n 1905 In 1985 Y In 1985
South Carolina Y Y Y N N Y
Sout h Dakot a N Y Y N N Counsel or s
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State Assaessment

Table VI 11
Functions of Technical Staff
Techni cal Staff Local Assistance G oups Recei ving
Enpl oyed to: i Assi stance
I nterpret
Upgr ade Adni ni ster | scores using LEA
State tests tests results Teachers Principals admi n.

Tenessee Not available for inf‘view
Texas - Nostate

program
Utah Y (2 Y Y N Y Y
Ver nont No state

program
Virg nia N Y Y N N Testing directo
Wash nqton N Y Y Y Y Y
West Virginia N Y Y Y Y Test coordinato
W sconsin Not available for int | view
Woni ng N Y. In 1985 Y. In 1985 In 1985 Y. In 1985 Y. In 1985
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Table IX

Staffing and Expenditures for Program, 1984-85

Extreme caution is advised in interpreting the information in this table. For many
reasons it is not reasonable to compare costs among states because of the difference in
the size of programs, the numbers of students served, the number of areas tested, and
the size of the population of the state itself. In some instances staffing costs could not
be accurately reflected in the budget to the complexity of the programs or departmental
structure. In a few cases it appears that assessment total budget figures also include
costs of the minimum competency program. Also, some states do their own scoring and
did not count this cost; others have booklets already produced and in the schools and did
not report these costs. And, finaly, some districts reported usually large budgets this
year because they are involved in developmental work.

Perhaps the most useful statistic in the table is the one relating to the budgeted

amount per pupil for the state assessment program. Since it is arrived a by a division of

the total budgeted amount by the total number of students tested, it provides a basis for
interpreting the state per pupil investment. Even here, factors not named above might
also contribute to the wide differences in reported costs: 1) state use of its own tests,
in which case the cost of development may not be reflected in the current budget; 2)
administration of whole batteries of tests to the same students as compared with matrix
sampling or rotation of subjects and grade levels from year to year; 3) size of the state,
in which case the maintenance of the staff and program may be somewhat more costly
than in states with larger numbers of students; 4) the use of outside contractors when
the entire testing process is simply reported in the contract costs, excluding state
personnel costs; 5) and perhaps most important, the character and scope of the program
itself. For example, programs with large writing components obviously have higher

scoring Ccosts.
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Staffing of assessment offices is also variable, and is generally, but not always,
related to the size and scope of the program offered. Size of staff varies considerably
among states having comparable budgets. For example, Kentucky, with a budget of $1.5
million has a staff of 1.5, whereas Michigan with a budget of $1.25 million has a staff of
six. Another contrast is Mississippi which administers $200,000 budget with one staff
member and Missouri, which has six staff members administering a budget of $124,000.
It would be difficult to evaluate the meaning of these differences without detailed
information on the history and current status of these programs and the reasons money is
budgeted as it is.

Wide differences in expenditures for scoring, purchasing, and developing tests were
also encountered. This is to beexpected in view of the fact that many states score their
own tests and do not have this expenditure broken out.

Apparently, accounting for the cost of development of tests in the states is
difficult, for very few states were able to provide these costs unless they were in a
development year, with a specific budget for this. New York and Michigan were the only
states providing them for the 1984-85 school year.

In general, changes in expenditures for state assessment have not changed radically
over the past 4 years, or in the most recent 2 years. There are exceptions to this. For
example, California has increased 250 percent in the past 4 years and 175 percent in the
past 2 years and Hawaii has increased 300 percent over the past 4 years. Minnesota
showed an increase of 500 percent over a 7-year period. Washington increased its
expenditures 100 percent over the past 2 years while Oklahoma had an increase of 90
percent in that same period. Other states reported modest increases or budgets that

remained the same or declined somewhat over these periods.
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Staffing and Expenditures for

state ASSESSMENt

Tabl e

I X

Program 1984-85

Approxi mate Change
1984-B Expenditures for: in Expanditures
Total S. A Total SEA| Total studentfs Budget ed Pur chasi ng/ for SA
budget, | Total S A curricul un tested per Devel opi ng .980-81 t9p1982-83
State 1984- 851 _staff staff 1984- 853 pupi | Scori nd cost 1984- 85 1984- 85
Al abanma $770 , 000 B 45 385, 000 S2.00 385,000 $385. 000 I ncrease | 90%
‘ Separate i ncrease.
but work
cl osely)
Al as ka S50 -60K 1 3 15.000 S3. 67 S5,000 N 50% 50%
usi nq decrease. | decresae.
55K

Ari zona S795 ,|4652 0 461, 000 14A 440,000 S274,000 (std' d) 18.5 3 1 6
(Excl udi ng std’ d)
personnel 9,500 $500.00 (w.)

w. )

Ar kansas $190, 000 4 100, 000 $1.90 Note information in first TZ—Ji St ayed
(I'ncl udes col um. sane.
scoring;
cost is
mostly scoring n q
since test
bookl et's AeREADY
I'n school g

\
lalifornia 3 Million 11 35 1,100 M1lion S2.73 560, 000 N 50% 1759

50- 65 for i ncrease i ncrease

conpar abe Added 5th

group) grade.
I ncl udes
cash for
CAP
proctors.)

CoLorado - nNo

state proqram

Conneticut S100, 00 1.5 2 7,500 NA NA NA increase I ncrease

10% year. 10.
Mastery 1.4 MLLIO} 1 2 40,000 NA NA NA Ne w New.
Program over 3 funded
years separate
startING | 1984
Del ewar e $140, 522 2 N 60,000 (std'd) | $2.34 71,900 NA T‘ss T s
(std'd) 7,500 (wr.) (std'd) | stdd)
s wr. Do not
fe\fl tolor? ) $4.80 have
4 (wr.) figures |rr
dyi ng dachers
or sScor {ng writing.
L,u and MC program say be combined, 1! thys breaklownown of nmete mayl inex~ or S A andf4Cprograanay b. ' ie and th( s&ne.

not number of

tests admnistered.

J5A and MC program may be combined or one and the same, thus figure may reflect aconbined sa and mc staff.
‘Students tested,
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State Assessment

Table 1X
Staffing and Expenditures for

Program 1984-85

Students tested,

Approxi mate
1984- Expenditures for: xpenditures
Total S. A Total SE| Total student Budgeted Purchasi ng/ for
budget, | Total S A| curricul unj tested. per Devel opi nq 980- 81 1982- 83
State 1984- 85’ staff staff 1984-85° pupi || Scorin cost 1984- 85 1984-
n.C $300,000 11 Not part 39,000 NRT’ $2.00 $150,00( $150,000 Sane Same
di scussion| 45,000 CRT (Doi ng I with
| ess.)
Florida Conbined| wi t h M C. ¢ | conments next to| ate.
Ceorgi a $720,000 3.5 31 320, 000 $1.80 $1.50/ S$250, 000 %
I 'ncl udi ng st udent
personnel )
Hawi i ,200,000 2 N 88,000 $2. 27 N $200,000 3009 same
i ncrease

| daho $21, 000 .5 8 11,917 S1.76 Note in in first col um.

Il nois 200, 000 5 NA 7,500 $26.67 54, 000 NA 7

I ndi ana 229,900 2 NR 80,500 $3.69 NA NR

ch e,

s

S c
lowa - No

state program

Kansas $230,000 1 2 150,000 NA NA NA

Kent ucky .S Milliot 1.5 15 710,000 $2.11 $500K 1 Mllion Sane s

crea:
in 198

Loui si ana $240, 000 7 45 120,000 $2.00 NR NR %

Mai ne $830, 000 6 17 48,000 10.40 Contract | includes test reasc
develop ' It and scoring for a 5(
new test Witing test
scoring| costs are signifia past
hi gh. r

Maryl and Local systemem to pay 35 175,000 N 1] o state Its.

all costs.

12

n all

pogr ans.

in this

program)

(A and MC program may be conbined, t ' . breakdc  of costs mey' be inexact 5A aae.
t hus figure may reflect
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State Assessnent
Table I X
staffing and Expenditures for Program 1984-85
Appr oxi mate Change
1984-8 Expenditures for: in Expenditures
Total S. A Total SEA Total student$ Budgeted Pur chasi ng/ for ~ SA
budget, | total SA | curriculum  tested per . Devel opi ng 1980-81 tq 1982-83
State 1984- 85 _staff staff 1984- 85° gpupi | Scoring cost 1984- 85 1984- 85
Massachusetts
state
program
M chi gan 1.25 M1I. 6 7 330,000 3.79 $300K $150,000 20 % T 108
M nnesot a $265, 000 7 0 270,000 1.10 $ .98 N 500% I ncrease
Local per over 7 Big
assnt .. pupi | fer s increse in
985.
.98
[State
assnt.
cost is
| ess.)
M i ssi ssppi 3200, 300 1 0 140, 000 1.43 75/ p| bookl ets. Deacrease | Decrease
Availablgd for grades 3 $ 4. Cone to
MC.T.
M ssouri S 24,900 6 6 17, 000 7.29 $1.58 N Anticipate
per I ncrease
1985.
Montana - No
state program
Nebraska - No
state program
Nevada - No
State program,
New Hanpshire
No state
program
New Jersey -
No state
program
New Mexi co NA 7 37 55,000 NA NA Local COStS. NA NA
]SAAnd MC prc am may be combined, thus breaklomt n of costs mm be inex 't or SA and MC program may be and the' same.

‘sA and MC programmay be conbi ned or
‘Students tested,

not nummer

of

one and

the sambus

tests adm nistered.

figure

may refl ect

acombined SA and MC staff.
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State Assesnent

Table 1X
Staffing and Expenditures for Program  1984-85

Approxi mate Change
1984-1 Expenditures for in Expenditures
total S.A Total SEATotal  studentBudget e Purchasing/ for A.
budget,| Total S Acurriculym tested per | Devel opi ng 1980- 61 1982-83 to
State 1984-85 staff staff 1984- 853 "1 scoring cost 1984-85 1 9 8 4 -
New Yor k $210,000 | 10 test NA Info. available NA Local $210,000 Approx. T Approx. 7
devel orjs from LEA's cost Sane as Sane as
4 prof. only inflatiopinflation
editors; i ncreasd, (increase)
4 adm s'{
spread
over
sever al
prograns.
North  Carolijnasi .1 mil| 1; pro- NA 475,000 NA 80 of NA
rat ed' total decreased note
portion budget . in price comment
16 ot her{ over year| In .
for this until prlew ous
testing added cotum.
program sci ence
writing.

North Dakota |-

No state

program

Oklhoma-No

state program

oregon $100, 000 2 8 25, 000 $4.00 $65K N 25% same

Pennsyl vai na| $550 - 9
$600 ,000 Al so NA 150,000 $3.04 NA NA Stayed the | sane.

i ncl udes 428,000 (MG
I.c. 578, 000 Total
Rhode Island| $45,000 1 o 1, 300 $34.62 $1, 200 $10,000 Sane Expect ed
Admin. $20,000 | ncrease
300 in
,985.

South  Carolinas420k 14 NA 300,000 (M.C.)| $2.18 $O0K $60K in 84/85 because Sane Sane with
(1.2 Mil | Includes . 75,000 (SA) ofaddition of 5th basi ¢
budget, C. staff grade. skills no
conbi ned units in part of
SA&MC) one. program

‘SA and MC program nay be conbined,) .s breakdown o costs ma or SA ' and MC program may be ' one and the ' sane

isA and UC program may be conbined or one and the came. hys figure may reflect a combined saand vcstaff.
Students tested, not nunber of tests adninistered.
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stat. ASSessment

Table IX
Staffing and Expenditures for Program, 1984- 85
_Approximate Change
1984-] Expenditures for: in Expendi tures
Total S A Total SEA Total studentp Budgeted Pur chasi ng/ for A
budget, | Total SZA' Curricul um tested_ per Devel opi ng .980-81 td ,982-83 to
State 1984-651| _staff staff 1984-85° Pupil Scoring cost 1984- 85 1984- 85
Sout h Dakota | S70, 000 1 9 21,000 $3.33 NR NR $70K $70K
Tennessee
Not avail able
for intervie
Texas - No
state progran
U ah S100, 000 1 40 7,500 $3.08 15, 250 $10, 000 1515 5
(Speci al purchase i|n
1984-85.)
Ver mont No
state progran
virginia $1,600,00( 6 40 200,000 NR 95, 000 N Increase| | ncr ease
NR. NR.
washington 3150,000 1.5 NA 110, 000 $1. 36 $100, 000 N Increase| Increase
They pl ay 5-10 0 0
no role cover 8
in assnt. gr ade
cens
West Vi girnig NR 1 115, 000 NR NR NR NR
Wi sconsi
avai l able for
intervi ew
“Woni ng $ 100K 0 3 8, 0000 $12.50 18K $71K to ETS NA NA
Budget will
increase by
10 in
5/ 86.
L .
JSA and Mc proc may be conbined, [t,s breakdown of costs mye x actl or SA MC program nmay be' e and the

}5A and MC program may be combined Or one and the gafy,e figure may reflect

Students

tested,nut

number

of

tests

administered.

a conbined sa and

sane
MC staff.
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Table X

Testing Time Required (Minutes Per Students)

The information in Table X has been reordered in Table Xa to show a frequency
distribution of testing times required by subject. States such as Hawaii that indicated a
range of times are not included in the frequency distribution table, and States such as
Delaware, that show a range of times by grade levels, are included but counted only once
where times are duplicated for a frequency interval. Most of the indicated times are
estimates.

The mid-point and spread of the distribution for each subject is easily seen in Table
Xa. Time of testing seems to be about the same for reading, math, and language arts,
probably because these subjects are included in batteries with each test in the battery
taking approximately the same amount of time. For these subjects the mid-point of
testing time is in the category of 50 to 59 minutes for math and language usage and 60 to
69 minutes for reading. There is greater variation in the time of writing tests
administered, and in general the time devoted to testing in writing tests is greater than
in each of the other three basic skills subjects. The shortness of the science and social
studies test is more a reflection of the poor definition of the curricular requirements of
these fields than an indication of the amount of time required to test student knowledge
in these subjects. It is unlikely that information of much value can be secured on student

knowledge of these fields in the small amounts of testing time being devoted to them.
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State Assessnent

Table X
Testing Time Required [M nutes per Student)

Language soci al Critical
State Readi ng Mat h Arts W iting Sci ence St udi es Thi nki ng Ot her/ Not es
Alabama 4.5 grade : 4th , 5th 4th , 5th N 4th ,5th 4th ,5th N
60 60 60 30 30
10th grade: | 10th 10th 10th : 10th :
30 30 30 15 15
Alaska 60 60 N N N N N
Ari zona Y \a Y N N N ‘Varies by grade |evel
and specific test
used; ranges from
2'15" h.s. to
44" elenmentary.
Ar kansas \4 N N N N “4-5 hours total tine.
California N 2 O ass N
50mi nut e \\) peri ods
Col orado - No
state program
Connet i cut 60 60 60 art of L.A N N N 60 for all other
tests.
Mastery progrom 120 D0 30 40 Y N N 1985 program
Ref .
Del awar e Grd 1, 65 Gd1l: 3 Gd 1: 20 Gd 9 . Gd. 11 Gd. 11 N Spel li ngq skills
264 244 2: 46 2 45-rein, 40 min. 40 min. Gd 2: 14 -0-
3:70 3, 56 3. 42 classes 3 13 -0-
460 4:i-,d 4: 47 4: 12 15
5-6, 60 5-6, 64 5-6: 47 5-6: 12 15
7-8:60 7-0 : 64 7-8: 47 7-8: 12 15
11, 60 11, 64 1 4 11 1 15
D ¢ 60 60 60 N 60 N N
60 60 60 60
* . .
Fl ori da . . . ' . Conbined with MC.
Note comments under
Mc
Ceorgi a mn. 135 nin. Did not N N N
know - j ust
pi |l oting
125 nin | G. 2 70 nin
130 “* 3:75 "
Hawi i 160 “ 6 :95 " N 30 G.3 20-2' | Gd.3 25 NA Testing times for
125 ¢ 8:95 “ esthetics, P.E, .
95 10: 40 * heal th not available.
idaho 40 40 40 N 40 40 N hetest is aspeed
est.
11linois 1 hour 1/2 hour N 1 1/2 hour N N N
This fvaries from f€ar-to-yea:|[ and
siject §t area-to-13ybject area (They cycle
siject & each year,af.)

DO NOT QUOTE OR CITE ‘WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE U.S. OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT

83



State Assessnent

Table X

Tooting Time Required (Mnutes per Student)

Language ) soci al Critical
State Readi ng Mat h Ar t Witing Sci ence st udi es Thi nki ng Ot her/notes

I ndi ana 7-1 44 N 50 N N N

lowa - No state

program

Kansas 70 70 N N N N N

Kent ucky NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Loui si ana 120 120 N 120 N N N

Mai ne 60 60 N 75 15 N N

Maryl and 40 40 40 N N N N

Massachusetts

No state progran

M chi gan 80 180 N 60 tined NA NA N

Unti med Unti med

Minsot a 45 45 45 135 45 N N

M ssi ssipip 80 80 80 N N N N

Mi ssouri 75 75 N N N N N

Montana - No

state program

Nebraska - No

state program

Nevada - No

State program

New Hanpshire -

No state

program

New Jersey - No

State program

New Mexico . 50 50 50 N Not Not N St andard

required required
50 50
y 1 Y 1 L 1

New Yor k Y Y Y Y Y Regent s exans- -
approxi nately 3
in length, oth

1 1/2 hours.
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State Assement

Tabl e X
Testing Time Required (Minutes per Student)

Languageo soci al Crical
state Readi ng mat h Arts Witing Sci ence St udi es Thinking Other/Noters
North Car ol i na Gd 1: 57 Gd 1l 44 | Gd 1: 12 50 50 N N
2: 59 2. 52 2: 32
3: 69 3: 55 3 31
6: 45 6, 60 6: 38
9: 45 9: 60 9: 38
North Dakota -
No state
progr am
Chio- No state
progr am
Oklahoma - No
state program
O eqon 65 50 N 90 N N N
Pennsyl vani a ! ' ' ' E ' Matrix sanpling
total package
grades 5,8, 11:
2-2 1/2 hours.
7h »le sland 45 45* 45 N N N N e 45 ninute |lowa
Test time.
South Carolina 45 45 45 45 45 45 N *Standard CTBS
test tines.
South Dakota 30 )5 95 N 30 30 N
Tennessee - Not
avai l able for
interview
Texas - No state
progr am
Utah 50 50 50 N N N 50
Vermont - No
state program
Virginial *State uses SPA
Test.
Washington Gd 468: 45| Gd 488: 60| rd. 4&8: 8 N N N N
. 57 1. 44 11: 1:
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State Assesment

Table X
Testing Time Required (Minute For Student)

Language SOCil al critical
State Reading Mat h Arts Witing sci ence Studies | Thinking [ other/motes

West Virginia 50 50 50 N . 50 50 N
W sconsin - Not
avail able for
intervi ew
Womi nq eomn. for N N See reading N N N

readi ng and col unm

writing

conbi ned
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Table Xa

Frequency Distributions
of Testing Time Required by Subject

Language Social Critical
Reading _ Math Arts Writing Science Studies Thinking

10-19 l\ } 2 1 1 1I
20-29 || ‘I | I‘ : : |
30-39 1 1’2 1‘ 1 \‘ 1 ‘1 2 ‘1 2 1
40-49 5 17 | 1 6 [| 2 |4 1 | 3 1‘
50-59 4 |8 1 | 4 1I 2 |1 1 1 1 I1 1
60-69 10 5 1 4 1 I
70-79 3 1 2 | 1 | |
80-89 |1 1 1 1 [‘ 1 \| \‘ |
90-99 1 1 3 .1 2 1 3 | | :

| I | | I |
100-109 \ | | I |

! \ i | |
110-119 | | | \ | |
120-129 1 | ! ‘\ 1 | : :
130-139 1 | | } 1 | | |
140-149 L |
150-159 || I [ l| ]
160-169 \ ‘\ | |
170-179 | \ \‘
180 189| 2 | | | |
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Table XI

Changes in State Assessment programam

Major changes in assessment programs have occurred in this decade. Changes that
occurred in the 1970s were mainly changes in tests (often switching from one
standardized test to another) and changes in subjects and grade levels tested. Of special
interest is the fact that several states moved from norm-referenced to criterion-
referenced testing during this period, a trend which has been reversed in the 1980s.
Although matrix sampling was introduced in California in the 1970s, it was not
introduced until the 1980s in other states adopting this procedure. At this time,
however, the shift is definitely away from sampling of any kind to testing all students in
the subjects and grades to be tested.

In general, the movement appears to be toward increased use of standardized tests,
accompanied by more sophisticated methods of reporting scores that enable comparisons
to be made that take into account differences in socioeconomic levels, types of districts,
racial composition of schools, etc. This may be contrasted with a few situations in which
different approaches are being used that have some interesting features. For example,
Minnesota has moved to a local option testing program backed by a strong program of
technical assistance, and availability of tests in a wide range of subjects. Oregon plans
to make available a list of approved tests requiring that districts select from among
them while using results of an equating study to accumulate results and make
comparisons among districts. Kentucky is moving to a mandatory testing of all students
in al grade levels K-12, using custom designed tests that can produce both national norm

and criterion-referenced information.
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Major Changesin the 1970s

California — Moved from commercial to locally developed tests. Introduced comparison
score bands (SES, etc.); matrix sampling.

Hawaii — Introduced use of tests for certification as well as achievement; introduced
technical support for schools which doubled with new tests.

Michigan — Added 10th grade tests; moved from sanctions to school improvement
program; moved to CR testing; changed certification codes (to include competencies
measured by SA tests).

Minnesota — Based the hiring and assignment of new teachers on needs derived from test
data; added subject tests.

Washington — Changed from CTBS to CAT (1979).

Virginia — Changed to SRA (1972); major changes responding to improper local
administration of tests.

West Virginia— Changed to CTBS (1973).

Utah — Dropped science, added reading (1978).

Georgia— Changed from NRT to CRT (1 976).

[llinois — Evaluation and Assessment programs merged (1978).

Major Changes in the 1980s

California — Added social studies, grade 8; piloted writing, grade 8; more grades added;
critical thinking added; Instruction and Improvement Fund incentive plan introduced.

Hawaii — Introduced improved tests, expanded program.

Oregon — Moved from sampling, grades 4, 7, 11 to census, grade 8, but using local option
from state approved list of tests, equating of test norms from approved list underway.

Alabama — Tests changed, improved; “needy” system identified for legislature, SEA
assistance; GLE reporting eliminated; moved from sampling to census.

Alaska — Moved from sampling to census.
Colorado — Piloted new program for grades 3, 6, 9, 11 with standard tests.

Connecticut — Mastery testing program added to SA program; matrix sampling
introduced for SA program.

Indiana — Moved to mandatory program; legislature provided funds for remediation in
districts identified by SA as needing help.
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Kentucky — Changed from CTBS to CTB custom tests yielding both NR and CR
information; testing at all grade levels K-12 introduced.

Maine — SA tied to state improvement plan, matrix sampling introduced; technical
support to local districts introduced; parent reports added; all students tested, grades 6,
8, 11.

Michigan — None.

Minnesota — Moved to local option testing with strong technical support; expanded tests
available from department (personal skills, energy).

Missouri — Moved to mandated program; language arts added.

Rhode Island — Moved to mandated program; moved from sampling to testing al pupils in
grades tested.

South Carolina — School improvement plan introduced with SA; moved to mandatory
programs;, moved from sample to census testing of grade levels included; identification of
districts where education seriously impaired — could lead to sanctions.

New Mexico — Dropped grades 6, 11; added grade 3.

Virginia — Introduced funding for remedia education based on SA results.

West Virginia — Dropped cognition ability test.

Utah — Change in SA funding from Title IV to state legislature.

[llinois — Changed in areas tested; types of tests used in reading, writing, and science;
types of scores reported (added norm scores).

Several states have introduced item response procedures that should result in
improved test construction and scales for the interpretation of results.

Connecticut has introduced a mastery testing program in addition to its state
assessment program.

Sanctions have not been extensively used, but where they have, the trend is to drop
this approach in favor of tying state assessment results to systems of identifying needy
school districts for purposes of state support, or tying results to state or local school
improvement programs as in Michigan and Maine. Finally, in the 1980s there is a decided
trend toward making state assessment testing mandatory (as opposed to optional) for

local school districts.
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Approximately half of the states reporting state assessment programs have now had
them in effect for ten or more years, reflecting the tendency of programs to remain in
place once established. However, major changes have been noted by most of these
districts over a period of years, and even by a number of established for shorter times.

State education agencies were asked in the OTA survey to indicate changes that
are currently being contemplated in state assessment programs. Information submitted
for the most part confirms the directions that have been established in the 1980s,
including the movement toward norm-referenced measurement, expansion of subject and
grade levels being measured, mandatory testing on the part of local districts, testing all
students instead of samples of students in grade levels tested, introduction of more
variables to assist in interpretation of test scores, and greater provision of technical
assistance to local districts. Nothing submitted suggests that significant, innovative
changes are being planned in the technology of testing, or in the philosophy, purposes or

objectives of these programs.
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State Assessnent

Tabl e X
Changes in State Assessnent Program
| Agencres and Organ. Agencies and O gan.
n Worked fc Change Working for Chchange
Qurrent - : - T @
Pro ra H El
Year s 'I M Q|
program i '5'5 s 6 ol 3
in nﬁiuféfc Currently u,s”;.l v
State Pl ace 81138 | “|¥ | other| Cont enpl at ed " Char g¢l] i3] 3] 45| o her
P
Al abana 19 N |p Switched from CAT| ¥ r Add grades 1,4, &Jy|v Table |1
to SAT in 1984, to science and Table 111
D Enphasis on “need social studies in Table V
systens” recei ving 1986
attention of
|l egi slature and
assi stance from SE
o Eli minated grade
equi val ence in tee
reporting in 1984,
Increased fulndi|ng
Alaska 10 Y | N 1981 4rom sanple hogs - nandatory Y| |y Tables IT,
0 census kreporting by distri.gt v
Arizona 5 N [ Y Areas tested and
grade levels: change
from had been in 19y
witing added in
grades 4, 8, 11 in 198
Ar kasas 5 ulY |Gad. levels changdd WII change next yaL
1980 -3.6,8 to go fromSRA to
1981 -4,5,6,8 MAT; will keep grade
1982-4,6, 7,8 | evel s the same: add
1983-4,7, 10 sci ence and soci al
studies as mandatory
(have been optional)
change in contractqr
at end of 5 years
built into program
California 13 N | Y Qp972-Move from citizepl s
ommercial to locally b subtests. Science.APH
eve |oped tests; usg 85/86 Grade 8
matrix sanpling. 85/36 writing
o o179, s o 2
%ﬁgﬂa;'ofoguiicm Baspd b Add jsci ence and safl
M studies to grade 6
indicators and targg¢t
dates for districts
983- F34-More graded
added; critical thidn
added .
SOURCE: Data Conpiled for the Office of Technol ogy Assessment by North~st Regional Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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State Assessnent

Tabl e

Changes in State Assessment Progr-

Year s
Program)
in
State Place
California (Con (tine
Col orado - No
state program
Connect i cut 14
velaware 7
District of
Col unbi a 14
Florida - Conmbined d with
M ni mum Conpet
M ni mum Conpet]
Ceorgi a 14

Current

Progran

(s

|chanqe

Maj or Changes

it

Agenci es and O gan.
Worked f Change

1saunes

IAGlllln.

Other

Cont enpl at ed Change

Currently L

Agencies and Organ.

Wor ki ng for Change

1984- 85- Add soci al
studies to grade 8
pilot witing, gral
8; introduceed.
i npr ovenent

Pil ot program for
1985-86 in grades
3,6,9 6 11, using
standar di zed tests

1984- New nastery
program added

different than sta

assessment

~-Matrix sanplin

Added writincghi:

year;
Changed t est stroi
CAT to CTBS
None

Areas tested;
adding writing
Changed in 1976
fronNRT. to
C.RT. and have
added grades
Changed reporting
met hods to reflect
type of test

a

until pilot progra
under way
Covactoraget Or  Entire prograni
advanced: g bei ng ret houghf
systemg

Not hing antici pat e

1986- Grades 4,
6 & 8 added in
Mastery Test
Proqram

Do not anticipate

maj or changes nay
«change test
@ biqg issue)

About

IAddi ng several gradd

«©of N.R T. beqinnind
next year

(secur.ift

to change N R.

o
M
3
%
IR
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state Assesment

Table x
Changes in State Assessnment Program

| AJENCI €S and Organ. Agencies and Organ.
Tt Wo ke [0 ghange Working for Change
urrent — T
rogram
Year s 1 ¢ )
progran " 0 i
in . ' W e Currently
State Place | & [§ Major Changes & a A} _015 CE | ther | contenpl ated changes $ §_ E|oher
Hawaii 10 N Y [1975- Tests obsol et |, of c. of o Expansi on of
lhigh error rates, I nstruct funding (refused
student att itude pdo Sudents | s for conpetency
. o Want to add
1979- Add conpetence grades 8 $ 10

used tests for certi
fication, not just

achi evenent: incltifle
technical support rsi ce
1979 - has doubl ed

ldue to new tests in |
1981

198K - Added writing,
lattective donain,

lgtade 3, dropped 4tp:
MNew areas f Or grade 13-
sci ence, soci al scie‘ de

0 May shorten
grade 3 testin
(comp. 24 hrs.
achiev. 7 hrs.

decisionmaking; att
tests optional now.

tdaho - This i | he
first year

I11inois 9 9 In 1978 changed Changes are antici- | |Y Y| ¥ St at ewi de
everything-evaluatiod pated after Juy 1 Comi ssl ons
and assessnent
merged:

o Areas tested 1983
0 Types of tests

Reading changed 19
Writing changed 19§
Science changed 194
0 Reporting nethodd
changed, originay
just reported p VR w

-

ot

I ndi ana 9 N 19134- Legi sl ature (Y additional grades tjo |V
provi ded funds for wbe tested in 1986.
remediation. Mandatd r N10 ot her changes

pl anned for this 3
year program (1984-87

lowa - No stat 1985-Develop models

program for procedures for no funds. Jan. 1987
testing nodel s to be devel op

¥ nsas - conb 1 with

M i n tmum Compe ncy, 8

Min 1mum Compe ncy no 9
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State Assessment
Tabl e X

Changes in State Assessment Program
Agencres and O gan. Agencies and O gan.
Th \Worked f Chang( Workin g for Ch ange
Current P - P -
Progran ‘ ;
Year s H a
program| o §' ‘ '3' ¢ wlc | 9
LRERE dils |31 Currently 513 P
state Pl ace B _5_ Maj or Changes 33 5_‘ & [ a her | cont enpl ated ChangeB|&] Sl 9&| anher
Kentucky 6 N |y [1984-State policy 1986-All five areas [y
changed, all gradep wll be tested,
tested (K-12) ; writing included
required curricula
type of test change
possi bl e sanctions
Loui si ana 8 Y | ¥ [None None
Mai ne 8 N | ¢ |1984-State ‘i npr ovenerjt Re | men¢ tions|None
plan matrix sanpl ¢ am | fre| § s .
technical support) Senll s with
report to parents ta|sc Educat | ion)
all students in
grades 6,8 6 11
Maryl and 15 ¥ 1 |vone lone
Massachusetts
Mk state prog. |1
M chi gan 16 Y |1 |1972-Switched to » 1986-Plan to add Y
C.RT ,changes in scignce on every
certification code pupi | basis; would
1974-Until th sane like a cycle of 4
i en subj ects on an
were used, after 1974 every pupil basis
school inp. plan | ) "
» Increasing o
1977-grade 10 added students passing teptp:
1979- Law for funding | egislative fundingr
added for 1985-86 to finel
ways to chal |l enge
students
M nnesota - The] 15 N 4 > Increase use of tl Y| ¥ Y New | egi sl ation says
trenain t he 98 [ testing tocontinue what SEA
state is for > Hring and assignnent i S doing. New for
Legi sl ature of teachers based . 985 areitem bank
to support the on needs from data and technical
SEA in providing > Moved from nrprogram assi stance
I et t e r [m®oy to classroom testing
for local with 3 parallel sanples
account > Added new subj ect
1984- Moved to |ocal
option system with
state technical support
(See Table VII)
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Changes

State Assessnent

Tabl e Xl
in State Assessnent

Program

Agencies and Orqgan Agencies and O qan.
mit Wor kor Chanqg Wrking for Change
Current q o
Program ‘ ;
Year s HM ol
Program » | & i%’f:‘f 325&5
in | &]& al§ 3 '5‘5 ¢ Currently Luﬁ'&fﬁ'z“"u<
State Place| @ | & Major Changes §1M 122 | aher|Contenpl ated Changé|él S °§ A&] other
M ssi ssi ppi 2 1Y | N |0 Early childhood |- 3 For 1987: Y|y
ed added o Instruction wll #e
o Curriculum nore changed
preci se 0 Add grades 6 & 8
with normrefererI
tests
0 Subject areas test
0 Analytic scoring ogr
those below 40
oBias to be studied
by committee
M ssouri 10 N ¥ 1984- 85- Random 1l ¢ Add | anguage arts
sanpl i ng added assessnment in 1985
1985- Mandat ed progr am
regul ar assessment;
lanquage arts assessr
change in instruction
cul tural bias to be|
included
“ontana - No Proposed by State
state program Superintendent,  mangofy]
testing at grades 3%6
8 & 11. Districts
chose 1 of 6 testsg-.8.§.
has not passed. Posi e
chances within 18 nmontkhp.
Nebr aska- No
state program
no planned
changes
Nevada - No
state program
New Hampshir Considering testing |Y
No state progra grades 4, 8 & 11,
begi nni ng 1985- 86
New Jersey - No
State program
no probl em changep i
»
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State
New Mexi co

New Yor k

North carolinia

North Dakota -
No state prograr
no planned changeg

Chio- No State
program no
pl anned change
OH

'k lahoma - No
srate proqram
no planned ch

state Assessnent

Table xi

Changes in State Assessment Program

[ Agencres and Ugan.
iorke for Change
current !
rogram )
Year s . 5
prog;arn:ran 5 é« ule 5 g!‘. Currently
Place |= |3 Major Changes a % | other [contempiated Change
13 |v |r |1981-Dropped grade ‘Exit conpetenci es”
added grade 3 are designated for
m nimum competency
test. plan to add
items to CTBS testing
progress towards these
conpetencies in
grades 3, 5 & 8
Since |N |t |Regents Exam Program M nor reallgnltnhg of
1878 in tests thenselves suobg ectssi- nr;of i clgr?t
0 # different subject orea S1 9
decreased over yga
0 original were €SSay ,
now use objective
and essay question
method of devel opnent
o originally by SEA
staff, now cl assroom
teachers develop t 5
amount of local tatigu
o oriiinally run fro
SEA, now LEA's do
most of the scoring,
record keeping and|i
reqgantg diploma; npw
8 N |t |Areas tested expande A“”.“a‘
science 1984-85 Festil|
witing 1983-84 polimsinsgion
Types of tests used e age
changed by c0'vernor
Reporting methods d e
changed when type SN
of test changed 1 thers
st £ it
1
Changes,
I
ges i }

H1:

There is nonadated state-wide ._xota. Hach

fall, m A's test qgrades 3,5,7,9 and 11 At their option
66 percent of the students are tested. Mst use SRA

State Educaon Department is being reorqgani zed. A new di rector
with an emphisis in testing and curriculum devel opnent is
conming in. Changes may occur then.

Chio apparently reuires LEA's to test 1-12 in reading, math and
witing each year. This began in 1983 from a State Board decision
of 1982. Test results are used primarily for local curriculum
devel opnent . No data are given to the State. The SEA does provide
technical assistance in administration and interpretation.

Two million students are tested at a cost of$5, 000, 000--all of
which is appropriated by the legislature to go directly to the
districts. O that, $2,000,000 was spent to buy new tests this
year.

Each year there is a nove in the legislature tO begin collecting

state-wide data. Chances |00k better each year, but It has yet
to pass.

Agenci esoOrgan.d

working »>r Ch »ae

b

a

organ.

I§ £|other

Regent s
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State Assessnent

Tabl e X
Changes in State Assessnent Program
Agencr es and Organ. Agenci ee and O gan.
T worked f¢ Change Working for C (Change
Current - - °
Program ’5
Year s " ol
Prograr) o | & ngféﬁ A2 e 9
in |2 |% ‘s uféf Currently ma';%igﬂ.
State Pl ace i_ 5_ Major Changes LS 5__( Q her | contenpl ated Changé®| a3 & _cx_: O her
O eqgon 11 N | Y Initially reading |Y content | o To add nore gradd
and math. This levels (3,5,8 &1?
assessnment changed 0 Change tests to
reading and math; match state goal
tests currently 0 Make tests
specify appropriatk avai lable to di sficks
tests to district for full distric
and gather data from testing
all districts in
reading and math.
Changad testing
from grades 4,7 & 1
to grade 8 only.
Pennsyl vani a Y N |PA Y Y Grade level shifts| |y
Rhode | sl and 10 N Y [1985-Every pupil Y 3,6,8 & 10 tested
tested with a across subj ect
st andar di zed l'isted
test.
South Carolina 5 N |t [1984-Ident~fles Y .986-Drop 10th grade
districts where add grade, Seques
quality of educatifyn will be 4,576 9i
seriously inpaired reading, math, |al
o Mandatory testinpg arts and social sched
o Sanple to universg
o 5th grade readin
o Could | ead to
sanctions not fo
districts not shopm
i mpr ovenent
Sout h Dakot a 1 Y | N Brand new program Next year mandator 4
for all LEA's; will
add interest and
aptitude tests
Tenessee Not .|ital|e t|r interview |
1985 variables taid Interpretation of data: ?Al . (corntinued)
Student vari abl es School vari abl es
Sex Teacher questionaire Itens:
Parent’s education Rel ationship with parents
Type of community Education |evel
Race Supervi sion in school
Mobi lity-frequency of sch. chg. d ass size
Students perception of parents’ interest in school Number tinmes classroom observed for instructional purposes
TV viewing habits Perception of buuildint |eadership
Parents’ expectations of education Teacher initiated environment
Reading nmaterials in hone Freedom from di sruption
Students’ report how much time spent reading at hone Perception of discipline
Students’ report how often required to wite in school I nvol vemrent in planning
School _vari abl es “Condi tion variables”

Grade enrol | ment
Low i ncone
Tuition

School climte

97

Students perception of ability to lwmrework

Students report amount of tinee to wath assignnments

Students report how often tested

Students report how quick tests returned to them (grades 8 $ 11)

Students perception to classroom discipline (grades 8 11)

Nunber hours students enployed per week (grade 11)

How often receive direct instruction for math, English, .science,
social studies (grades 8 & 11)

Percent of students taking mathscieBogl isebial studies
(grades 8 & 11

Interest in school -all grades

Percent acadenic college preparation students (grade 11)
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Stat. Assessnent
Tabl e Xl
Changes_in _State Assessment Program
Agencies and Organ. Agenci es andorgan.
I ¢ Worked f change| Working for Change
Current @
Program 3
Years e : M-
o «f - ~l® gl . ﬁ
Progam | HE 2g 8l 3
in | & FPERERE Currently EEHEEEE
State Place [ . Major Changes 5 J 3 Zs ) < i | other Contemplated Changes 3 0 -3 (2 < s: O her
Texas - No stat exit | evel to be 1966-wi || sanpl e Y|
program admi ni stered 1st t students and test wh
I1th grades in anornmed test to
1985- 86 conpared with new
TEAMS test and provide
a conparison base fp
the future
Ut ah 10 N vy |1978-droppod scienge |t Desire to e xpand Y
added reading grades and subjects
1984-added | anguage flu;rt_]:er, no firm
critical think|nc p
& ot her
Title I'V noney until !
1981, then Legislatufe
appropriated funds
Vermont No
state proqgram
yo expected changes| (s
irginta 3 N Y 11972- Changed to SR\ |¢ v | v None
1980- Began fi nanci gt
provision for renedi
ed.
Washi ngt on 9 Y N |First 3 years used t Appropriate for 198!k |Y{Y WA
cTB 0 Census in 4,8 & 10 Roundtabl
1979- Changed to CAT o Sample at grade 1l Committee
1984-Test all 8th (4,8 6 10-FIAT vs CAT)!
grades vs. sanple Addi nqg nore denogr aphi cific!
data
West Virginia 23 N vy |1973- Changed to CTBS |!¢ LK Pilot test 1985 for (Y| |Y LEA's
1065 rgpea_ cogn s e, s Lo
abilitles test scoring)
“isconsin n ot forflinterview
syoming Y N [None None
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MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING PROGRAMS

I ntroduction

The peak growth period for statewide competency testing was 1975-77. As Figure
1 shows, this growth leveled off in 1982. Although a few states will be phasing out
competency testing, most states are maintaining their current programs with some of
these states making changes. Typical changes are adding new skills to be tested or
adjusting the cutoff score that students must exceed.

Currently 11 states require high school students to pass competency tests in order
to get a diploma. Four additional states have plans to add a competency test
requirement for high school graduation. Figure 2 shows the different purposes of
competency testing.

As is the case with assessment testing, minimum competency testing programs vary
widely from state to state. Nine states reported their minimum competency programs
were tied to the state assessment programs. Sixteen states reported responsibility for
administering the minimum competency program rests with the state agency. Eighteen
states said the program is mandated by the state, but administered by the local districts,
often with the local school district defining both the competencies to be measured and
the standards to be met. The diversity of these programs is evident by the data in Table

1, a summary of which follows.
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FIGURE 2
PURPOSES OF STATE MANDATED
COMPETENCY TESTING PROGRAMS

onitor {tor LEA 5

a ) = 3
Elem Sch. standards 48 AX p

Remedial &
HS Grad Diagnostic
Standards:
SOURCE: OQTA.
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Table |

Characteristics of Programs

Responsibility for administering the minimum competency programs was found to
be about evenly split between state education agencies and local education agencies.
Broad areas of competence to be measured normally are defined by state education
agencies, but responsibility for the specific definition of competencies is about evenly
split between the two agencies.

The purposes states give for the competency testing are: remedial/diagnostic (27
states), standards for high school graduation (16 states, plus 4 more to be added in future
years), monitoring of local education agencies educational programs (11), elementary
graduation standards(l).

More states reported using state-produced tests for their minimum competency
program than any other type of test. Seventeen reported using state-approved or
prescribed tests, 9 reported that local education agencies were given the option of
producing their own tests, and 6 reported that local education agencies were to produce
their own tests by state mandate.

Most minimum competency testing is confined to the areas of reading, math,
language arts, and writing. The even spread of number of states reporting use of
minimum competency tests at each grade level above grade 2 reveals that minimum
competency programs have been designed to track student progress over a period of
years so that any need for remediation can be identified at intervals along the way.
Typically, the tests are administered periodically as in grades 3, 6, 9 and 11 or some
similar configuration. In a number of states, tests are administered in every grade within
given ranges, and in 2 states, Kentucky and Vermont, they are administered in every

grade, K-12.
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Table Il

Testing Programs

States rely more heavily on their own tests for minimum competency programs
than is true for state assessment programs. Twenty-one states reported writing items
for their own tests, sometimes using item banks. Some of these banks were built by the
states themselves, and others were secured from test publishers. Criterion-referenced
tests are most often used, with nationally standardized tests and national norms being
used by relatively few states. The task of setting standards for the minimum
competency tests was undertaken by the state board of education in eight states, the
state education agency "in six, testing specialist/state education agency contractor in
five, subject matter specialists in five, and educator/citizen committees in four states.
In cases where the state education agency or state board of education set the standards,
it was usualy with input from groups mentioned above.

As would be expected with criterion-referenced programs, the type of standard
normally set was a percent right of items attempted, sometimes by total tests,
sometimes by specific competencies, or the number correct of number attempted based
on predetermined acceptable performance levels. Five states reported use of IRT scale
score cut-off points, usually in combination with professional judgment relating to the
performance level desired in scale score terms. Only two states reported use of norm-
referenced scale cut-off scores. Seven states reported linking their standards to holistic
writing ratings (e.g., New York specifies a 65 percent rating based on a model answer for
a given topic).

Race and bias reviews are reported for tests used in all but a very few States.

Statistical analysis of items used in tests is also reported by al but a few.
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The fact that most states have developed their own tests, and that these tests are
criterion-referenced measures employing standards arrived at by a variety of procedures,
suggests that the rigor with which these tests have been constructed and the quality of

the tests varies widely with the competence and experience of the state education
agencies developing them, and with the procedures by which standards are set and

student results evaluated.
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Table 11

Reporting Practices of Testing Programs

The methods of reporting minimum competency test results also reflect the
diversity of testing practices in the states. Seventeen states report using pass/fail data,
13 use raw scores, 15 use percent correct. Among states that report derived scores, 9
use IRT scale scores, 3 use percentiles, and 2 states report standard scores. Most states
report a mix of these types of scores, and within a given state that mix may vary
depending on the subjects being tested.

Reports of test results are distributed to teachers and students in 25 states,
principals in 25, superintendents in 25, state education agency curriculum. personnel in
22, state boards of education in 22, media and public through state education agency
reports in 20, legislatures in 21, and the public on request in 20 states. In general, the
reports to students and teachers are individual score reports, while the reports made
available to the other parties named are summary reports.

The common use of minimum competency test information for remedial purposes
suggests that most tests yield information on specific objectives within the tests, and a
number of states yield information on specific objectives within the tests, and a number
of states explicitly point to the fact that pass/fail requirements were set for each
objective within the tests. The trend, however, appears to be away from criterion-
referenced standards for each objective toward pass/fail standards based on overall IRT

scale score, with added diagnostic information for specific objectives.
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v § 4 R R R - - Not es/
E 2 | Derived g ¢ §. 5 g 534l 3 25 T §§ s changes
59 scores |4 ' | |a | & Kol 2 _3 i
Ckl ahoma - No program
Oregon A NA N2 NA NA NA NZ NA State does not cc
data .
Pennsyl vani a y N N VA ] y* Y+ ' ' y* Test not used agair
it is admnistered
.Did not Indicate
IS or GS.
Rhodel sl and -No program
South Car ol i na N Y | n flag AR y* v ' ' y* .Did not indicate
obj ecti ves IS or GS.
on which
st udent
needs work
i Dakota-No program
|
N ot .interview
t Y| N YN N s | 65| es| GS Gs N | Gs | GS The state does not
9th publish a state-wide
Graded report. I nformation
Test provided to district
school and district
he data nust be
resented at an offi
school board neeting
These neetings are p
News nedia meke a ha
attending as many 10
board neetings aspo
and thereby formng
o “state-w de” rep,
U ah NA| NA| NA| NA NA NA NA | va NA NA NA 7.y NA A
Ver mont NA | NA| NA| NA NA na | MA | A | Na NA NA TSIV 1A
Y | Y | N Y Is | 6 | s | G Gs s s | N
|
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Table 111
Reporting Practices of Testing Prograns

Results Made Available to:

Types of Information Reported IS=I |ivi|ial Sc 'es, ¢ Group ‘'erf:
I

- g | @

¥ S 0 - [} 8 ]

o 23 ah| 3 L& FE 93 e| 2

") & 0 - o U 3. e ¢ 35 o 30O L]

@ c o > S £ -4 - Q4 - Q v A -t ~

5185133085 | vervea [35| 2| 8% 58255254 3

30|58 zz:% Derived ER T ;,. 638 532 394 &

State 2 B & O scores |« ala*l & paMlga 3

Washi ngton - Ngrogram

West Virginia -No program yet

Wsconsin -

Woning -

Nost at e dat a;

district

|
Notavai | abl e for

I ntervi ew

Let

in place; see Table V11

I
required to assess.

mance

request)

rubilc
(On

Not es/
changes
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Table IV

Examples of Changes in State and Local Educational Programs and

Practices Resulting from State Minimum Competency Programs

Reports of changes in state education policy attributed to minimum competency
programs range from the general comment of the Connecticut office that results have
been used constantly to improve programs, to the listing of extensive changes by states
such as Florida and Georgia. Florida attributes these changes to the minimum
competency program: a 1976 Educational Accountability Act resulting in improvements
in kindergarten through postsecondary education — including initiation of a state
compensatory education program, a college sophomore testing program, increased high
school graduation requirements, a new primary education program, a new middle school
education program, and changes in the principal and teacher certification examinations.
Georgia cites the adoption of policies dealing with changes in certification and staff
development and the establishment of public school standards by the state board of
education as direct consequences of this program. North Carolina states that students
simply no longer graduate without minimum competencies.

Examples provided of changes in school programs and practices include greater
emphasis on writing in the schools, examination and restructuring of curricula and
programs, increased attention to remedial education, improved student performance as
measured by achievement tests, use by school districts of state-developed support
materials such as spelling lists, more local curriculum development and evaluation, and
improved methods of diagnosing student needs in school systems.

The few states that report an impact of the minimum competency program on state
curriculum and instructional support cited better definition of the basic skills and
developmental skills required in the minimum competencies program and their
incorporation into the curriculum frameworks and guides of state departments.
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State

M ni rum Conpet ency
Table IV

Exanpl es of Changes in State and Local Educati onal

Prograns and Practices Resulting From Stat.

M ni mum Conpet enci es Program

Type of Change Noted

State Education Policy School Prograns, Practices

Al abama

Al aska - No program

Arizona

Ar kansas

california

Colorado

Drma g

Oistrict of
Tolumbia

Florida

sSeorqgia

SOURCE:

Redevel oped curriculum often
becomes part of school policy.

First grade graduation
requi renents in 1983 for 1985.

Y Y

Law went into effect i4983 and nust be inplenmented by 1987-88;
85% of students nust bachieving nastery or need to be invol ved

in a school achievenenprogram students have 2 years to show
i nprovenent .

N Y: Parent conference required

tie curriculumto assessnent.

Constant use of resykttsoinprovenent of prograns

No (Mo concrete avidence
N ‘Nz Already tied to curriculum

Y: :n 1976 Education Account- Y
ability, Act; once inplenented,

started a | ong-term series Of

inprovenents from Kinderarten |

thru post-secondary , e.g. ,

initiation of a state conpensatory

education program initiation of
col | ege sophonore testing program
Increased high school graduation
requirements; new primary educa-
tion program new niddle school
education program principals
certification exam teachers
certification exam

Y: Policies added dealing with Y:
changes in certification and staff
devel opnent based on need ident-
fied by lower test scores in sone |
grades; pubilc school standards
established by board - added.
School s having to meet new stan-
dards asa result of test scores.

More curricul um devel opnent
and eval uation.

Data Conplied for the Office of Technology Assessment by Northwest Regional

State Curriculum
I nstructional Support

N.C. were incorporated into course
of study.

Y: Course content guides required
through educational standards; they
specify core curriculumin all

subj ect areas (Includes basic skills.
devel opnental skills, and

extensions for brighter students)

N

o

Mo concrere wvtdence

Y: Curriculum franeworks which
establish content for all h.s.
cour ses.

Y: Just adopted because of testing
all qgrade levels in all subjects -
specified a mninum of what
obj ectives nust be taught.

Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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Exanpl es of Changes in Stat.

M ni mum Conpet ency

Table 1V
and Local

Educat i onal

Prograns and Practices Resulting From State M ni mum Conpetencies Program

Type of Change Noted
State Curriculum
State State Education Policy School Prograns, Practices I nstructional Support
Hawi i under goi ng serious review. N N
| daho N Y N
Illinois - Not applicable
I ndi ana- Nopr ogqr am
lowa - No program
Kansas N N N
Kent ucky Same as for state assessment
Lousiana N N Change reported, exanple not reco
Maine - No program ram
1. special Education limited Consi deration of program

English proficiency are
tneluded unless specified.
2. More instructional support.

Massachusetts N

M1ochitgan - No program

M nnesota - No program

M ssi ssi ppi N

M ssouri Changes made in 1984 and 1985.

1986 - grades will be withheld
at 9th grade if failed.

\
Montana - No program

Neebraska N

requirments.

teaching of witing and
cope and sequence of subject.

Look at currculum

Sone spel ling prograns now use
[ist from state devel oped

spelling test. Schools report
v g work from I ower h£I{ of
students.

Morw e courses offered for remedial
mth, witing. Witing test has
ifluenced witing curriculum --
better results.

Devalopment of gtare framework
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Table 1V
Exanpl es of Changes in State and Local Educational
Prograns and Practices Resulting From State M ni mum Conpetencies Program

Type of Change Noted

State Curriculum

State State Education Policy School Prograns, Practices Instructional Support

New Hanpshire - No program

New Jer sey Several policies changed. State certification based on Graduation requirements were
results. Conpul sory education| revised.
fundi ng based on results.

New Mexi co Despite secure itenms, changed N
each year, scores have inprove
This inplies changed school
practi ces.

o

New Yor k Teaching of witing now N
enphasi zed in schools as a
result of conpetency test.

North Carolina | Students no |onger qraduate w thout minimum conpetencies
Specific funding for renediation was provided (average $8 niildn on
a year to work on progam

Notrh Dakota - No program

N New program ) N N

|
&l ahoma No prog am

Pendi ng a novenent toward minifrum N
COI"\[)CCE.‘T\C',' ctesting.

Pennsyl vani a N Y. Many districts have hired
addi tional teachers in readinq
and math since they had to create
remedi al programs (had to create
new or different programs) ; sopne
districs have creative preventjve
prograns and others have begun
to review reading and math
prograns to see how they reflec¢
obj ectives being tested.

—

¥hode Island - No program

“oarh Carolina 1984: shifting of I|1lthrade tesesf Because of funds for conpensa

to 10th grade in 1906. tory education and tests based
Science is an additional area to |[on objectives defined by |egis-
pe tested. Diploma requirement. lature, Specific objectives and

skills are given by grade to
teachers and students with
Sanpl e test itens.
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Table IV
Exanpl es of Changes in State and Local Educational
Program and Practices Resulting From State M ni num Conpet eci es Program

Type of Change Noted

State Curriculum
State State Education Policy School Prograns, Practices I nstructional Support

South Dakota - No program

Tennessee - Not “available for interview

Texas Legi sl ature has changed Accreditation change affected|Same bill that changed accreditat.
. requi renents. I ocal progrars. changed state curriculum
U ah Renedi al hel p increased due to N

test. Consequently bottom 50
has inprovedtheir scores.

Ver nont NR NR NR
Virginia Enphasi s used to be on pupils Many school sgive a pre-test to N
with |ower scores, now shifting screen thoseto receive special
away from that. tutoring before 10th grade testf.

Washington - No program

wtoVlrginia - No program yet in place; see Table VIII

consin - Not available for interview

e = Noostate dara: district requioed o assess .
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Table V

Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates

The staffing of minimum competency offices in state education agencies follows
the pattern of state assessment offices and often includes the same personnel. Thirteen
states reported technical staff employed to upgrade tests, and 10 employed testing
personnel to provide local assistance. Technical assistance is provided to local school
districts in interpreting test scores and using the results by 26 states, and in the
administration of tests by 22 states.

Local education agency personnel receiving assistance from the state agency
include principals (19 states), local education agency administrators (24 states),
and teachers (17 states). The Texas Education Agency reported that its personnel
give workshops to regional educational service center personnel, who in turn provide in-

service and other assistance to local or local education agency personnel.
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Table V
Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates
P art: Functions of Technical Staf f
Local Assi st ance
Techni cal St af |f G ven Groups Receiving Ilth G ade
Emplc to: I nterpret Assi st ance . )
——— | “Providd scor es Part 11 : Failure Rates
Upgrade | ocal Adni ni ster using LEA . Oyeral | 1984- 85 . .
State tests assi stang¢e tests results| eacher| Principalsadm n|Initial 1984-85 Mnorlty Non-mnority
Al abama Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 2% I 2% 41 1%
O a possible four atteppts
Al aska - No program
Ari zoni a N N N Y: Law N N Y: Lay NA NA NA NA
Ar kansas Y Y Y : Test Y Y Y Y NA NA NA NA
Cordi nat or Usaual |
Wor kshops test
coor di
nator's
principals
and
counser|ors
California N N Y N N N N NR NR 12th : 9% 6%
Prifnaril Uth: 78% 64%
during 9th : 64% 54%
1977-78 6th : 28% 14%
(1983)
Col or ado NA NA NA NA NA NA NA No data - - -
Connecti cut Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Reading : N N N
4%
Math
17%
Witing :
8%
Lanquagq
Arts: 69
Del awar e Does not apply Provi de N N N hen NA NA NA NA
suggestion tern
on how to bank
use item first
bank in cane
putting out
together
it est
District of N N Y Y N Y N 50% 50% N N
Columbia

SOURCE :

Data Conpiled for the Ofice of Technol ogy Assessnment by Northwest Regional Educat xonal Lrilggéatory,
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Part 11 : Failure Rates
Overal | 1984-85
Initial 1984- 881 norit yNon-m nor
|
conmuni cat on: Conmuni| -Mith :
8% 12% cation:
Math: | Math: Wite 7 | Wiite 10
36 16 Black 26| hack 32
reflect Hsp. 20| Hisp. 22
a new
test with
hi gher
st andar ds
Readi nd Readi ng| Readi ng | Readi ng
8 5% 16% 2
Mat h Mat h Mat h Mat h
13% 119 29% 4
N N N N
NA NA NA NA
W/l possibly colect this data ne:

ear; at

NA

NR

NR

Table V
Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates
Part |: Functions of Technical Staff
Local Assistance
Techni cal Staff G Groups Recei ving
Enpl oyed to: Tnterpret Assi stance
Provi de scor es
Upqgr ade | ocal |Admi nister| using
State tests |assistance tests results
Florida N N Y Y
(Comuni cati on FSEA staff may only Trail ing workshops
readi ng and be hired i f the leg
writing i slature authorizqd
combi ned) positions; the leq
is lature has autho
rized positions,
pbut not with specific
charge to do either
of these.
Georgi a Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Wor kshops
Hawai i Y N Y Y Y Y Y
| daho Y Y Y Y ‘1 Also N Test
counsel ors admini s
raters
illinois - Not applicable
I ndi ana- No program
|
lowa - No program
Kansas N Y N Y Y Y Y
Kent ucky Y: Changed Y Y Y N N Y
Loui si ana N N Y Y Y Y Y
Maine - No program
Maryl and Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Massachusetts Y N N Y Y Y Y
Wor kshops

present

NA NA NA
NR NR NR
NR NR NR
NA NA NA
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M ni mrum Conpet ency
Table V
Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates

I Pt . Function of Technical Staff
Meal  Assistance

Techni cal Staff Given Groups Recei ving
Emp 1l to: nt er Assust ance . .
| “Provide scores | Part Il: Failure Rates
Upqr ade | ocal Minubuster|  bei ng LEA Overal | 1984- 85
State tests assi st ance tests results [Teachers| 'rincipals| adnin| Initiall 1904-85Mnnority bon-mnority
M chigan - No program
|
M nnesota- No program
M ssi ssi ppi N N Y Y N N N Too soon for data - -- - --- --
M ssouri Y: Has N N Y Y Y N 363% 23% NR NR
tapered conferences--- - --- --
of f as
need
decline
Montana - No program
Nebr aska N N Y Y Y Y Y NA NA NA NA
Nevada Y: 5-6 N N Y Y Y Y Witing| Witing| No data |No data
years ago. 18% 2-3%
Revi ew Math 3:
by ACT, 20%
panel of lath 11:
experts 10%
Readi nq has
changed al t houghl
test nore dificult
New Hanpshire -  noprogram
New Jer sey N N Y Y N N Y NR 8% NR NR
New Nexi co Y Y Y Y N Y Y 24% v |1 4% 2
New Yor k N N N foolf N N Y Pupi| Evaluation Test (Qes 3,5,6,3,:
LEA's lot 25%
Request Very
it. di fferent |

Regents Conmetency , Test
Slight- Readinqg

10%
better Witing
20%
Math 30
legents Exams
‘tayed TEnglish
he & Math
sane 20%

(1) Mnorityfiqure is unweighted average of figures for Blacks, H spanics, and Naj Veans
(14% 9a, 21% respectively) . “Qther” ninority groups failure rate is110.
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Table V
Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates

Part | : Function, of Technical Staff
Local Assistance o
Technical Staff G ven G oups  Receiving
Enployed 10! ‘ ; b /;\ssrs‘l—aice 1' Part 11: Fallur= Rates
Provi del - X S - = —
= i ni i LEA Overal | 19134- 135
-=— | ocal Adm ni st er usi ng | [ / — - i TorT
State tests |assistance teets results |Teachers|Princi pals | admin. |Initial | 19i34-85 [Mne. ..
North Carolina N N Y Y Y Y Y 17% 10% NA NA
Fi gures represgn
first-tine tes
takers only.
North Dakota - No progrgm
Chio N Y Y N N Y (1) (1) (1) (1)
(1) Results of tests are not provided to the state (including pass/fail rates) on anannual $msis.
evaluates 1/5 of all districts each year for accreditatiofAll districts every5years.) Part ,
Okl'ahoma - No pegram evaluation is to check to see that nininum standards of conpetency are in conplThaacexal uation
I ncludes exanmining test results. Programis too new for any useful data from accreditation reviev
O eqon NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Pennsyl vani a N N Y Y Y Y Y Avail able from State Summary of
Results 1984, Tables 7-18

o

Support materials a
wor kshop; 8-10 wor K-
shops; al so internme-
late units provide
assi stance - SEA
trains then

Rhode Island - No program
South Carolina Y Y Y Y N Y Y srade 1| Grade 1 NR NR
Reading| | eadi ng
308 20%
Math: Mat h:
32¢ 19%
south Dakota - No program
Tennessee - Not available for Interview
Texas N N Y Y Y Y Y 34% 24% 32% 10%
Wr kshops are given for ESC
representatives . These
peopl e then are avail abl g
to hel p LEA personnel .

(11 Failure rates reported are for 9th grade onlgther grades are not scored pass/failMnority figure is estinated
averging Hspanic and Black scores across reading and miiRority scores for witing were not avail ablAverage
of reading and math failure rates in 1985 for Blacks was 35, for "Hspaniggy, Steady inprovenent has been shown
In all races, the greatest inprovenent being anong bl aqks.1980 Bl acks scored 409 bel ow whiteshow the difference
is 25\. Overall scores showed a drop In 1985.This was attributed to the sinultaneous pilot testing of next year’s
test (which is harder).The conbined affects of a harder test and a longer test probably resulted In |ower scores
the TABS portion.
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Table V
Functions of Technical Staff and Failure Rates

‘t | Functions of chemcal Staff
Local Assistance
Techni cal Staff Gven G oups Receiving
Enpl oyed topi 22\“ = i r;tcfeorrzrset Assi st ance Part 11: Failure Ratee
Upgr ade | ocal Adni ni sterl using LEA i Q/er al | 194 1-es
State tests | assistance test resul ts | Teachers | Principal$ admin.| Initiall1984-85 MnorTtyNon-minority
Ut ah N N Y N N N Y NA NA NA NA
Ver nont N N NR NR NR NR NR NA NA NA NA
Virginia Y N N N NA NA NA 18% 5% 10% 3%
(10th Grade)
Washi ngton- No program
I

West Virginia - No program yet in place; see Table VIII
| |

Wsconsin -Not available for interview
| \ [ |

Wonming - No state data; district required to assess
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Table VI

Testing Time Required (Minutes per Student)

There is little uniformity of practice from state to state in the amount of time
devoted to minimum competency testing. In general, the time devoted to these tests is
greater than that devoted to state assessment for the pupils involved. Tests of 90-
minutes in length are not uncommon, and few require less than an hour to perform.
Whereas state assessment tests normally devote more time to writing than to the other
basic skills, minimum competency tests tend to devote more time to reading and
mathematics. New York’s writing test, North Carolina’s reading and math tests, and

Georgia’s reading and math tests require the greatest amounts of student time.
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Table VI
Testing Tinme Required (Mnutes per Student)

Language Soci al Critical
State Mat h Arts Witing Sci ence St udi es Thi nki ng O her/ Not es
Alabama 90 90 90 45 N N N This is an average.
May take |onger at
grade 11 and |ess
time at grade 3.
Alaska - No stat
program
Ari zona NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Up to each LEA
Information not
avail abl e
1
Arkansas Y Y’ yl N Y Y N ]Tests are not timed;
rec. give over 4
mornings for total
test
California NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Local Iy done
“olorado NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
anecticue 60 60 30 40 N N N
VA NA NA NA NA NA NA daes not apply
District of
Col unbi a N N N N N N N 60 - life skils
Florida NA NA NA NA NA NA NA rests are untined
estimate 45 seconds
per item tests are
lot the sane length
for each grade,
al though there are
approxi mtely 250
itens/grade |evel
Georgia 135 135 N N N N N
Hawals NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Conpr ehensi ve
Gaduation Test - 90 min
‘performance Testing -
150 nin.
Gade 3 - 150 ,nmin,
. 1 f
Ghio 701 90 9 120 N N N Tests are power tests
and are open-ended
with recorded time
constraints; figures
are recorded testing
tines
inots NOt X3

SOURCE: Data Couplied for the office of Technology Assessnent by Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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Table VI
Testing Time Required (Mnutes per Student)
Language Soci al Critical
State Readi ng Mat h Arts Witing Sci ence Studi es | Thinking O her/ Not es
Indiana - No
program
lowa - No
program
Kansas -0 N N 70 N N N
Kent ucky NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Loui si ana N 120 120 N N N N LanguageArts test
covers reading, w
and ot her |anguage
Maine - No
program
Marylands NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Test untined; vari
reatly
Masachusetts NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Depends  on test
el ected; in Jener.
80 minutes total
Mchigan - No
program
Mnnesota - No
program
M ssi ssi ppi 70 70 70 100-qr. 1 N N N
100-gr. 11| 150-gr. 11
Missouri 50 50 NA' NA' NA NA' NA! lot a tined test
Montana - No
proaram
Nebr aska NA NA NA NA NA NA NA sting tine depend
test chosen by L
ate devel oped tes
take between 2 minu
d 30 minutes per
kill." There are
skills in the se
1 sections have n
time limt.
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M ni mrum Conpet ency
Table VI

Testing Time Required (Mnutes per Student)
Language Soci al Critical
State Readi ng Mat h Arts Witing Sci ence St udi es Thi nki ng O her/ Not es
s: 75 HS 45 Elem SA I| S 60 N N N
Elem S. A | Elem S AT 45
45 45
New Hanpshire -
a m
New Jersey 90 90 N N N N N
New Mexi co 40 40 40 Y 40 40 N Varies by LEA
CQher 5 areas total
90 mnutes. Test times
are averages. Test is
\ not treed.
New Yor k 90 90 ' 120- 180 N N N
Noreh Carolina 150 150 60 60 N N N
“orth Dakota - No
prouram
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Oreqon NA NA NA NA NA NA NA District determned.
Pennsyl vani a NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Not a timed test;
at least 4 hours at
each grade level for
reading and math
conbi ned
Rhode Is land - N
prog ram
South Carol i na 90 90 N 90 N N N
South Dakota - ™
program
Tennessee Mot~ available for reveiw
Taxas 60 55 N 55 N N N
Wah NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
vermont NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
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Table VI
Testing Tinme Required (Mnutes per Student)

Language Soci al Critical
State Readi ng Mat h Arts Witing Sci ence Studi es Thi nki ng O her/ Not es
Sirinia 60 60 N N N 60* N Loth grade test

60 O her;
No time limt, figu
are estimated avera

Washington - Nd
progr am

West Virginia 4o

program yet in lace;
see Table VIII
W sconsin Not available, | e for interview

Wrming - No state e
data; di Strict
required to as
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Table VI

Testing Time Required (Minutes per Student)

Language

Reading Math Arts Writing
0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39 |
40-49 2 1 1 1
50-59 1 2 !
60-69 3 2 1 2
70-79 4 1 !
80-89
90-99 4 5 2 2
100-109 | !
110-119
120-129 | 1 2
130-139 ! |
140-149
150-159 | 2
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Table VII

Changes in Minimum Competency Program

State minimum competency testing programs have been in effect for as long as 12
years in Oregon to only within the last year in Ohio. Four states have programs ten years
old or more (Arizona, Florida, Nebraska, and Oregon). Most changes in minimum
competency testing reported are simply addition of new subjects to be tested, shifts from
norm-referenced testing to criterion-referenced testing and back, introduction of
reporting that assists remediation efforts in the schools, shifting of emphasis from high
school graduation standards to minimum standards covering a period of years and
sometimes culminating at the eighth grade, and changes in the years in which tests are
administered.

Plans for future changes in minimum competency testing programs were mostly the
addition of new areas of testing and some changes in standards. Two states indicate they
were considering moving to norm-referenced tests, and another is considering a move
from twelfth grade graduation emphasis to eighth grade and fifth grade promotion
emphasis. Connecticut has added a mastery testing program for grades 4, 6 and 8, and
plans to phase out its minimum competency program in 1987. Addition of science is
being considered by two or three states, and writing in two or three states. There is a
trend away from norm-referenced tests, toward the use of criterion-referenced tests or
criterion-referenced mastery tests, and toward the use of IRT scales in establishing cut-

off standards.
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Table VII
Changes in Mninmum Conpetency Program

Agencies and O gan| Agencies aNd organ.
current Worked  r Change k :ing fo GChange
fya  ram

Years M -
Progra & g |cH R E
A e G | = d 3] 3
in < ) a b1 g4 Currently WA 3 's a
State Place | 6 Maj or  Changes 2| 27 &|oener contenpl ated Changes Woe | e < her
-
Alabama s Y N | Gade 11 grad. N N N ? N| N N
added in '83. Firs
class: '85.
Aaska - No program | m
Ari zona 0 | N[ N None N| N N Anticipated to W N| N N
change to more
stringent guideline
due to |egislatior
passed |ast year
requiring pronotion
and retention
gui del i nes.
Al'so devel oping
essential skills
list that students
in grades 9&12 nust
pass--do not know
when will go into
effect.
Arkansas 3 N|vY |o ij's added In N [N s None N[N N
Science and L. A omm e
in certain grades
0 Overall test
score added.
0 Renedial conponent
added: plan to
ensure students
attain mastery.
California 8 Y | N None N[ None | N N
Col or ado 9 Y | n |lost districts do Nl None | N
not test. District
whi ch does is noving
away from MC
(phasing out).
Connti cut 6 Y | N None I i Phasing out of Mc. Aon | N
1987 to substitute
Mstery testing at
‘ 4,8
i

SORCE: pata Conpiled for the Office of Technology Assessment by Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1985.
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Table VI

Changes in M ninum Conpetency Program

Agenci es and Organ.

Agenci es and Orqgan.

Current Th lwo ed_f 1ange Wo :ing fo Cichange
Pmﬂm ‘am H
Year s X 9
¥ - M o ¢ .
Progrm| | & e g HEE
in El ilsl 3 § |2 Currently aﬂgzss“
State Pl ace 6 Maj or Changes 1 . < | | >ther | Contenplated Changes [*|v [ : A8 her
Dl awar e 5 N Y | Wien MC. first ' i Nin | N Instructional deptfy| . . Agai nst
speci fied by putting together concept of
board it was for course requirenent$; mastery
graduation only; may be spin-off of testing at
now only at grade 8 i tem bank bei ng SEA level;
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TESTING

SNAPSHOTS OF EIGHT STATES

Over the past 10 years, forces seeking reform in education have worked to require
increased state and/or local testing. In many places, this movement followed widespread
dissatisfaction with the quality of education as personified by perceived ability levels of
graduates. In response, public and community leaders began to seek “accountability”
from schools — specific statements of what is being attempted and specific
measure ments of what is being accomplished. Often, the Governor or the state
legislature became a critical player in this movement. Concerned over the need for a
well-educated work force in the national competition for jobs and industry, states have
increasingly turned to testing.

Educators, often initially alarmed by demands for increased testing, have in most
instances moved from opposition to cooperation, and have worked to design tests and test
environments conducive to learning. Two forms of testing have increased; these are
minimum competency testing and assessment testing.

Minimum competency testing seeks to determine whether or not students are
learning the information defined in that system as basic. Minimum competency testing
normally comes in tandem with opportunities for help to those failing the tests and
opportunities for re-testing. In time, pass rates for minimum competency tests rise
substantially over initial levels.

Assessment testing is quite different, in that it seeks to measure the effectiveness
of various school programs. Assessment testing is more informative to educators and
cheaper than the traditional standardized tests. Using specific modern quantitative
techniques, assessment testing can be accomplished using a relatively small number of
students. Thus, money is saved in test instruments and processing, and substantial time

is saved by leaving most students in class. Assessment testing is generally thought to be
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a useful comparison between programs in different schools, because it is designed to
measure program or school effectiveness, not simply the comparative ability levels of
students.

In order to accurately convey the various forces behind the current testing
movement, OTA asked individuals in eight states to describe, in their own words, the
recent history of testing in their state. The following papers are presented unedited, and
are intended to give a flavor of the many ideas and circumstances at work in different

states, and the various approaches that states have adopted.
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF STATE TESTING POLICIES IN CALIFORNIA

Susan M. Bennett and Dale Carlson
California Assessment Program
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF STATE TESTING POLICIES IN CALIFORNIA

Origins of State Testing: 1961-1964

Statewide achievement testing in California originated in 1961 with the
recommendation of a citizens’ advisory commission. The commission recommended that
the Legislature set a level of instruction through the State Board and the *“mandatory
statewide examinations be utilized to establish this standard” (Joint Interim Committee,
1961, p. 38). The assessment program first implemented in 1962 embodies the concept
mandated in 1961 and implemented for the first time in 1962 embodied the concept of
accountability, but did not set standards in a literal or uniform sense  More than a
million students — the entire student population at grades 5, 8, and 11 — were tested
annually from 1962-1964 in reading, language, mathematics, and intelligence (“scholastic
aptitude™). Districts selected standardized instruments from lists of state-approved tests

for each grade level

1965-1973

The establishment of a statewide reading improvement program in 1965 (Miller-
Unruh Basic Reading Act) was accompanied by substantial modifications in the scope of
content assessed and in the grade levels tested. The new legislation required districts to
administer a uniform test to all students in grades 1, 2, and 3 to provide data for
selecting those districts most in need of reading specialists. The legislation also
instructed the State Board to adopt uniform tests at the upper grade levels; to change
the grade levels tested from 5, 8, and 11 to 6 and 10; and to restrict achievement testing
to a single content area: reading. An explicit proscription on public release of test
results included in the 1961 testing law was reversed in 1968 when new legislation

mandated that results be reported annually on a district-wide basis. Further
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modification of the law in 1969 (California School Testing Act) changed the upper grade
level to be tested from 10 to 12 and expanded the content tested to include basic skills in
language and mathematics as well as reading. During this period districts purchased,
administered, and scored the standardized test adopted for each grade level by the State
Board. They returned the results to the State Department of Education to be

summarized and reported to schools, districts, and to the State Board.

1973-1978

Widespread dissatisfaction with the statewide testing program — especially the
resentment among district personnel of what they perceived as unfair comparisons based
on commercially-produced tests that were poorly matched to the skills taught in
California — led to a complete restructuring of the testing program. New law in 1973
incorporated detailed recommendations of a legislative advisory committee on testing
chaired by Lee Cronbach. Foremost among the committee’s recommendations was the
separation of local and statewide testing into distinct programs, with the statewide
program mandated to provide data for evaluating instructional programs at the school,
district, and state levels, but not to provide data for individual students or classes.
Multiple-matrix sampling was recommended to provide reliable data on a broad array of
curricular objectives while reducing the time required for testing from three or four
hours to approximately 35 minutes.

The new state-level testing program, the California Assessment Program (CAP),
was first fully implemented in 1974-75 with all testing costs absorbed by the state. The
design, development, and procedures of the new program were unique in the nation. CAP
tests were developed for grades 1, 2, 3, 6, and 12 with the full participation of statewide
committees of content area experts and classroom teachers. Each test was designed to
assess specific objectives representing the full breadth of content that should be taught

in each content area at the appropriate grade level. The newly-developed tests included
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a grade 1 entry level test of prereading skills (to replace the end-of-year reading
achievement test), a single test of reading achievement to be administered in grades 2
and 3; and tests of reading, mathematics spelling, and language for grades 6 and 12.
Following the multiple-matrix design recommended by the legislative advisory
committee, large numbers of items were distributed over 10-18 nonoverlapping forms for
three of the new tests: the grade 2 and 3 reading test and the surveys of basic skills for
grades 6 and 12. Each student at these grade levels completed a single form of the
appropriate test and the results were then aggregated to provide a wide variety of
program diagnostic scores for each content area and for subskills within each content
areas. Scores were aggregated and reported at the school, district, and statewide levels.

The new approach to statewide achievement testing, with its focus on the
assessment of school-level programs rather than the needs or progress of individual
students, relegated testing for other purposes to a variety of district-level testing
programs. Thus, local districts assumed full responsibility for standardized achievement
testing to satisfy program evaluation requirements, to compare local performance with
national norms, and to report student-, class-, and school-level scores to parents and
local school boards. Legislation in 1976 and 1977 also made districts responsible for
conducting proficiency (minimum competency) testing in reading, writing and
computation and for developing or selecting appropriate tests to do so. Performance
indicators and examples of minimum standards for testing once between grades 7-9 and
twice between grades 10-11 were set by the State Board, with minimal course
requirements for graduation prescribed by law. Individual districts set their own
graduation standards. (Further legislation in 1981 mandated that summer school be
required for all students in grades 7 to 12 who failed to meet their district’s standards.)
District-conducted proficiency testing was also required once between grades 4-6 to

identify students in need of remediation.
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Legislation in 1975 also mandated an early exit” proficiency test, the California
High School Proficiency Examination (CHSPE). The CHSPE is an optional, four-hour
examination that provides the opportunity for students who are 16 years old or second-
term sophomores to verify their competency in basic reading, writing, and arithmetic
skills. Candidates with passing scores are awarded a Certificate of Proficiency that is
equivalent by State law to a high schooi diploma. Although the State Department of
Education is officially responsible for the development and content of the CHSPE, it is
administered by a private testing service. The CHSPE is related to CAP, the statewide
testing program, only peripherally — normative data on the CAP twelfth-grade test are

used as a partial basis for setting and monitoring the passing score (Carison, 1979).

1979-1982
A number of changes to CAP recommended by the 1977 Assembly Advisory
Committee on Statewide Testing became law in 1978. The most significant of the
changes ended testing in grade 2 and shifted resources to grade 3 to measure skills in
written language, mathematics, and reading, with a heavy emphasis on comprehension.

The new Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 3 was developed by staff of the State Department

of Education with extensive involvement by advisory committees of content area
specialists and by teachers throughout the state. First administered in 1979-80, the new
test consists of more than 1,000 items operationalizing objectives found in the statewide
curriculum frameworks, state-adopted textbooks, and skill areas commonly taught in
California schools. Following a multiple-matrix design, items in each content area were
assigned to 30 unique forms, each comprised of 34 items and requiring no more than 35
minutes for a student to complete.

A scaled score system based on item response theory was introduced for reporting

the results of the new Grade 3 Survey. The new system permitted year-to-year

comparisons independent of statewide performance or item changes and also permitted
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direct comparisons of performance across content areas without translation into
normative scores. Beginning in 1980, grade 3 school reports have included scale scores
for each of the three content areas and 90 specific skill areas presented in a program
diagnostic format that encourages the use of information on relative strengths and
weaknesses for modifying local instructional programs.

CAP staff begin developing a new, more demanding Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6

in 1980 following the same procedures as were followed in constructing the grade 3

test. The new Grade 6 Survey was administered for the first time in 1981-82. Each

student completes one of 40 unique matrix forms consisting of 31 questions in 30-35
minutes. The new grade 6 school reports, like the grade 3 reports, provide program
diagnostic information indicating relative strengths and weaknesses as shown by scale
scores for the three content areas of reading, written expression, and mathematics, as

well as for numerous subskills within each content area.

1983-1986

California’s new Superintendent of Public instruction, Bill Honig, was elected in
November, 1982, on a reform platform calling for a return to a traditional academic
curriculum and to instructional practices — including rigorous testing — that represent
“what we know works in education” (Honig, 1985, p. 6.). Excellence in education, as
envisioned by Mr. Honig, involves preparing all students — both college- and noncollege-
bound — to compete successfully for jobs that require brains rather than brawn, and
elevating them intellectually and morally through exposure to a common, irreducibie
core of knowledge in the arts and sciences.

To initiate the long-term process of reform required to operationalize this vision of
quality education, the Department of Education requested additional funding from the
legislature and proposed a number of statutory changes. The educational reform measure

passed by the California legislature and signed by Governor Deukmejian in 1983 provided
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$850 of the $950 million dollars in the Department of Education’s original request along
with a package of 65 reforms (Hughes-Hart Educational Reform Act), including mandated
graduation requirements for all students, a longer school day and year, money for
textbooks and summer school, tighter discipline and dismissal procedures, and definition
of statewide curriculum standards. To provide for systemwide quality control, the
reform measure mandated modification of the existing statewide assessment program to
emphasize higher-order academic skills and to assess additional grade levels and content
areas. It also established a new end-of-course examination program to measure and
reward high-level achievement in critical high school courses.

The changes in statewide testing by Hughes-Hart in 1983 reflect a general policy
that standardized tests aligned with statewide curriculum objectives should be used to
the greatest possible advantage to achieve the goals of curriculum reform with students
of all types. More specific policy goals clarify several separate, but related, ways in

which standardized tests are expected to promote curriculum reform.

1) Standardized tests are expected to focus the attention of educators
and policy makers at all levels on the knowledge, skills, concepts, and
processes which are essential for success in the more demanding high-
tech job market of the future, for responsible citizenship, and for
personal fulfillment. The core of content and skills to be spotlighted
represents a rigorous curriculum in the humanities, natural sciences,
and math and emphasizes higher-order skills such as those required to
analyze complex relationships, draw inferences, and reason
deductively. Although it is assumed that in practice, the scope and
pace of the curriculum will reflect differences in aptitude and
intelligence (Honig, p.202), it is also assumed that the majority of
students are not working up to their potential, and that it is the
responsibility of the schools to challenge them to do so — both for
their own good and for the good of the society.
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2) Scores on standardized tests (along with indices of performance such
as enrollment in selected academic courses, the amount of homework
completed on a nightly basis, and the frequency of writing
assignments) provide baselines against which schools are encouraged
to set targets for improvement and to complete with themselves and
with other schools serving similar populations, thus tcheting the
whole system upward over time toward the goal of academic
excellence” (Honig, 1985, p.124).

3) By helping to clarify a sense of common purpose, by focusing
attention on the challenging academic objectives of the reform
movement, by raising expectations, and by providing feedback on
improvements in achievement, standardized tests are expected to

contribute — along with the curriculum they represent, more
interesting and challenging textbooks, and other key components of
the reform package — to rekindling a sense of excitement and

enthusiasm for learning in teachers and student alike.

4) Standardized testing is expected to provide measures of
accountability that are essential to gaining and maintaining
cooperation and support for the educational reform movement from
parents, educators, policy makers, the business community, and other
important segments of the public. Evidence of continuing
i reprove ments in student performance is expected to sustain

enthusiasm over the anticipated 5-10 year period needed to fully
implement the goals of curriculum reform.

Unlike the testing reforms that have been instituted in other states in the past
several years, the revisions, expansions, and additions to California’s statewide testing
program do not include an emphasis on minimum competency testing. On the contrary,
the recent changes in statewide testing indicate a commitment to go beyond narrowly-
focused tests of basic skills or minimum competencies to instruments that will truly
embody the objectives of a challenging academic curriculum, measuring the full range of
higher-order academic skills and using testing approaches other than the traditional
multiple-choice format wherever possible.

Consistent with the legislative mandate, statewide testing has been expanded to
focus instruction on the most important objectives of the reform movement and to
provide accountability to the public for a more rigorous instructional program. One
major component of the expansion involves additions to the California Assessment

Program. CAP has added to its survey series since 1983 by developing the Survey of
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Academic Skills: Grade 8, first administered in 1983-84. A matrixed test of 36 70-item

forms, the grade 8 test consists of reading questions based on passages from literature,
science, and social science emphasizing higher-level comprehension; questions on written
expression based on student essays related to the reading passages; mathematics
questions assessing computational abilities, problem solving, prealgebra, and pregeometry
skills; history-social science questions emphasizing critical thinking skills as well as
content knowledge; and science questions requiring knowledge of process as well as
content. Tests of history-social science and science will also be developed to supplement
the existing CAP surveys of reading, written expression, and mathematics at grade 6 and
other grade levels as the legislature makes funds available. Other anticipated additions

to the statewide testing program include a Grade 10 Surveey with grade-appropriate

content paralleling that of the new grade 8 test (not yet funded by the legislature), and a
direct (essay) assessment of writing skills, now in its second year of development and

scheduled to be added to the Grade 8 Survey in 1987 and to the grade 12 and grade 6

tests in subsequent years.

Current efforts to upgrade the California Assessment Program’s survey series also
focus on the development of a completely new, expanded, and more demanding grade 12
test to replace the instrument that has been in use since 1974. The new Survey of

Academic Skills:  Grade 12 will be a multiple-matrix test with content in reading,

written expression, mathematics, history-social science, and science. The items will
assess important higher-level thinking skills and competencies identified in each of these

subject areas by the Model Curriculum Standards: Grades Nine through Twelve adopted

by the State Board of Education in 1985. The new grade 12 test is scheduled for partial
implementation (three content areas) in 1987-88 and full implementation (including tests
of history -social science, science, and a written essay) in 1988-89. The CAP surveys for
grades 3, 6, and 8 will be reviewed for consistency with statewide curriculum objectives

and revised as needed after the Model Curriculum Guides for kindergarten through grade

8 are completed in 1986-87.
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The Golden State Examination Program (GSEP) is a second major component of the
plan for expanding statewide testing to focus instruction on the curriculum objectives of
the educational reform movement. Golden State Exams will be developed to measure
achievement in 17 academic subjects under statewide standards of competency and to
identify students qualifying for a special honor designation on their high school
diplomas. Students will be tested on a voluntary basis upon completion of courses in
mathematics, laboratory sciences, United States history, English literature and
composition, foreign languages, and health sciences. The first two GSEP exams in
beginning algebra and geometry will be field tested in 1985-86 and fully implemented in
1986-87. GSEP exams” in United States history and biology are now in the initial stages
of development, The full series of tests will be developed and operationalized as funds
are available.

A third component of the plan for modifying statewide testing to better meet
California’s educational objectives involves development of a comprehensive assessment
system that will provide student-level scores to meet proficiency requirements and
specialized local needs as well as provide the school-, district-, and state-level results
needed for program evaluation by CAP. The proposed system would consolidate CAP’S
statewide testing program with district testing programs in order to reduce the overall
costs of testing, reduce the amount of instructional time devoted to testing, and ensure
that testing is focused on the priorities of California’s curriculum. Preliminary work has
been completed, but full development of the system will require further legislative

initiative.

Use and Impact of Statewide Testing

The statewide testing program, as required by the legislation that established CAP
in its present form in 1973, provides group-level information to school districts, to the

legislature, and to the public to be used in each of three major ways: 1) to evaluate the
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effectiveness of school programs, 2) to allocate resources to schools with the greatest
educational needs, and 3) to identify successful practices. This is done annually through
a series of reports including school-level and composite district-level reports, a four-year
school and district sum mary, and an annual report of statewide results.

In practice, CAP data are used by school personnel, the legislature and State
Department of Education staff, and the public in a great variety of ways. The following

are examples of some of the most common uses by each of these audiences:

1) Educators in districts and schools typically use CAP data to evaluate
strengths and weaknesses in particular content and skill areas, at
specific grade levels, in particular subgroups of students, and in
particular schools. Trends across years, trends across grades, and
comparisons with statewide performance and with the performance of
other schools serving similar students populations are also frequently
emphasized.

Results of a survey of more than 4,600 elementary principals in
1979 indicate that most of them were using CAP results to examine
curricula more closely, to develop instructional strategies to correct
problem areas, to call attention to problem areas not previously
noted, and/or to develop or focus teacher in-service activities. The
changes principals most frequently related to CAP results include
modifications in the goals and objectives of instructional programs,
articulation of curriculum and teaching activities within and across
grade levels, modifications in the amount of time devoted to teaching
various skills, and development of new instructional materials
(California, 1980). Local educators also frequently use CAP data to
document the need for special funds or for participation in special
projects. Recent comments by local and district administrators, both
in the press and in conversation with CAP staff, indicate that they
continue to use CAP data in all of the ways documented by the 1979
survey.

2) Legislators and State Department of Education staff typically use
CAP data to evaluate instructional programs and practices by
examining yearly achievement in major content areas and by making
comparisons of trends across content areas, across grades, across
years, and across subgroups of students (classified by gender, mobility
level, English language fluency, socioeconomic level, and ethnicity, as
well as by supplementary information on reading outside of school,
homework assignments, writing assignments, TV exposure, etc).
Statewide results are also compared with national performance based
on studies equating CAP tests to various nationally standardized tests
as well as to NAEP.
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Statewide CAP scores indicating curriculum weaknesses have
prompted intervention at the state level. For example, the relative
weakness in computational skills apparent in statewide CAP results in
the late *70s led to revisions of state Curriculum Frameworks and to
the adoption of new, more balanced textbooks. More recently, a
decline in eighth grade CAP scores in 1985 (as well as the students’
below-average standing relative to national norms) has led to the
formation of a Middle Grade Task Force composed of students,
parents, educators, and representatives of business and industry. The
Task Force, formed in January, 1986, will hold hearings throughout
the state to address issues including students’ maturation patterns,
teacher credentialing, grade level configurations, and effective
teaching strategies in order to develop a plan for improving the
quality of middle grade education in California.

3) Legislators and staff of the State Department of Education also
typically use CAP data to evaluate the impact of special state and
federal programs, to document need and allocate resources, to study
funding models and effective schools, and to identify promising
practices. Recent examples include: CAP scores in reading and
mathematics (1979-1984) used as indicators of program effectiveness
in comparing elementary and secondary school participants and
nonparticipants in the School Improvement Program (California,
1985); CAP achievement scores used to identify exemplary schools
(California, 1977; Fetler Carlson,1985); CAP twelth grade data °
used to identify low-performing high schools and their characteristics
as a basis for proposing further legislation to assist such schools
(California, 1984); and year-to-year improvements in CAP twelfth
grade scores used to determine cash rewards to schools under the
Education Improvement Incentive Program begun in 1984.

4) Since CAP data at the school-, district-, and statewide levels and
comparisons of state results with national norms are widely reported
in the press, they are major contributors to the general public’s
evaluation of California’s schools. Parents typically use such data to
make comparisons between schools and districts and realtors typically
use them to argue the merits of investment in areas with high
assessment scores (Powell, 1981).

Consistent with the policies of California’s educational reform movement and the
accountability plan instituted in early 1984, standardized test data have been given
greater influence in the past several years. In addition to the detailed information on
achievement scores in CAP’S annual school, district, and statewide reports, CAP scores
in reading and mathematics are now also reported at all levels of the school performance
report first issued by the Department of Education in fall 1984. The high school
performance report includes CAP scores as well as information on students’ SAT scores,

College Board Advanced Placement examination scores of 3 or above, and College Board
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achievement test scores on selected examinations. These test data along with other
statewide performance indicators are now being used to recommend California schools
for the Federal School Recognition Program. They will also serve as the primary basis
for selecting schools for the new California School Recognition Program, the next phase
of the accountability program to be implemented.

California’s Education Improvement Incentive Program (EIIP) has also increased the
emphasis on standardized test data in the past several years by offering a cash incentive
for improvement achievement on the CAP twelfth grade test. Enacted as a part of the
Hughes-Hart educational reform bill in 1983, EIIP is not a part of the Department
Education’s accountability program. Nonetheless, by distributing awards of over $14.6
million to more than half of the high schools in California, EHP has focused a great deal
of attention on statewide testing at grade 12. New legislation has recently been

introduced to extend the incentive program to the sixth grade level.

Summary

It would be premature to attempt to assess the impact of the changes in statewide
testing mandated by California’s 1983 educational reform legislation at this point. Major
test development efforts are underway on the new grade 12 test, direct assessment of
writing skills, and the Golden State end-of-course examination program (see above), but
the first of these new assessment instruments will not be implemented until 1986-87, and
the full set of Golden State Examinations may not be finalized for a number of years.
Parts of the grade 8 test — the first of the new tests to be completed — have been in
place since 1984, but the science component will be added for the first time in spring
1986. In California, as in the other states that are now beginning to implement
educational reform, the appropriate time to look for improvements in achievement
attributable to expanded testing programs and to the variety of other reform measures

instituted concomitantly is still a year or two down the road (Kirst, 1985).
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In the meantime, California’s state testing program is contributing to the goals of
the educational reform movement by focusing attention on statewide curriculum
objectives, by providing a basis for schools to set targets and better their performance
from year to year, and by providing accountability to the public. ~The California
Assessment Program is, by design, well suited to perform these roles and has been doing
so for a number of years by reporting broad and comprehensive program diagnostic
information to educators at all levels, to the legislature, and to the public. Publicity
surrounding the educational reform movement in general, the new statewide curriculum
standards, the accountability program with its performance reports, the new tests being
developed, and the Educational Improvement Incentive Program, have all heightened
awareness of the existing testing program. Evidence provided by newspaper reports
throughout the state, orders for rationale and content documents” for the CAP tests, and
attendance at workshops held to introduce the new grade 8 tests and to assist teachers in
using program diagnostic data to evaluate strengths and weaknesses in their instructional
programs indicate that educators are seriously concerned about their performance on the
CAP tests. One consequence of this concern is that districts are taking steps to
incorporate higher-level thinking skills and other competencies identified by the

statewide curriculum standards in their local programs.
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A Brief History of State Testing Policies in Colorado

BACKGROUND

To better understand Colorado’s policies toward state testing, some general
background information about Colorado’s public education system is needed.

Colorado is a strong local control” state. This is especially true in the area of
education. For example, Colorado has no state curriculum or curricular objectives. The
176 local school boards each determine the curriculum to be used in their individual
school districts. The concept of local control has generally had support from the public,
local district staff and school board members, the Colorado General Assembly,
the Colorado State Board of Education, the Commissioner of Education, and the
Department of Education.

The need for local control is also supported by the diversity that exists within the
state. The majority of Colorado school districts are located in rural mountainous or
agricultural settings while the majority of students (78%) attend urban or suburban school
districts. The imposition of strong state control in the area of education appears to be
neither practical nor desirable in Colorado.

The State of Colorado guarantees that each school district will receive a certain
amount of funds to educate its students. This is accomplished through the annual
establishment of an Authorized Revenue Base (ARB) by the state legislature. The ARB is
the dollar amount per pupil that represents the district’s level of support for equalization
purposes. The minimum ARB for 1985 was $2,550, triple the ARB for 1975.

The revenue for the allowed ARB is generated through a shared formula using local
school district property taxes and the state general fund. The shared formula includes a
guaranteed tax base method (i.e., every mill of tax is guaranteed to raise an amount of
revenue per pupil) to ensure equalization. Between 1975 and 1985, the guaranteed tax

base increased from $27 to $63.41 per pupil. The state share of the ARB has changed
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relatively little between 1975 and 1985; the state general fund provides approximately
half of the ARB each year.

Governor Richard D. Lamm was a strong proponent of educational reform, serving
on several different national task forces dealing with public education. Governor Lamm
also worked with a legislature controlled by the opposition party since his initial election
in 1974. Beginning with the 1985 legislative session, the Governor faced with a veto-
proof” Colorado General Assembly.

In November 1986, State Treasurer Roy Romer was elected to succeed Governor
Lamm. During the campaign and since taking office, Governor Romer has stressed the
importance of education — elementary, secondary, and postsecondary — in building for
Colorado’s economic future. Like Lamm, he must work with a “veto-proof” legislature
controlled by the opposition party.

It is against this background that the past and current state testing policies must be

considered.

COLORADO POLICIES, 1970-1985
During this time period, there were no mandatory state testing programs. Given
the general support for local control of schools, other alternatives were pursued by the
Colorado General Assembly. The first alternative was the Educational Accountability
Act of 1971. This represented Colorado’s response to the assessment/testing programs
being set up by other states during the early 1970s to institute accountability measures.
The Educational Accountability Act of 1971 established the State Accountability
Committee, which is an advisory body for the State Board of Education, and mandated
the creation of local accountability committees within each school district. The
purposes of the legislation are as follows:
22-7-102. Legislative declaration. (1) The general assembly declares that the

purpose of this article is to institute an accountability program to define and
measure quality in education and thus to help the public schools of Colorado to
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achieve such quality and to expand the life opportunities and options of the
students of this state; further, the purpose is to provide to local school boards
assistance in helping their school patrons to determine the relative value of their
school program as compared to its cost.

(2) The general assembly further declares that the educational accountability
program developed under this article should be designed to measure objectively
the adequacy and efficiency of the educational programs offered by the public
schools.  The program should begin by developing broad goals and specific
performance objectives for the educational process and by identifying the
activities of schools which can advance students toward these goals and
objectives . The program should then develop a means for evaluating the
achieve merits and performance of students. (Colorado Revised Statutes, 1985)

The Educational Accountability Act of 1971 is still in effect within Colorado. The
Colorado State Board of Education has adopted rules and regulations to implement the
law, and Colorado Department of Education staff verify that local districts are in
compliance with the rules and regulations. Approximately one-third of the districts are
reviewed each year for accountability and accreditation purposes.

During the mid-1970s, states across the country began to mandate minimum
competency or proficiency testing programs through either legislative or state board of
education action. The general purpose of such programs was to verify that all students
possessed a certain core of skills and abilities before leaving the public education
system.  Because Colorado does not have a state curriculum or state curricular
objectives, the Colorado General Assembly passed the following legislation, revising the
duties of local boards of education, in 1975 to address the question of competency or
proficiency testing.
22-32-109.5. Board of education — specific duties — testing requirements. (1) In
carrying out its duties under section 22-32-109 (1) (t) in determining educational
programs, if a board of education imposes any special proficiency test for
graduation from the twelfth grade beyond the regular requirements for
satisfactory completion of the courses and hours prescribed for graduation, the
results of such tests shall be used by school districts to design regular or special
classes to meet the needs of all children as indicated by overall test results. If a
board determines to impose such a proficiency test, such test shall be given at

least twice during each school year, and initial testing shall take place in the
ninth grade.
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(2) Any child who does not satisfactorily fulfill the requirements of a special
proficiency test imposed under the provisions of subsection (1) of this section
shall be provided with remedial or tutorial services during the school day in the
subject area which the test indicates deficiencies for graduation purposes. Such
child shall be provided with these services from the time of initial testing until
such time as the results of the special proficiency test are satisfactory. Parents
of children not satisfactorily fulfilling the requirements of a special proficiency
test shall be provided with all special proficiency test scores for their child, a
minimum of once each semester. (Colorado Revised Statutes, 1985)

This provision for proficiency testing is still in effect within the State of
Colorado. The Denver Public School System has been the principal user of this
legislation, though the school system has announced publicly its intention to move away
from the use of proficiency testing for graduation purposes.

Nearly all Colorado school districts test students with a standardized achievement
test battery during any given school year. Because of the requirement for the
Commissioner of Education to report annually on the status of K-12 public education, the
Colorado Department of Education has required school districts to report reading and
mathematics scores from their standardized achievement testing program. The purpose
of collecting the information was to be able to report on the achievement of Colorado
students.

Unfortunately, the information has had limited utility because of the problems
associated with aggregating the data. Because the districts use different test batteries,
different forms of the same test battery, test different grades at different times of the
year, and use different reporting metrics, the Department of Education has not been able
to report more than the percentage of districts at, above, or below the expected test

norm in reading and mathematics for elementary and secondary students.
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES, 1985

Between the 1984 and 1985 legislative sessions, the Interim Committee on School
Finance met to deal with a variety of issues facing public education as it entered the
mid-1980s.  Though the state’s share of the ARB had remained relatively stable
(approximately 50%) over the past ten years, the dollar amount continued to increase and
accounted for more and more of the state general fund. Members of the Interim
Committee began to raise questions about the quality of the public education offered in
Colorado as they struggled with the issues of financing elementary, secondary, and higher
education. Also, the recent national reports on public education and the need for reform,

such as Nation At Risk, had raised a healthy skepticism among the public and the

legislature about the current status of education. There was general agreement among
the members of the Interim Committee that some statewide testing was needed.

During the 1985 legislative session, two major testing bills were introduced by
House members. The first bill called for testing all public school students in grades 3, 6,
and 9 using a standardized achievement test battery to be selected by the State Board of
Education.  In effect, the bill would have established an ongoing Colorado testing
program with the Colorado State Board of Education having the option of annually
selecting the standardized achievement test battery to be used to carry out the testing.
The second bill called for all 12th grade students to pass a proficiency test covering, but
not limited to, reading, language arts, and mathematics as a graduation requirement.
This bill would have established a Colorado minimum competency testing program. Both
bills generated a great deal of debate statewide and at the statehouse.

The testing program bill was generally opposed by the local education community.
The principal arguments offered against the bill were as follows. Districts already test
students using standardized achievement test batteries to gauge accomplishment of
curricular goals and to improve instruction. The test batteries selected at the district

level are considered to be the best measures of the curriculum taught. The addition of a
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state program would result in a loss of instructional time for students. The state
program might or might not measure what is being taught by the district, and would
probably have limited utility at the district or teacher levels. The cost of a state
program would be large and would represent a waste of limited resources. The ultimate
arguments were that the imposition of a state testing program would result in a loss of
local control, that the content of the achievement test battery would begin to dictate
curriculum at the local level, and that a state testing program would lead to the
establishment of a state curriculum.

Although concerned about the potential loss of local control and the specter of a
state curriculum, the Colorado PTA was further concerned about whether a state testing
program could be made meaningful for students and parents. An amendment was passed
requiring that the results be reported to the student and his/her parents. Its main
concern addressed, the Colorado PTA assumed a position of limited support for the
testing program.

The main questions asked by local educators included what was the purpose of such
a program and how would the results be used by the legislature. There was great concern
that the results would be used to compare individual districts, buildings, or classrooms.
There was also concern that the test results would somehow be used to adjust state
support of individual school districts.  The responses from the House Education
Committee were that a statewide profile of student achievement was very desirable and
that the results could possibly be used to support special funding of categorical education
programs.

The 12th grade proficiency testing bill produced a great deal of emotion. There was
general agreement by all segments of the education community with support from
business and industry spokespersons that no student should leave school without a
minimal core of skills. Strong supporters of the bill gave impassioned pleas that schools

not be allowed to graduate students who lack the skills needed to become a productive
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member of society. This appeal was based on both the subsequent effects upon the
individual and the cost to society of supporting such individuals. Supporters also
demanded that remediation be provided to all students who did not pass the test.

The education community argued that attempting to provide remediation in 12th
grade might be too late, while expressing the fear that a testing program based on
minimums might have the effect of lowering standards and expectations for all
students. Concern about how such a program might establish a state curriculum also
arose. The most effective argument offered against the bill was that it might end up
penalizing the very students it was attempting to help and could result in encouraging
such students to become dropouts.

After public testimony was accepted on the proficiency testing bill, the bill was
amended by the House Education Corn mittee. The amended bill required that all 1 Ith
grade students be required to take a proficiency test. The results of the test were to
become part of the student’s permanent record; the results were not to be used as a
graduation requirement.

The Colorado State Board of Education expressed its support for the establishment
of a statewide testing program, though the Board wished to see the testing program bill
expanded to include students in grade 11. The Board generally felt that the information
gained from statewide testing would be useful as it established its priorities for the work
of the department. The State Board did not support the proficiency testing bill. After
that bill was amended, the Board expressed its desire to see the bill broadened to test
achievement rather than proficiency for students in grade 11. The State Board of
Education also was very concerned that a proficiency test would allow minimums to
become the goal for high school students.

The Commissioner of Education presented the Board’s position to the House
Education Committee. Department staff provided technical information to the

Committee on the bills, possible amendments and/or alternatives, and the potential costs
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of implementing proposed programs. The Commissioner also supported a third testing
bill which was introduced in the Senate by the Chairman of the Senate Education
Committee. This bill would have allowed the department to establish a statewide testing
program without having the exact design mandated. The design of the program would
have been based upon input from the education community with final approval of the
design resting with the State Board of Education. Unfortunately, this was part of a
larger bill which was aimed at reform of Colorado school finance. The General Assembly
chose not to deal with the issue of financing education during its 1985 session.

Both of the House testing bills were passed by the House Education Committee and
were forwarded to the Appropriations Committee after brief hearings by the Senate
Education Committee. Colorado state law prohibits deficit spending by the state, and
the General Assembly did not want to undertake any revenue raising programs during the
1985 session. As a result, the testing program bill did not leave the Appropriations
Committee because of the large amount of new funding it would require. The
proficiency test bill did leave the Appropriations Committee with a provision to conduct
a feasibility study of the program for $20,000; it was later defeated on the floor of the
legislature. Although there was general grumbling and skepticism about the status of
Colorado education, the General Assembly chose not to fund the testing bills or other
education bills during the 1985 session.

At this point, the Colorado education community proposed to the legislature that it
fund pilot programs in student testing and other education areas of expressed concern by
transferring $2 million of the state’s support of local school districts to the Department
of Education for the next two years. The intent of the coalition group, which included
the Colorado Association of School Boards, the Colorado Association of School
Executives, the Colorado Education Association, the Colorado Federation of Teachers,
the Colorado Council of Deans of Education, the Colorado Parent and Teacher

Association, the Colorado State Board of Education, and the Colorado Department of
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Education, was to demonstrate that it could address a number of important education
issues in this manner. The 2 + 2 concept, as it quickly became known, was endorsed by
the Colorado Association for Commerce and Industry and the Office of the Governor.

The Chairman of the House Education Committee accepted the challenge of the
education community and introduced House Bill 1383. Co-sponsored by the Speaker of
the House, the President of the Senate, the Chairman of the Senate Education
Committee and other key legislators in the General Assembly, the bill transferred $2
million to the Department of Education for the next two years and required the
department to conduct pilot programs in the following areas: student testing, dropout
reduction, education of gifted and talented students, training of education staff
evaluators, and teacher and administrator quality and training.

Percentages of the $2 million were allocated to the areas in the bill, with student
testing being allocated $500,000 per year. House Bill 1383 was passed by the Colorado
General Assembly in May. It has since become known as the Educational Quality Act of

1985.

COLORADO POLICIES, 1986 and 1987
The Educational Quality Act of 1985 specified that during the first year of student
testing (1986) all public school students in grades 3, 6, 9, and 11 be tested with a
standardized achievement test battery. This design reflects the two major testing bills
introduced in the House and the State Board of Education’s preferred testing program.
At its December meeting, the Colorado State Board of Education selected the lowa

Tests of Basic Skills/Tests of Achievement and Proficiency, Form G as the test battery

to be used. The State Board also required that a complete test battery (including social
studies and science) be administered to students. Because it is a pilot program, the
Board decided to lease rather than purchase the test booklets. All students in the

specified four grades were tested in April 1986. Student and classroom results were
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returned to local school districts before the end of the school year. To allow for further
analysis, the state and individual district results were not released until mid-July.

At the state level, results were reported in terms of national percentile ranks for
pupils at each grade for the state as a whole and by sex, race/ethnicity, district size, and
district setting. The goal was to profile the achievement of the “average” Colorado
student or groups of students for the different learning areas measured by the test
battery. Composite scores, based on student achievement across the various learning
areas, were not used. Though the reporting was based on the national percentile ranks
for the average scores of students, emphasis also was placed on the percent of students
with achievement in the upper and lower quartiles and the top and bottom deciles.

Because of Colorado’s Open Records Law, the achievement scores for individual
school districts had to be made available to anyone requesting them. To provide a better
context for understanding the individual district scores, district profiles also were
prepared.  The profile identified the district’s size and setting categorization and
presented current district information plus the state average for variables such as fall
membership (in terms of racial/ethnic groups) for the four grades tested, dropout rate,
number of graduates, pupil-teacher ratio, average teacher salary, average years of
teaching experience for teachers, total district revenue per pupil, and total district
expenditure per pupil. The profile also included information from the 1980 census
pertaining to the district such as per capita income, median income, family income,
household and education attainment characteristics, and poverty status.

The design of the second year of student testing (1987) was left open in the
legislation. The goal for the second year of the program was to look at a number of
alternative testing models based upon input from the education community. It was
reflective of the testing bill introduced in the Senate. To maximize the number of
alternative measures examined, it was decided that samples, rather than every student,

would be tested.
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In November 1986, the readiness skills of nearly 11,000 Colorado grade 1 students

(approximately 25%) were tested with the Early primary Battery of the lowa Tests of

Basic Skills, Form G. The purpose of this effort was to describe the skills and abilities of

students as they begin Colorado’s public school system. Kindergarten is not mandatory in
Colorado, though every school district offers a free kindergarten program. When the
results were released in February, the national percentile rank for students of the
average score for the different learning areas tested was reported as well as the percent
of students in the upper and lower quartile and top and bottom decile. In addition to the
standard reporting variables (state as a whole, sex, race/ethnicity, district size, and
district setting), prior school experience (no prior schooling, kindergarten only, or pre-
school and kindergarten) was also used as a reporting variable.

In March 1987, a five percent sample of Colorado public school students in grades
3, 6, 9, and 11 (approximately 2,000-2,500 students per grade) participated in a writing
assessment based on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) model.
Students in grades 3 and 6 were asked to respond to a narrative writing topic; students in
grades 9 and 11 were asked to respond to an expository writing task. Because grade 6 is
considered to be a pivotal point in writing instruction, the expository writing task was
also administered to the grade 6 student sample. Following the NAEP model, student
papers are being professionally scored in terms of the primary trait; secondary traits
were also developed for use with the Colorado papers. Results will be reported in
summer 1987.

During April 1987, a five percent sample of Colorado public school students in
grades 3, 6, 9, and 11 (approximately 2,000-2,500 students per grade) participated in an
ability-and-achievement testing program. To provide continuous data from the previous

year, the lowa Tests of Basic Skills/Tests of Achievement and Proficiency, Form G and

its companion ability test, the Cognitive Abilities Test, Form .4 were administered to all

students participating in the sample. In addition to demonstrating a different testing
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model by adding the ability test, this program is designed to show the type of data that
would result from a yearly statewide administration of a standardized achievement test
battery and to compare results from testing a sample of students (by applying the 1987
sample of schools to the 1986 data) to testing every student (the 1986 data). Results will
be reported in summer 1987.

The health-related physical fitness of a five percent sample of students in grades 1,
3, 6, and 8 will be surveyed in October 1987 as a part of the pilot testing program.
Originally scheduled for May 1987, revisions in the planned measures and the late point in
the school year necessitated delaying this survey until fall.

The purposes for both years of student testing have been to provide a number of
state portraits of student achievement and to provide results that are as useful as
possible to local school districts. At this point, exactly how the test results are used by
the local school districts and the Colorado General Assembly is only partially known. A
number of school districts have used the 1986 achievement results to re-examine their
curricular approaches. The Colorado General Assembly found some assurance from the
first statewide achievement test results as it struggles with the budget and school
finance issues during its 1987 session.  The readiness test results were used in
consideration and support of a bill dealing with funding for early childhood education.
The legislature also has indicated support for continuing student testing on a pilot basis
for a third year — if the state’s budget problems can be resolved.

The State Board of Education has used the results in preparing its priorities. The
achievement results were also used for a special study of school district efficiency and
effectiveness conducted by a State Board appointed committee. Indeed, the Efficiency
and Effectiveness Committee recommended to the State Board that the every-student,
every-district acheivement testing program be conducted at least every other year. The
Department of Education has used the results to identify areas where it can best provide

technical assistance to local school districts.
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The Colorado education community, as reflected by the coalition group responsible
for the 2 + 2 concept, will also use the results to recommend to the Colorado General
Assembly what type of ongoing student testing program (if any) will best serve the State

of Colorado.
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Introduction

In 1973, the Governor’s Citizens’ Committee on Education issued a report on needed
improvements in Florida’s public education system. The report, entitled Improving

Education in Florida (1973), contained several recommendations addressing the need for

accurate information on students’ achievement. The Committee believed that a quality
educational system could be implemented only if student achievement was closely
monitored. In the Committee’s words, Florida educational policy decisions should be
based on “research, not merely on tradition.”

Since then, the Florida Legislature has moved with considerable speed to create an
educational accountability program which uses student achievement tests as one of its
cornerstones. The Florida testing program has been documented previously by Fisher
(1978), Burlington (1979), and Pinkney and Fisher (1978).

Briefly, the Florida approach to student achievement testing as authorized by the
1976 Educational Accountability Act (Chapter 76-223, Laws of Florida) depends upon
measuring student mastery of certain high priority learner objectives at grades three,
five, eight, and ten. School, district, and state summary reports reveal how many
students have attained the objectives. For high school graduation purposes, students
must pass a state minimum competency test. Unless the test is passed, the student
cannot be given a regular diploma from a public high school. The acceptability of this
policy has been demonstrated repeatedly in both the public and legal arenas. The Debra

P. v. Burlington case challenged the use of the graduation test, but, when the last appeal

was decided, the State was permitted to continue the requirement.
The Florida Legislature has been the most visable force behind the testing program

in Florida. Individual legislators can be identified who were enthusiastic supporters of
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the concept and who worked diligently to convince their fellow legislators to vote for the
proposed laws. Implementation of the program was the responsibility of the
Commissioner of Education who was unswerving in his commitment despite legal
challenges and attempts to delay it.

The State Board of Education also was supportive of the testing program
worked with the Department of Education and the Commissioner to adopt rules which
were necessary for implementation. In 1981, the Board exerted its own initiative in
passing a resolution calling for Florida’s educational system to be of no less quality than
that of the upper one-fourth of the states. This “upper quartile goal,” as it became
known, led to the creation of a set of indicators to be used in determining the progress
being made toward the “upper quartile. ” The indicators, of course, included test scores.

Generally, the testing and accountability laws in Florida have been enacted because
citizens demanded them. Citizens believed students needed clear statements of
expectations and believed the schools were promoting students who lacked even the most
rudimentary skills. Educators did not initiate the movement toward increased
educational accountability; however, since the laws have been enacted, they have
become supportive of the requirements and have cooperated in successfully implementing
them.

Florida continues to expand its testing and accountability programs, with
improvements and additional requirements being enacted by almost each session of the
legislature. The requirements have thé effect of strengthening the state database and

providing greater consistency in academic requirements.
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The 1983 Educational Reform Act

In 1983, the Florida legislature enacted a series of laws collectively known as the
Educational Reform Act (Chapter 83-327, Laws of Florida). The AcCt requires the state
Board of Education to adopt minimum student performance standards in science and
computer literacy in addition to those previously authorized in reading, mathematics, and
writing.  Further, the Board is authorized to adopt student standards of excellence.
These standards are intended to set goals for the very capable students.

In regard to the first of these two new requirements, the Department of Education
convened working panels of district educators to draft the proposed minimum student
performance standards in science and computer literacy. The draft standards were
reviewed by all of the school districts. After revisions were made, the State Board of
Education considered the standards and adopted them. The Department recently issued a
Request for Proposals for the development of the test specifications which will guide the
work of future test development contractors. School districts and universities were
encouraged to submit proposals for the specification development project as the
Department believes that the tests should be developed with the close involvement of
local district educators. After the specifications have been developed and reviewed by
all school districts, the test items will be constructed. The Department anticipates that
the assessment of student skills in these subject areas will begin in about two years.

In regard to the standards of excellence, the Department proceeded in a similar
manner. Panels were convened, the standards were reviewed, and revisions were made
prior to consideration by the Board. The Department engaged the Dade County School
Board to develop the test item specifications and test item pools. The assessment of
standards of excellence will probably be done on a sampling basis with the data used for

instructional planning rather than for determining individual student progress in school.
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The 1984 FACET Act

In 1984, the Florida legislature passed the Omnibus Education Act (Chapter 84-336,
Laws of Florida) which again strengthened and broadened the testing programs. These
provisions collectively are known as the Florida Accountability in Curriculum,
Educational Instructional Materials, and Testing Act (FACET) of 1984. The stated
purpose of the law is to “enhance quality education and upgrade student achievement
[through] a coordinated effort. . to ensure that the diverse needs of our public school
students are met with the best available instructional materials and assessment
instruments and procedures.” It is clear that the legislature intends for testing and
instruction to be closely linked.

The FACET Act strengthens previous language in the 1976 Accountability Act
specifying that the testing programs will include comparisons between Florida and the
nation. Interest in these comparisons dates back to the work of the Governor’s Citizens’
Committee report, previously cited, which mentioned the need to include elements of the “
National Assessment of Educational Progress in the statewide assessment. Legislators
believed that state learner objectives should be pursued but, at the same time, it is
worthwhile to monitor the achievement of Florida students compared to that of students
across the nation.

FACET requires the Department to determine and report norm-referenced test
results no later than the 1989-90 school year. Comparisons between schools, districts,
regions, and states are to be made public through a series of reports. In implementing
this requirement, it will be necessary for the Department to consider the movement
toward a national indicators project currently being advocated by the Council of Chief
State School Officers (Council, 1985). Obviously, state-by-state comparisons will be
available only to the extent that states cooperate in the design and collection of the
same data.
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At this time, the Department is working on the design of its norm-referenced
testing procedures. A set of general criteria and characteristics of the norm-referenced
program has been endorsed by the Board of Education. These criteria require the
Department to use testing procedures which will produce the most accurate data from
which the comparisons required by the law are to be made.

A second major provision of FACET is the requirement that curriculum frameworks
be established for selected curricular areas. These frameworks are to consist of broad
guidelines for individual course content. They will ensure consistency across the
curricular offerings in the public schools.

The Board of Education is required to adopt student performance standards derived
from the curriculum frameworks. The Department then is to develop assessment
instruments and procedures to permit the determination of student proficiency in the
selected courses no later than 1988-89. The Department is currently working toward
implementation of these requirements.

FACET contains specific requirements for public reporting of the test results. The
state level data is to be included in the annual report on public education issued by the
Commissioner of Education. Comparative test scores are to be included with rankings of
the districts and analyses revealing how Florida compares to other states.

Each school district is to report annually on the status of education in the district.
These reports are to include the results of the FACET tests. Likewise, each school is to
issue annual reports of a similar nature. The reports are to include consideration of
student socioeconomic status, aptitude, and prior achievement.

Lastly, FACET recognizes that educators need more training in the selection and
administration of tests and in the use of test results. The Department is required to
develop standards and procedures for these activities as well as model training
procedures. Further, the Department is to develop criteria and procedures for

determining those school programs which are the most deficient in student
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performance. These procedures are to take into account the results of the various tests
specified in the Accountability Act and the provisions of FACET.

In summary, FACET represents a comprehensive addition to the statewide
assessment program established originally by the 19761 legislature. Prior to FACET, the
assessment program concentrated on certain minimum skills in reading, writing, and
mathematics. Testing now has been extended to specific high school courses. The
curricular offerings in the state’s schools are being made more consistent. The public
reporting of test results has been strengthened. Clearly, this is a significant legislative

action affecting the public schools.

Uses of Test Data in Florida

Test data are used in a variety of ways in Florida. This is possible because of the
different aggregations of test results which are made available. Generally, test results
are used for (1) allocation of certain resources, (2) as performance goals for students, (3)
for public accountability, and (4) as an incentive for improvement.

When the 1976 Educational Accountability Act was initiated with its requirement
for a high school graduation test, it became evident that the State had an obligation to
assist those students who were not adequately prepared to pass the test. Thus, the State
Compensatory Education Program, funded at about $35 million annually, was initiated.
Funds are distributed according to need — those districts which have the most students
performing inadequately on the statewide assessment program receive the most money.
The program is widely accepted and is very important in providing remedial instruction
to students with academic needs.

The statewide assessment tests measure required performance standards, and, in

that sense, are important elements in decisions about promotion from grade to grade.
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However, the state tests at grades three, five, and eight do not determine by themselves
whether a student will be promoted. The information is advisory only, and the teachers
have the final decision. In contrast, high school students must pass the state test if they
are to qualify for a high school diploma. The schools must incorporate the state
standards into the local curriculum, and teachers are obligated to provide instruction in
these skills. Since graduation is ultimately tied to student performance, the standards
serve as a powerful incentive for individual students to perform well.

As has been mentioned, the statewide assessment test results are public
information. The data consistently have been made public in various reports and news
releases. Schools with low test scores are identified and are expected to improve their
students’ performance. The Department of Education has implemented a sophisticated
system for auditing all school districts in a cyclical fashion. Particular attention is paid
to the educational programs in the schools which have low test scores.

The test scores also serve to create a climate of academic competition among the
schools and school districts. The State has been divided into regions based upon the
circulation areas of the major metropolitan area news media coverage. Test results are
aggregated and released by region thus making it possible for the citizens and parents to
see how their area schools are performing. Furthermore, each district is required to
submit an annual plan and evaluation report which shows its progress toward
improvement in student performance. This requirement is part of the State Board of
Education’s goal of moving Florida to a higher quality educational system. The general
feeling is that educational competition is perfectly acceptable and can be used as a
vehicle for motivating students, teachers, and administrators to strive toward higher

achievement.
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Summary and Conclusions

In summary, it is clear that Floridians believe in the collection and use of student
achievement test data. Programs already implemented provide information about
students’ fundamental skills. Programs authorized but not yet implemented will provide
information about student skills in individual school courses. The data are used by
educators, administrators, legislators, parents, and citizens. The data are used for
making individual student instructional planning decisions as well as for broader, policy
decisions by the legislature. Clearly, the new programs are having an impact in the K-12
grades. But, the use of tests extends beyond high school to new testing requirements for
college sophomores and the use of tests for determining teacher and administrator
academic expertise.

Certainly, no one in Florida believes tests can measure everything, and they are not
a perfect solution for all of education’s difficulties. But, tests do provide incentives and
do permit public accountability. These factors are so strong in Florida that the use of

tests is likely to continue.
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Michigan Educational Assessment Program:

History and Development

Introduction

During the early- and mid- 1960s, growing concern about the educational
attainments of the nation’s children and youth and rising costs of education combined to
create a new concept in education — accountability. Rather than being solely concerned
whether our children could read or whether the best college or university would admit
our sons and daughters, we began to ask ourselves more fundamental questions about our
public schools. While people looked to public schools to further social advancement and
stressed the importance of a good education in finding a rewarding job and attaining the
*“good life,” serious questions about the quality of our schools were being raised.

Increasing concern over the products of schooling was natural.  We asked
ourselves:  what can students do?  Surprisingly, little information was available.
Although local testing programs had been around for years, little data was available
about students across Michigan. This lack of information led to the development of a

state assessment program in Michigan.

The Creation of the Michigan Model

By State Board action and request, funds were provided in fiscal year 1969 to begin
a statewide program (for implementation by the end of January 1970) to conduct an
annual testing of all fourth and seventh graders. Without adequate time to create the
measures to be used and hardly time to decide what measures could be used, the
Michigan Department of Education (MDE) contracted with Educational Testing Service to
develop the first tests. Measures in mathematics, reading, mechanics of written

expression, word relationships (a hybrid “aptitude” measure), a socioeconomic status
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(SES) scale and an attitude scale were prepared. All of these measures were norm-
referenced. Data on school buildings, districts and the state as a whole would be
released to school district personnel only; public release of data would not occur, by
promise of MDE. While district and school norms were prepared and percentile ranks
released, none of the data was made “public.”

Obviously, such a large-scale program could not be implemented without
controversy and if the state assessment program was strong on anything, it was strong on
generating controversy! Teachers disliked the achievement measures. Low scoring
districts disliked the percentile ranks. Parents and students were offended by the
questions in the SES measure and turned off by the attitude scales. Administrators were
defensive about potentially unfair comparisons, while teachers were worried about
evaluation based on these test results.

Despite (or perhaps because of) this controversy, the program was continued
through legislative mandate and funding (Public Act 38 of 1970). The second year of the
program was even more controversial. Several large cities threatened to withold their
answer sheets from scoring if they were required to administer the SES and attitude
scales.

The clincher came on Valentine’s Day, 1971, when the State Superintendent, at a
news conference well attended by the press, released a report of achievement results for
every school district in Michigan. Although this seemed contradictory to the earlier
promise of not releasing the results, the Department had been required by a state
Attorney General’s opinion not only to make the data public, but also to publish the data
and disseminate it. Several newspapers in the state published the assessment scores; one
paper (with statewide circulation) did so for all Michigan districts. That infamous day
became known within MDE as the St. Valentine’s Day Massacre: educator outrage and

concern about the program reached its peak.
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Efforts were begun in 1971 to work with mathematics and communication skills
educators to refine the tests. For the first time, Michigan educators were writing test
items. Items written by teachers appeared to be better measures of achievement of
Michigan students and were better accepted. At the same time, two other fundamental
changes occurred: 1) a model was developed that tied the state assessment program to
statewide curriculum improvement and 2) the seeds of a new program were sowed.

In 1971, the six-step accountability was proposed and adopted by the State Board of
Education in 1972. The model called for 1) the development of Common Goals, 2) the
statement of explicit student expectations in the form of student performance
objectives, 3) a needs assessment to determine specific student needs, 4) an analysis and
modification of the instructional system where student needs are shown to exist, 5) an
evaluation of the effectiveness of these changes in meeting students’ needs, and 6)
recommendations for future action.

As the efforts to develop the Accountability Model and the components of it were
under way, the Assessment Program continued the annual administration of the norm-
referenced tests in 1972 and 1973. Due to the continued controversy surrounding their
use, the attitude scale and SES inventory were withdrawn.

Substantial item tryouts were held in 1971-72 to validate the teacher-written items
for the achievement tests. New items were substituted into the achievement tests in
1972-73, marking the introduction of the first “nonprofessional-i tern-writer” items in
Michigan.

The final year of normative testing drew to a close in January 1973, with barely a
whimper, for a far more exciting and innovative program lay ahead — the first use of
objective-referenced tests on a statewide basis. 1972-73 was overshadowed by the new

program.

205



Michigan’s New Assessment Program

During 1971 and 1972, as the controversy surrounding the Assessment Program
continued and as the misuses of the norm-referenced data mounted, a basic shift in the
Assessment Program occurred. A decision was made by the State Superintendent and the
State Board of Education to shift the Assessment Program to the measurement of
objectives developed in Michigan. Tests would be developed for the minimum
performance objectives in mathematics and reading.

Based on the previous successful experience of using classroom teachers to write
and try out test items, a test development program was begun in 1972 with five school
districts representative of the state, as well as a testing company to edit the items.
Teachers, after receiving training in item writing, worked for several months to produce
the needed items. The testing company then was responsible for editing a selection of
the items and putting them together in tryout packages. The items were tried out.
After tryouts, extensive reviews of the objectives and test items were conducted and the
final fourth and seventh grade tests were assembled.

In the fall of 1973, the first objective-referenced assessment of students was
conducted in Michigan. This was the first use of an objective-referenced test on such a
wide-scale basis. Results were reported back for each student (and the student’s
parents), classroom teachers, building principals and central office staff. Considerable
emphasis was placed on using the results to provide remedial instruction to the students
tested, using the results to review and improve the school curricula, and reporting results
to the parents, school board and the public, via the news media. The results were not
used in promotion/retention decisions about students, nor were they tied in any way to
high school graduation. The data have been used, though, as the basis for allocating
state-level compensatory education funds (around $30 million per year) to local
districts.  The switch from norm-referenced to objective-referenced tests was not

without problems, however. First, the objective-referenced tests were longer, with
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students needing up to four or five hours to finish the test. Second, because the tests
were untimed, some educators did not know what to do with students who finished
early. Third, the concept of a “minimal” objective was new — could all students attain
all of the “minimal” performance objectives? Finally, there was concern over proper use
of the results. Because of the number of performance objectives tested, and because of
the decision to return results in a form useful to classroom teachers, assistance had to be
provided in person and in writing to help teachers and administrators throughout the

state to understand what the test data could (and could not) be used for.

Expansion of the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP)

When the mathematics and reading performance objectives were first written, they
were divided into three sets: grades 1-3 (tested at grade 4), grades 4-6 (tested at grade
7) and grades 7-9. Tenth grade assessment was seen as a logical extension of the fourth
and seventh grade program. Test development began in 1974 and the tests were piloted
in 1975 and 1976 on a voluntary basis. Even though the State Board of Education acted in
1977 to expand the assessment program to include a tenth grade assessment, it was not
until 1979 that the Legislature funded the program. While the Legislature was originally
not convinced of the value of the expanded MEAP, the large percentage of districts
volunteering to participate in 1977 and 1978 convinced them to mandate the program in

1979.

Assessment of Other Subject Areas

While mathematics and reading are important basic skills (some would argue the
most important skills), schools should and do teach students other subjects. MDE,
recognizing this, developed objectives in other areas. Test development has occurred in
most of these areas and by now, statewide samples of students have been tested in these

areas. The original plans called for the assessment of two subject areas each year (in
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addition to mathematics and reading) at grades four, seven and ten through statewide
sampling to produce an overall picture of the state. Assessment in each area then would

follow a four-year cycle continuing to assess all subject areas.

Forces For Change

The MEAP has continued from 1979 to 1985 to assess all fourth, seventh and tenth
graders annually in mathematics and reading. In addition, one or two subject areas were
selected for sample testing each year. While achievement has risen in mathematics and
reading, there have not been appreciable changes in student performance in the areas
where only samples of students were tested. Considerable support was evident for MEAP
and for changing the program to support instructional improvement in all subject areas
tested.

A major force for change of MEAP, of course, has been the spate of reports on the
condition of education nationally and in Michigan. A number of these have proposed
using testing not only as vehicle to monitor student achievement but also as stimulus for
educational reform. In Michigan, for example, a special report written by State Senator
Sederburg and Michigan State University Professor Rudman, was prepared that examined
changes in performance for various subgroups of students, particularly at the high school
level, where comparative data on students in Michigan and the nation is available using

college-entrance tests such as the SAT. This report was written in response to A Nation

At Risk and the Michigan State Board of Education plan for the future (A Blueprint for
Action, 1984), which included recommendations made by the Michigan High School
Corn mission. The following is taken from the summary of the Sederburg and Rudman

report:
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Over the past few years, state and federal educational policy has targeted the
lower achieving student. This targeting of funds and effort has yielded results.
However, it is apparent that, at the same time, we may have neglected the better
achieving student. In contrast to the prevailing belief, the brightest students have not
succeeded regardless of the educational system.

Consequently, we are calling for a shift in educational policy. We must create an
educational system that challenges all young people and develops students to the best of
their abilities. Emphasis on testing for basic skills for high school graduation and grade
promotion reinforce the attitude that teachers and administrators should be most
concerned with the lower achieving student. While it is worthwhile to insure that all
students possess “essential” skills before graduation, we must not overlook the student
who is not challenged by such minimal objectives.

The recent proposals made by the State Board of Education go a long way toward
accomplishing the goals outlined here. However, the entire focus must be shifted away
from minimal skills which tend to bring high achievers down while trying to bring
everyone up to the highest level possible. The State Board and the legislature will need to
clarify their philosophical direction as well as set specific goals for whatever educational
reform they wish to achieve in the 1980s.

Proposals for Change in MEAP

The Sederburg and Rudman paper contained the first proposals for developing a
higher-level test. Although the State Board of Education’s report included changes for
the assessment program, such changes dealt only with broadening the scope of MEAP to
include periodic, every-pupil testing of other subject areas including health, science,
career development, and social studies. The State Board of Education has approved the
voluntary testing of Health in 1985 and the every-pupil testing of science for 1986.

The Sederburg-Rudman article, however, dealt specifically with higher-level

assessment by suggesting, among other things, that:

1. The testing program of the State Board of Education should be changed to
adequately measure all Michigan students, not just those below the achievement level
determined by the State.

2. The State Board of Education set achievement goals to be attained by all
achievement classifications by a specific date. In their “Blueprint for Action” the
State Board calls on local boards to initiate a 3-5 year plan to improve achievement.
Similarly, the Board should set State goals to improve all categories of Michigan
youngsters.

3. State policy should reflect an effort to pressure local school districts to provide
programming for the entire spectrum of students. The State testing program should
be used to validate or accredit local school diplomas for all students.
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a. Achievement tests administered as early as the tenth grade should point to
areas for potential remediation. The 10th grade test should emphasize reading,
language, and basic math skills.

b. An 11th grade exam should include physical science, biological science, and
social science. The 12th grade year would be used to assist students who did not
meet essential skills in the 10th and 11th grade exams.

C. The State Board of Education should use these tests as the basis for accrediting
high school diplomas.

A response to the Sederburg and Rudman paper by the MDE suggested other
possible directions for the MEAP, including expanding the program to periodically assess

a third subject area at grades four, seven and ten. In addition, the MDE proposed:

The other way in which MEAP may change in coming years is to assess students
beyond the basic skill level. This discussion presumes that (1) testing basic skills is valid
and will still be carried out, (2) testing higher-level skills should emphasize the same
purposes as the regular MEAP program (i.e., individual student assistance, curricula
review and revision, reporting to various audiences), (3) students should be identified
based on their basic skill achievement, (4) such higher-level skills are either more
difficult subject matter content, critical reasoning skills or higher-level thinking skills
(e.g., analysis, synthesis and evaluation from Bloom’s Taxonomy), and (5) the students
identified can be offered a school program which meets their educational needs, even as
schools are helping students who have not as yet achieved the minimums. The
presumption is that schools (and the State) can emphasize both “basic” skills and
*“advanced” skills and not have to choose one over the other (Roeber, 1984).

MEAP staff proposed a plan that included a two-tier approach, with all fourth,
seventh, and tenth grade students taking the basic skill level and those that passed, the
higher-level examination. It was proposed that advanced tests be developed at three
levels (grades 4-6, given in seventh grade; grades 7-9, given in tenth grade; and grades
10-12, given in grades 10, 11, and 12). Staff also developed a list of technical and policy
issues for testing beyond the basic skills.

The Department plan was presented to the State Board of Education in early 1985.
After considerable discussion, the State Board approved the MEAP staff plan that a study

group be convened to examine issues and to develop a tentative assessment plan.
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Developing the Plan for the New Assessment Program

Since late 1984, Department staff have been meeting with a planning group
consisting of local and intermediate district educators, college and university specialists
and others. Represented on the group are gifted educators, assessment and curriculum
specialists, content area specialists (e.g., science, reading), and administrators.

The group has spent a considerable amount of time discussing methods to address
student needs, particularly those of students who already pass the current basic skills
tests. Very early in these discussions it was apparent that there were sharp differences
of opinion regarding the direction MEAP should take. Some members of the advisory
group, for example, proposed toughening the current content standards tested in MEAP.
Others suggested that tests of critical thinking, critical reasoning, or thinking skills be
used.

The group pursued both options. Discussions have focused on what “tougher”
standards really mean, how higher-order thinking could be tested and how this program
could mesh with the current basic skills program. Others have been examining various
approaches to teaching thinking skills, looking particularly at how thinking skills are
defined and the implications for testing. While viewed originally as an_alternative to the
current basic skill program (or, at least, a more difficult extension of it), thinking skills
are now viewed as a logical complement to the current program, plus any new program

which might be developed.

Recommendation for Change

The planning group agreed that there is a need to assess subject content from a
conceptual point of view and to include a broader range of subject matter content. In
order to encourage the development of students’ thinking skills, the committee also felt
that thinking skills should be assessed within each subject content area. Also, the group

felt that MEAP should be broadened to include an every-pupil writing assessment, and
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subjects other than mathematics and reading should be assessed each year rather than on

the current cyclic program. Taken as a whole, the group recommended:

1. Basic skills assessment — continuation and revision of the every-pupil essential
skills assessments at grades 4, 7, and 10 in reading and mathematics. The revisions
should include the assessment of thinking skills, a broader range of (i.e., algebra in
ninth grade mathematics test) and the focus on understanding the concept as opposed
to a “right answer.”

2. An every-pupil writing assessment be given;

3. Health, science, social studies, and career development be assessed on an every-
pupil matrix-sampling basis. It is recommended (2 and 3) be implemented in grades 5,
8, and 11.

4. Thinking skills should be assessed in all content areas.

The planning group’s recommendations will be presented to the State Board of
Education in early 1986. If action was favorable, it would take years to develop the
needed testing materials. It would also take time to prepare local districts to test
several subject areas at grade levels not previously assessed. Most importantly, staff
would need to define higher order thinking skills, both in general terms and also for each

subject area in which it will be tested.

Counterforces Against Change

Following the completion of the planning group’s work, the recommendations were
presented to the State Board of Education in March, 1986. They received the planning
group’s report and referred it to the State Board of Education-appointed advisory council
for the service area of the Department in which MEAP is located. This advisory council
— the Office of Technical Assistance and Evaluation (OTAE) Advisory Council — is
comprised of official representatives of major professional groups such as teachers,
principals, administrators, school boards, curriculum groups, as well as technical
specialists. The purpose of the OTAE Advisory Council is to advise staff and the State

Board of Education on the major issues facing the Office.
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The OTAE Advisory Council reviewed the planning group’s recommendations and, in
May, 1986, voted to oppose the plan and, instead, support a plan that would call for
MEAP to develop item banks which local districts could use, in addition to available tests
and MEAP tests in the five areas covered by the plan to test one or more of them on a
voluntary basis. MEAP would develop, with the assistance of technical groups, standards
for equivalence among the various measures used in any subject area. However, testing
would not be mandatory.

During the summer, MEAP staff convened an ad hac group comprised of a subset of
the planning group and the OTAE Advisory Council to attempt to develop a compromise
which all groups could support. The planning group’s recommendations were particularly
opposed by four groups: the Michigan Education Association and the .Michigan
Association of School Boards, both of which feared loss of control of schools, the
Michigan Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, which felt testing
was not the proper vehicle for curriculum change and the Middle Cities Association,
which felt that state testing duplicated local testing and that the latter was preferable.
These groups and others were asked to serve on the ad hoc group.

The group met four times during the summer of 1986 and held several stormy
sessions to arrive at the compromise. This compromise was that local districts would be
required to give the expanded testing at grades 5, 8 and 11 in writing, health, science,
social studies and career development once every four years (but volunteer on off-years)
and financial incentives would be sought for participating schools to use for school
improvement activities.

During the fall, 1986, the compromise plan was re-submitted to the OTAE Advisory
Council, with the interest of sending it to the State Board of Education. Each Advisory
Council member was asked to discuss the compromise plan with the organization they
represented. In October, 1986, the Advisory Council took formal action on the

compromised plan and rejected it. Most major organizations continued to oppose it, even
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though the representatives that had served on the ad hoc group had (personally) agreed to

the compromise. “Mandatory” testing was the key to the rejection of the compromise.

Final Plan for the Future Approval

Following the vote of the Advisory Council, MEAP staff were informed by the
State Superintendent that, with the opposition of about all groups to mandated expansion,
he would not put any plan mandating expansion before the State Board of Education,
MEAP staff than rewrote the plan for the future to delete any mandated expansion.
Instead, the plan calls for the development of tests in health, science, career
development and social studies, grades 4, 7 and 10, which are to be offered annually on a
voluntary, state-paid basis to local districts. In addition, a writing test will be developed
for grades 5, 8 and 11 and offered on the same basis. Staff will continue to develop a
program of financial incentive to encourage schools to give the tests and to use the
information to review curricula and improve instruction.

This plan was presented to the State Board of Education in March, 1987, and
approved unanimously. Tests in the areas of health, science and career development will
be offered to districts in the fall, 1987 MEAP; tests in social studies and writing are in

development and will be added when ready.

Summary
The MEAP has been in operation since 1969. During that time, it has shifted from

a norm-referenced to an objective-referenced program.  While the program was
controversial in its early years, the emphasis on providing data helpful to i reproving
student learning has helped to improve the support for the program. Grade 10
assessment was added in 1979 to the original grade 4 and 7 programs. In more recent
years, periodic, every-pupil tests in other areas, such as science, were proposed. The

first area of such testing is science scheduled for 1986.
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The cent reports on education have led to a number of suggestions for changing
MEAP. se include toughening the basic skills tests, adding measures of critical
thinking, increasing the number of subject areas tested. Staff plans to implement
these ide  were presented to the State Board of Education in 1986 and referred to the
State Bo/ of Education appointed Advisory Council. The plans were rejected by the
Advisory uncil. A compromise plan, which contained an element of mandatory testing,
was also  ected by the Advisory Council. Consequently, a plan to expand MEAP on a
voluntary-  tate-paid basis was proposed by staff and approved by the State Board of

Education  The plan will be implemented beginning in the fall of 1987.
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Statewide Testing in New Jersey

The focus of statewide testing in New Jersey has changed three times since 1972 to
meet the changing demands of society. During the past fourteen years, the program has

changed from statewide assessment (1972-1977) to minimum competency testing (1978-

1985) to the current more rigorous competency testing (1984 - ). The purpose of this

paper is to explain the changes in statewide testing in New Jersey, with particular
emphasis on the rationale for the different programs, the components of each program

and the curricular and policy implications of each.

Educational Assessment Program

Statewide testing in New Jersey began with the first administration of the
Educational Assessment Program (EAP) tests in 1972. The EAP measured reading and
mathematics skills which had been identified as being taught in a majority of the public
school classrooms in New Jersey. Students in grades four, seven and ten were tested
annually; students in grade twelve were tested every three years.

The impetus for the EAP came from New Jersey Governor William Cahill who, in
his 1972 State of the State address, lamented that there was no ‘reliable scientific test
on a statewide basis to determine reading ability and reading growth of our youth. * A bhill
to create a statewide assessment program died in the legislature; however because New
Jersey statutes provide the Commissioner of Education with the power to create such
programs, Commissioner Carl Marburger ordered that a statewide assessment program be
developed.

The primary purpose of the EAP was to assist districts to identify programmatic
needs and provide direction for program design, improvement and evaluation. Results

were returned to the districts in the form of item-by-item summary reports. Those
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reports identified the percent of students correctly responding to each item for every
class, building and district. Districts were required to analyze and make public the test
results. However, the districts only had to do so for the subset of items which in their
judgment measured the skills which had been taught prior to the test’s administration.

No total or other aggregated scores were reported at any level. As a result, the
EAP results had little effect on policy. The test results also did not affect students or
schools. The EAP was intended for statewide and district assessment, not for measuring
individuals’ or groups’ competency. The EAP monitored the education system and
measured the status quo. It served a limited, but important, role: focusing on the

districts’ curricular needs and monitoring the changes in the needs.

Minimum Basic Skills Program

By the mid 1970’s, the continuing trend of declining test scores and increasing costs
for education led to the loss of public confidence in the professional educators’ ability to
resolve the problems of education. This loss of confidence led to the public’s decision
that external forces had to impose and raise standards in the schools. And, testing was
to play a prominent role in that decision.

Statewide assessment programs, like the EAP, were considered insufficient to
satisfy the public’s new demand. Instead of tests which provided information about the
status of the education system, the public wanted a program which would serve as a
catalyst to cause the system to change. As a result, minimum competency testing
programs were initiated in state after state.

A 1976 New Jersey law resulted in the end of the EAP and the creation of the
Minimum Basic Skills (MBS) test, a statewide minimum competency program designed to
measure pupils’ proficiency in minimum reading and mathematics skills at grades 3, 6, 9
and 11. The skills to be measured by the MBS were identified based on input from

educators, students and the general public and were those which students needed to
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master at a minimum by spring of the tested grades. The tests were criterion-referenced
tests developed by the Department.

In spring 1978, the MBS tests were administered for the first time. Approximately
21% of the students failed at least one of those tests that year. In one urban area
approximately 84% of the students failed the sixth grade mathematics test and 81%
failed the ninth grade mathematics test. In 1978 many students, especially in the urban
areas, did not have a mastery of those skills considered to be minimum and basic.

By 1982 there were dramatic improvements in student performance. By that
spring, only 9% of the students were failing; there was substantial improvement,
especially in the urban areas. The improvement was both expected and logical. After
five years, school curriculums had been modified to reflect the tested skills, the teaching
staff was teaching the skills, and, as the results indicate, students were learning the
skills.

While the EAP program assumed a passive, monitoring role, the MBS served an
active role in changing the education system. This difference in roles in exemplified by
the manner in which the results were reported to the public. The EAP reporting was left
to the districts and was on an item by item basis for selected items. The MBS reporting
took on new and more important meaning because district by district aggregated results
(i.e., percent passing) based on all of the items were reported to the public by the
Department. Districts could be compared and the public sought answers as to why their
district’s students were not performing at the same level as students elsewhere. The
public’s demand provided the pressure that contributed to the teaching of the MBS skills.

While the EAP’s effect upon the districts’ curriculum was negligible, the MBS’s
effect was far reaching. The EAP skills were included in the districts’ curriculums;
however, MBS skills were not necessarily part of it. Total scores and public reporting
were based on all of the items. Thus, teaching had to reflect all of the skills. Certainly,

districts did not have to alter their programs so that sufficient instruction in the tested
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skills occurred prior to the testing dates. Yet, if they did not, their students’
performance might be lower than those of neighboring districts. In this manner, the tests
dictated a portion of each district’s curriculum and the impetus for curricular change
shifted to the Department of Education.

The MBS also became a critical factor in shaping many areas of educational
policy. Unlike the EAP, sanctions were now i reposed as a result of the test. The MBS
results influenced high school graduation policies and became a method of identifying
students who needed remediation and a mechanism for distributing funds, certifying
districts and evaluating teachers. As a result, there was even greater pressure to
improve performance.

In summary, because its results affected and effected policy and were reported
publicly each year, the MBS became a catalyst that changed education in New Jersey.
The MBS was a successful program; students in New Jersey mastered the minimum
skills. Yet, the program’s success caused its demise — and properly so.

High School Proficiency Test

The MBS was a key issue in the 1981 New Jersey gubernatorial election. The
Republican candidate, former state Assemblyman Thomas Kean, was the author of the
1976 MBS law. However, by 1981 he believed that the state’s focus on minimum skills
was too narrow. Kean was elected and appointed Saul Cooperman, a New Jersey district
superintendent, as his Corn missioner of Education.

Cooperman agreed that the MBS had to be eliminated. He concluded that the
education system had moved beyond the minimums because students had mastered the
minimums.  Most students were not only passing the test, but most were correctly
answering almost all of the items. Further, because the MBS focused on minimum skills,
it could not identify deficiencies in higher level cognitive skills — and the need to

measure the higher level skills was becoming increasingly evident.
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A 1979 law mandated statewide graduation requirements, including passing the
ninth grade statewide test, beginning with the ninth grade class of 1981-82. Cooperman
believed that a ‘cruel hoax was being perpetrated on the students’ because although they
could be awarded a diploma by passing the MBS, many of them did not have the skills
which would prepare them for the work force or college.

Cooperman was convinced that higher standards were necessary and that the state’s
graduation test had to reflect the level of skills and difficulty that was needed by ninth
graders in order to become ‘productive members of society’. He believed that since
students had mastered the minimum basic skills, it was the proper time to take the next
step and require a mastery of a set of higher level skills.

In August 1982, Cooperman recommended to the State Board of Education that the
MBS program be eliminated and that it be replaced by a new statewide testing system
which would better reflect the current needs of students in the state. Cooper man
indicated that he would recommend the components of the new program in January 1983.

There were eight principles which Cooperman decided must be satisfied by the new

statewide testing system.

1. The new tests had to provide a measure of accountability which would

restore public confidence in education.

2. The new testing system had to be fiscally economical and relatively

independent of funding fluctuations.

3. The new tests had to be more rigorous than the MBS and emphasize more

than just minimum basic skills.
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4. Tests were needed in the elementary grades as an Early Warning System to

insure that students were mastering the prerequisite skills they needed to

pass the graduation test.

5. The new system had to avoid or minimize duplicative or overtesting. Thus,

the tests used had to be as efficient as possible and serve state and local

purposes, where appropriate.

6. The tests had to satisfy rigorous professional standards.

7. The new system had to satisfy New Jersey law which required that the

Department of Education establish ‘uniform proficiency standards’ in the
basic skills. It also required a test for high school graduation to be initially

administered to students in the ninth grade.

8. The new system had to satisfy the Debra P. v. Burlington judicial decisions

which required that:

a. graduation tests had to reflect the material taught;

b. students had to be provided fair warning and opportunity to prepare for a

graduation test.

In January 1983, Coaperman recommended to the State Board of Education the
components of the new statewide testing system. Many alternatives had been considered
including the use of commercially-developed normed-referenced tests, state-developed

criterion-referenced tests, and combinations of the two. The recommended program
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included a state developed ninth grade graduation test, called the High School
Proficiency Test (HSPT). The HSPT would consist of reading, mathematics and writing
criterion-referenced tests and would be designed to measure a higher level set of skills
than did the MBS.

There would be no state-developed tests in other grades. Rather, districts would
continue to be required to select and use in grades 3-11 the test which was most
appropriate for their curriculum and satisfied technical criteria established by the
Department. The Department would identify specific passing scores for each
commercial test and would annually collect and make public each district’s test results
(percent passing) in grades three and six.

The use of both a state-developed test in grade nine and commercially-developed
tests at all other grades had many persuasive advantages and best met the established

principles. The advantage of the commercial tests were as follows:

1. The tests districts chose would best match their curricula.

2. Commercial tests measure higher level skills than the MBS test and can be

administered at every grade level, providing for a continuous assessment of student

progress.

3. Commercial tests allow districts to compare their students’ performance with that

of students at the national level.

4, The use of commercial tests avoids overtesting or duplicative testing. It also

reduces costs to the state without increasing costs to the districts.
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5. In 1978 when the MBS program began, state-developed tests were needed at
multiple grade levels because many districts did not have sophisticated testing
programs which could be relied upon to provide valid and reliable data. Today,

however, local programs do provide such information.

While the arguments for using commercial tests in the elementary grades were
persuasive, there were equally compelling arguments for using a state-developed test for
grade nine. The major factor was the high school graduation law. It would be unfair to
permit students to take different graduation tests because they attended different
schools.

Many wanted the HSPT to immediately replace the MBS as the graduation
requirement. However, the ‘due notice’ decisionfrom the Debra P. v. Burlington case
required that before a test was used to deny students a diploma, there had to be
sufficient time for the students to be taught the skills. Because of this, Commissioner
Cooperman and the State Board of Education agreed that although the HSPT would be
administered beginning in 1983-84, it would not count for graduation until the 1985-86
administration. Thus, during school years 1983-84 and 1984-85, the MBS and HSPT were
administered to all ninth grade students.

The major distinction between the MBS and the HSPT was in the skills measured by
each. While the MBS measured rote learning, the HSPT measures skills students need to
interpret what they read, solve practical math problems and write coherently. By
contrast, the MBS reading test stressed literal comprehension while the HSPT measures
inferential comprehension. The MBS math test required simple computation and one-step
word problems while the HSPT math test requires students to respond to three- and four-
step word problems, prealgebra and geometry. While there was no writing component to
the MBS, there is one for the HSPT. The writing component of the HSPT consists of both

a multiple choice section and, more importantly, an essay.
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At the December 1985 State Board of Education meeting, Commissioner
Cooperman recommended to the Board passing scores for the HSPT. More important
than the actual passing scores are the anticipated i replications of the scores. In 1986,
approximately 86,500 students will take the HSPT. It is estimated that about 42,000
students (48.5%) will fail at least one part of the test. However, as with the MBS test,
students have four opportunities to pass the HSPT (in grades 9-12). It is expected that
each year as the districts’ curricula become more aligned with the HSPT-tested skills,
the percent of students passing the tests will dramatically increase.

Considerable effort is now being directed to prepare students for the HSPT both at
the state and district levels. As part of its HSPT initiative, the Department did not stop
with developing a new, more rigorous statewide testing system. Rather, the Department
went beyond its traditional regulating role and is now working with districts to develop
and offer new programs to help prepare students for the HSPT. The Department has
developed a variety of programs, training institutes, resource guides, pilot programs,
demonstration projects, model programs and instructional materials for districts directed
toward helping students improve their basic skills measured by the HSPT. Further, it has
developed programs to improve student attendance, strengthen job training programs,
discourage students from dropping out and offer alternatives to those who do drop out
and reduce disruption in the classroom. Approximately $13 million has been committed
for this effort, one of the largest of its kind in the country.

Although virtually no organization opposes the movement toward higher standards,
certain groups are opposed to various aspects or implications of the program. The
statewide organizations representing the principals and supervisors, school boards and
teachers have expressed concern about the effect the program will have on dropouts, the
need for increased funds for compensatory education programs, and the length of the ‘due

notice’ period. The following points are pertinent to those concerns:
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1. That the test will lead to an increased high school dropout rate is
speculative and not supported by the MBS experience. The state’s dropout

rate remained stable during the MBS years.

2. Students who fail tests at all grade levels (MBS, HSPT, commercial test) are
to be provided with compensatory education programs. In 1985-86, the
Department is providing districts $106 million in state compensatory
education aid for remedial programs. In 1986-87, the total is expected to
exceed $110 million. The Commissioner has requested an additional $49
million, for a total of $159 million, to address the increased needs

anticipated during the transition from MBS to HSPT.

3. The organizations did not favor postponing the HSPT; rather they wanted to
gradually increase the passing scores, arguing that there has not been
sufficient time for the students to have been taught the skills. However,
districts and students have now had a two and a half year preparation time
before the first meaningful administration of the HSPT, and a six year delay
before the test would affect the first graduating class (1988-89). Further, to
lower the passing score from the recommended levels would serve to

graduate students who were not as prepared as they should be.

it is clear that the HSPT will parallel the MBS as a catalyst to reform education in
New Jersey. It will be used for essentially the same policy and curricular purposes as
was the MBS. However, the impact of the HSPT may be even greater than the MBS

because of its increased rigor.
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Conclusion

The concept of statewide testing changed significantly in New Jersey as the
demands of the public changed. It is clear that the public is convinced that statewide
competency programs are a legitimate means of effecting reform. Their confidence is
apparent by the support for the movement in New Jersey toward a more rigorous form of
program rather than an abandoning of statewide testing. Finally, even though the HSPT
is still in its initial stages of implementation, plans are already being developed to
someday replace the HSPT with a new graduation test at the eleventh rather than the
ninth grade level. Thus, it is likely, at least in New Jersey, that statewide competency
testing will continue to be an important component of the education system for many

years.
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New York State Testing Policies

In 1985 New York celebrated the bicentennial of the University of the State of
New York, which the name given to the totality of the State’s schools, colleges,
libraries, and museums, all regulated by the Board of Regents. Perhaps in no other State
does the States  board of education have such sweeping and enduring power over the
State’s educational and cultural institutions. The Rules of the Board of Regents and the
Regulations the Commissioner of Education have the force and effect of law, and they
are so extenive that there are few aspects of education, particularly elementary and
secondary educ ation, that go unregulated.

Thus, "was not surprising when, in 1865, the Regents created a system of State
examination: n English grammar, spelling, arithmetic, and geography “to determine
which schola in each academy are entitled, under the provisions of law, to be counted
in the annual apportionment of the literature fund” ( Murray, 1881, p. 462). It appears
that the acamies had been claiming enrollments that included large numbers of pupils
who were yepared for academic study, and these numbers were reduced sharply by
the impositilibies of the “Regents examinations. ”

The active “preliminary” had to be added to the name of the Regents examina-
tions in 187 when a series of advanced examinations made its debut. The advanced
exam i nation were designed, in the language of Chapter 425 of the Law of 1877, to
“furnish a s able standard of graduation from said academies and academic depart-
ments of un schools, and of admission to the several colleges of the State” (Bradley,
1883, p. 36) The advanced Regents examination program still continues with examina-
tions in mol than twenty high school subjects, but the preliminary examinations were
discontinue 1959 because the literature fund had disappeared and the examinations,
administered the end of grade eight, no longer served any useful purpose. Had they
been retain they could possibly have made the introduction of competency tests
unnecessary  scant fifteen years later.
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It is interesting to note that the State Legislature was involved in the creation of
the advanced or high school Regents examination program. Perhaps the 1877 legislation
was introduced at the request of the Board of Regents because, as a general rule, the
Legislature does not interfere with the Regents, who preappointed by the Legislature, in
matters pertaining to educational programs such as the recommended curriculum or the
State testing program. Exceptions are made when the Regents take actions that are
clearly unpopular.

Many testing programs have been introduced by the Board of Regents or by the
Board’s administrative agency, the State Education Department, since 1877. Some of
these programs have disappeared and some continue. Among those that have disappeared
are a variety of norm-referenced tests, first in reading and then in mathematics, science,
and social studies. The tests were administered in elementary and junior high schools on
an optional basis. Another test that has disappeared is the Regents Scholarship Examina-
tion, which was used to select the winners of undergraduate scholarships. Now the SAT
and ACT are used for this purpose. The Regents Scholarship Examination was eliminated
by the Legislature as a result of lobbying by the guidance counselors association. The
association argued correctly that the same individuals would be identified as winners by
the SAT and ACT, which all college-bound students take, so the State’s examination is
not needed.

Among the programs that continue is the Pupil Evaluation Program, which consists
of reading and mathematics tests in grades three and six and a writing test in grade
five. The tests are administered annually to every pupil in every public and nonpublic
elementary school. Introduced in 1965 as a general assessment program, it now serves to
identify pupils who are in need of remediation, which is mandated by the Regulations of
the Commissioner. In the 1970s, a competency testing program was introduced, con-
sisting of reading, writing, and mathematics tests that are administered in the high

schools and preliminary competency tests in reading and writing that are administered in
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grade eight or grade nine. Every student who receives a high school diploma must
demonstrate competency in reading, writing, and mathematics. About one-half of each
graduating class demonstrates competency by passing the competency tests, and the
other half (the college-bound) do so by passing Regents examinations in English and
mathematics or by attaining designated scores on the SAT or ACT.

This paper deals with elementary and secondary school testing programs, but it
should be noted that other testing programs have been introduced by the Regents or the
State Education Department and continue to function. These include a series of college-
level examinations that allow individuals to earn college credits and eventually, if they
choose, to be awarded a college degree by the Board of Regents. Also included are pro-
fessional licensing examinations, graduate scholarship and fellowship examinations, and a
high school equivalency testing program.

All this is by way of saying that the Regents and the State Education Department
have a long and elaborate history of introducing examination programs to meet specific
needs or to accomplish specific purposes. The tests that have disappeared have been, for
the most part, tests that have been provided as a service to schools. Those that remain
serve a regulatory function.

With a few exceptions, the State tests are developed by the State Education
Department with the aid of consultants. Two separate testing offices (one in the
elementary and secondary branch and the other in the postsecondary branch), the offices
of subject-matter specialists, and professional licensing boards are involved in test devel-
opment activities. Tests are clearly an important priority for the Board of Regents.

The current importance of testing was made apparent in the 1970s when the
Regents competency testing program was introduced, and this importance has been
dramatically highlighted during the past few years. In 1984, the Board of Regents

adopted the New York State Board of Regents Action Plan to Improve Elementary and

Secondary Education Results in New Yorkon which work had begun well in advance of
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the flurry of reports criticizing the nation’s schools. The Action Plan increased high
school. diploma requirements? added to the elementary and middle school curriculum, and
took other steps to “reform” the State’s elementary and secondary schools. Not surpris-
ingly, these other steps include a significant increase in the number of tests to be taken
by New York State students. In a few years, students will be required to demonstrate
competency in science and social studies as well as in reading, writing, and mathematics
to receive a high school diploma. Three new competency tests will be added, one in
science and two in social studies. In addition, a new science test will be administered in
grade six, and new social studies tests will be administered in grades six and eight.
Foreign language proficiency examinations will be administered in the middle grades.
Tests in as many as 40 occupational education courses will be added, and there will be
two high school Regents examinations in social studies where there is now only one.

From the beginning of the high school Regents examination program in 1877, the
State has issued a Regents high school diploma to students who pass certain of the
Regents examinations and earn several more units of credit than are required for a local
diploma. The Regents diploma has always been seen as more prestigious than a local
diploma, although there is no practical difference between the two types of credentials.
No college requires a Regents diploma for admission. Under the Action Plan regulations,
the number of Regents examinations that a student must pass to receive a Regents
diploma has been greatly increased.

Perhaps the most unique feature of the Action Plan is the Comprehensive Assess-
ment Report. Each fall the State Education Department will provide public school
districts and nonpublic schools with a compilation of its State test results for the past
three-years, coupled with other statistics such as dropout and attendance rates, average
class size, enrollment by race or ethnic origin, socioeconomic indicators, pupil mobility
rate, and similar items. All of the data are reported routinely to the State Education

Department during the course of the school year, but the Comprehensive Assessment
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Report organizes the data together with explanatory text. Under the Action plan regula-
tions, the superintendent of each public school district must present the district’s Com-
prehensive Assessment Report to the board of education at a public meeting. The
reports serve as a public record of accountability, and the Regents believe that the
debate and discussion stemming from the school board’s review of the report is the best
means of bringing about programmatic changes.

In the past, many newspapers have obtained test results, particularly for the Pupil
Evaluation Program, in order to publish stories comparing school districts. Now, how-
ever, a tremendous amount of data is readily available. (The first Comprehensive
Assessment Reports were prepared in October 1985 and had to be presented to school
boards prior to December 15.) Many more newspapers are publishing comparative data,
and the articles are far more extensive than they have ever been before. This is clearly
what the Regents intended.

The Comprehensive Assessment Report by itself would have been an effective
means of stimulating local school improvement efforts. Linked to the report, however, is
a requirement that the Commissioner of Education identify 600-900 low performing
schools that will be required to develop and submit comprehensive school improvement
plans. It is the intent of the State Education Department to work with these schools in
the development of their plans and in their improvement efforts. The names of these
schools were widely publicized by the media, as anticipated.

It is apparent from the Action Plan that the Board of Regents and the State
Education Department view the State testing program as a powerful tool for insuring
compliance with the Commissioner’s Regulations, for bringing about change, and for
improving the quality of education in New York’s schools. There are, after all, few other

tools available and none so effective.
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Oregon State Testing Policies Past and Present

Over the past twelve years educational policy in the State of Oregon has had a
strong emphasis on the use of testing information. In the early 1970s Oregon was the
first state to require students to demonstrate minimum competence in basic skills in
order to graduate from high school. A state-administered testing program has also been
in place since 1974. This program has conducted an assessment of reading, writing and
mathematics at Grades 4, 7 and 11. The assessment has been conducted with about a 15
percent sample on a 2-4 year cycle. Finally, since the mid-1970s the state has required
local districts to assess individual students in the basic skills to determine their
instructional needs and to evaluate instructional programs. Appendix A contains the
standards that describe the requirements for minimum competence compliance,
individual student assessment, instructional program assessment and the state policy for
the state testing program. The emphasis of these policies was on a strong local
determination of the outcomes to be assessed and the particular assessment tools to be
used. The state’s assessment program was more focused on looking at state performance
trends on consensus educational goals.

The policy orientation outlined above was the state’s official stance until the fall of
1983 when Verne Duncan, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, proposed a
series of new policies. They included:

.Establish a state-required curriculum in all basic academic programs,

kindergarten through grade 12.

e Assessing all students in grades 3, 6 and 10 in basic skills.

Establishing a state 8th grade examination for all students as they

complete their grade school program with an individual program designed
for students not passing the test.
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These proposals were presented to the State Board of Education, which is
responsible for setting educational policy and requirements or standards for local
districts. The State Board and Superintendent commissioned a series of task forces to
review the Superintendent’s proposals. These task forces consisted of teachers,
administrators, university professors, business leaders, and school board members. Fro m
the recommendations of the task forces, the State Board generated the Oregon Action
Plan for Excellence, which. was adopted on June 28, 1984. A copy of the plan is included
in Appendix B. This plan parallels the State Superintendent’s initial proposal on testing
but changed the grade levels to 3, 5, 8 and 11, and did not require an individual plan for
students not passing the grade 8 test.

The initial challenge to this plan came when funds were requested for its
implementation from the 1985 state legislature. Although the Governor supported the
plan and its funding, the legislature was less impressed. There appeared to be a number
of groups influencing the decision. The first key influence came when the Senate
Education Committee recommended to the Ways and Means Committee that no funding
be allocated for the testing portion of the plan. They listed as their reasons that the plan
was not thought out well enough and they opposed the potential use of state testing
information to compare local schools and districts. The groups that gave input to the
Senate Education Committee included representatives from local school districts, the
Oregon School Boards Association, the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators
and the Oregon Education Association. The hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee indicated that the attitude of the members of this committee were similar to
the Senate Education Committee. The Ways and Means Committee also seemed to be
committed to providing additional funding to higher education and there did not appear

to be any funds left for additional elementary and secondary ‘programs.
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The inability of the Oregon Department of Education to obtain funds for their state
testing program postponed the implementation of the Oregon Action Plan for
Excellence. However, the Department was able to reallocate funds to support the
development of the common curriculum goals proposed by the State Superintendent. In
addition, the testing requirements for local districts are under review with changes to
reflect local testing programs addressing individual students and programs related to the
state’s common curriculum goals. These changes could impact local testing programs,
even if a state testing program was not implemented. These proposed new requirements
are included in Appendix C.

Oregon has long had a reputation of strong local option in education. The state has
played the role of providing broad general direction with local districts having many
options for implementation of these requirements. This orientation has led to a wide
variation in the programs that have been implemented by local districts. The larger
districts have more consistently developed extensive testing programs. For example, the
two largest districts, Portland and Salem, have developed their own tests to meet the
requirements of the state. One of the big concerns by these districts is that the state’s
testing program will replace their own programs, taking away their control. On the other
hand, small districts, which is the vast majority of districts in the state, have testing
programs that are limited to publishers’ tests. (There are six or seven publisher tests
used in the state with no one test having a majority of use. ) In a survey taken by the
Department in the Spring of 1985, 85 percent of the larger districts opposed a state
testing program that required the testing of all students at selected grade levels.
However, 76 percent of the smaller districts supported the establishment of such a state
testing program. There is an obvious split between smaller and larger districts in their
support for a change in the state’s testing proposals. However, the larger districts have

more influence with the legislature.
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The State Superintendent and State Board of Education have continued to work on
furthering their intention to implement a state testing program. Since the legislature
refused to fund the testing program, they have been active in preparation for the next
session. The two major activities have been to develop anew policy for the state testing
program and to revise their long range plan (see Appendix D). One change in their plan
has been to include in their program a state minimum competency testing program for
graduation for high school. Many local districts questioned the relationship between
the state test at the high school level on the state’s common curriculum goals and the
requirements that local districts must assess student competence for graduation. The
Superintendent and State Board have resolved the problem by recommending that the
state’s common curriculum goals should be the basis for determining if students have the
necessary skills for graduation. |

Another change in the plan was to allow local districts to administer a test from a
list of approved tests at grades 3 and 5. The tests on the approved lists would represent
major tests available to school districts that match reasonably well the state’s common
curriculum. This would allow local districts to continue to use the major tests being used
by districts now. This approach was recommended by representatives from local districts
and received support from some of the educational political organizations such as the
Oregon School Boards Association and Confederation of Oregon School Administrators.
The tests on this list would be scaled to a common scale, allowing for the results from
these different tests to be combined. This approach was recently recommended by the
Center for the Study of Evacuation as a means to compare test results among states.

Another development since the last legislative session has been the formation of an
interim legislative committee to study educational reform in the state. This committee
will be meeting during the spring of 1986. One of the topics possibly under consideration
is the state testing program. The leaders of the House of Representatives and the Senate

have expressed a concern over the Oregon legislature’s lack of action on educational
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reform issues. This committee will make recommendations to the next legislative
session which meets again in the spring of 1987.

The course of the future of state testing in Oregon is yet to be determined. There
are obviously a lot of political groups that can influence the future direction. However,
the state legislature with its control over funds has the biggest impact on the State
Department of Education’s proposed testing program. Until all the pieces fall into place,

it will be impossible to predict what will happen.

242



Standard 316(2)
Standard 602
Standard 606

Board Policy 3125
Improvement

Oregon — Appendix A

Competence Requirements
Individual Student
Instructional Program

Assessment and Program
(Old Paolicy)

243



Appendix A

Standard 316(2)

(2) Competence Requirements

(a) Each student shall demonstrate competence in:
(A) Reading
(B) Writing
(C) Mathematics
(D) Speaking
(E) Listening
(F) Reasoning

(b) Student Competence:
(A) Shall be verified by measurement of student knowledge and skills or
measurement of student ability to apply that knowledge and skill;
(B) May be verified through alternative means to meet individualized needs;
however, the school district’s standard of performance must not be reduced; and
(C) When wverified in courses, shall be described in planned course statements;
challenge tests and/or other appropriate procedures for verification of
competencies assigned to courses must also be available.

() In developing curriculum and criteria for verification, school districts should be
guided by levels of performance required in life roles.

(dy  Competence in reading, writing, mathematics, speaking, listening and reasoning
shall be recorded on students’ high school transcripts. Competence, when
verified prior to grade 9, shall be recorded on high school transcripts.

Standard 602 Individual Student

The school district shall assure that educational programs and services support all
students as they progress through school. It shall:

(1) Identify each student’s educational progress, needs, and interests related to:
(@ Basic skills attainment of the knowledge and skills expected of students at each
grade, K/l through 8,
(b)  Completion of graduation requirements, and
(c) General educational development;

(2)  Provide instruction consistent with the desired achievement considering the needs
and interests of each student;

(3) Maintain student progress records; and

(4) Report educational progress to parents and students at least annually and as
appropriate in
(a) Basic skills attainment,
(b) Achievement toward the fulfillment of graduation requirements, and
(c) General educational development
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Standard 606 Instructional Program

The school district shall maintain a process for evaluating and improving
instructional programs. It shall:

(1

()

)

(4)

®)

Assess student performance annually in reading, writing and mathematics in at
least two elementary grades and one secondary grade;

Assess student performance on selected program goals in at least language arts,
ma the matics, science and social studies in two elementary grades and one
secondary grade, prior to the selection of district textbooks and other instructional
materials under rule 581-22-520 of these standards;

Utilize appropriate measurement procedures in making such assessments and report
results to the community;

Identify needs based on assessment results and establish priorities for program
improvement; and

Make needed program improvement as identified in the needs identification
process.

Board Policy 3125 Assessment and Program Improvement

To determine the status of student achievement in areas related to State Board goals,
student performance shall be assessed statewide and other types of data shall be
reviewed. These data are to be analyzed for discrepancies between actual and expected
levels of performance. If significant discrepancies exist, they will become a basis for
Board priorities. Statewide assessment also is designed to provide information useful to
school districts in making needed program improvements.
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,. Oregon
Action Plan
for Excellence

Adopted by
State Soard of Education
June 28, 1984

Introduction. . .

Americans live in a world characterized by accel-
erating social change which carries profound
implications for education. While we Oregonians
are justifiably proud of our public school system, we
cannot afford to rest on what has been achieved to
date. If we do, we can no longer assert that we are
doing the job of preparing our children to cope with
the demands they will encounter as adults in the
21st century. The schools of Oregon must equip
students to be adaptable and self-motivated learn-
ers, able to acquire new knowledge and skills long
after formal schooling is completed. The Oregon
Action Plan has been developed in response to
these concerns.

Why Make Changes Now?

Recent studies have shown that students in
Oregon perform better than students nationally on
basic skills tests, have higher levels of achievement
as they leave high school, and those entering
higher education are better prepared than students
nationally. Students in Oregon who have prepared
to enter the labor market directly also get gpod
grades on their performance as new workers. The
general level of education in the state is greater
than the average across the country. Students in
the schools tend to feel good about the education
they are receiving and find schools to be an enjoy-
able and safe place to be.

Although schools in the state should be proud of
such accomplishments, there is room for improve-
ment. The future will demand that Students be
lifelong learners, adapting to new job requirements,
technological developments, and societal changes.
A recent national study indicates that high school
graduates who enter the work force directly need
virtually the same skills and abilities as those going
on to college. The fundamental skills of oral and
written communication, problem solving and com-
prehension of written and mathematical information
are needed for success in adulthood.

In Oregon, evidence points to similar conclu-
sions. Employers have indicated that employees
will need to be retrained as many as five times while
working in one company. Furthermore, Oregon

employers feel that schools must help al students
in applying their school experience to real life situa-

tions and In developing skills and knowledge which
enable them to solve problems on the job.

Another indicator of the need for school
improvement is the concern that Schools are losing
too many students before they graduate. Also of
concern is the percentage of Oregon students
entering college who must take remedial courses in
math and English. Adapting instruction to the lear-
ning needs and characteristics of individual students
must be educators’ highest priority if such prob-
lems are to be alleviated.

Excellence for Every Student

The goal of the Oregon Action Plan for Excel-
lence is to bring about the highest levels of perform-
ance and satisfaction of all students. Excellence is
possible when learners are challenged to go
beyond assumed limits and develop their talents
and abilities to the utmost. Educators and parents
must set high expectations for learning and, in turn,
provide learning opportunities and support neces-
sary for each student to meet those expectations.

Our student population has changed dramat-
ically over the past 30 years. Family mobility, cul-
tural diversity, and the need to serve the
handicapped have increased the complexity of the
schools’ responsibility. However, when education
is truly excellent, it does not vary in quality because
of such variables. The State Board and Superinten-
dent believe the goal of excellence for every stu-
dent represents the highest form of commitment to
equity in education.

Empowering the Schools

Actions to bring about excellence in education
must focus on empowering schools to adapt
instruction to the needs, learning styles and learn-
ing rates of individual students. Furthermore, such
instruction should be directed toward mastery of
understood and agreed-upon goals for learning.
The energy and efforts of both teachers and stu-
dents must be primarily oriented around achieving
the fundamental learning skills and knowledge
which establish a foundation for academic, occupa-
tional. and life success.

Skillful, competent teachers are the key persons
in the schooling process. Actions on the part of
school principals and others must support and
enhance the capabilities of teachers to develop the
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talents and abilities of all learners. The principal’s
role isto provide school leadership, to coordinate
the instructional program, and to create the climate
and Capacity for the self-direction and self-renewal
necessary to achieve excellence.

The school board administrators. other district
personnel (certlficated and classified), and commu-
nity groups all play important roles to support the
key partners in the learning process-the student,
the parent and the teacher. State, regional and local
agencies need to assist local schools in doing their
job by providing guidelines, models, research infor-
mation, technical assistance, Support networks and
financial resources.

Underlying Commitment

The Oregon Action Plan for Excellence estab-
lishes a framework for responding to the problems
and challenges described above, building upon the
existing strengths of the school system.

The State Board of Education, the State Superi-
ntendent of Public Instruction and the Department of
Education are committed to support educational
excellence and effective stewardship of public
funds in partnership with focal efforts. Incentives,
assistance, encouragement, resources and flexibil-
ity will be provided to the maximum extent possible.
Meanwhile, a stable and adequate system of school
finance is essential. The commitment of the State
Superintendent and the State Board to work with
the Governor, Legislature and others toward this
end is set forth as a primary strategy in this plan.

From the 1970s to the 1990s
More Than a Decade of Progress

Since 1972. the State Board and Department of
Education have been moving toward a system
which focuses on student learning as opposed to
he earlier emphasis on methods and means. The
Oregon Action Plan for Excellence fits into a logical
progression toward a student-based educational
system that evolves through cycles of self-correc-
ion and improvement. Simply stated, the system
will specify the results to be expected, periodically
measure performance, take corrective action and
begin the process again.

Setting Goals for 1990

While excellence is a worthwhile goal in the
abstract, the Action Plan has been developed with
he expectation of specific results which can be
been by our citizens and through which the per-
formance of the state’s educational system can be
judged. These goals will specify, for example,” that
by 1990 there will be significant improvement in:

. school productivity
« student achievement in the basic skills

. employer and community satisfaction with stu-
dents and schools

. student and parent satisfaction with schools

. school climate, as evidenced by less van-
dalism, class interruptions and absenteeism

« areduced student dropout rate

The success of the Action Plan will be measured
by how well these and other results are achieved.

Agreeing on Policies which Support the Goals

To guide Oregon schools in achieving the goals
specified above. the State Board of Education has
established the following policies for the Action
Plan—

It is the policy of the State Board of Education
and the Department of Education to:

. Establish standards for public schools
designed to enable all students to successfully
prepare for adult life after high school.

« Establish clear and high learning expectations
for all students, allowing flexible means for stu-
dents to achieve these expectations.

. Increase the capacity, incentives, and support
for school and program improvement to ensure the
best possible learning situation for students.

. Assure Oregonians of the quality of their public
schools.

“The Department will assemble a task force to
develop these goals, and acquire baseline data to
ascertain progress toward the goals.




A Framework for Action

Initial efforts to implement the Board’s broad
policies have been recommended by eight task
forces which represent all major "stakeholder
groups” in Oregon education. The work of these
task forces was grounded in research on school
effectiveness and organizational behavior tested by
the practical experiences of teachers, admin-
istrators and community representatives. The
action statements—which describe the work to be
done-are set forth in the following pages.

The Oregon Action Plan for Excellence estab-
lishes basic expectations for all Oregon schools.
Where excellent programs already exist, they will
be encouraged to continue and grow. At the same
time, the plan establishes a framework for action to
encourage local school districts to move far beyond
basic requirements to provide excellence in educa-
tion for all students.

Actions for Excellence

1.0 Defining What Oregon Students Should
Learn

1.1 Define the State Common Curriculum

The Oregon Department of Education, working
with local school districts and higher education
institutions, shall define the required common cur-
riculum goals for elementary and secondary
schools in terms of the learning skills and knowl-
edge students are expected to possess as a result
of their schooling experience. Goals will be spec-
ified at selected checkpoints.

Curriculum goals for all students shall be spec-
ified in:

(a) Learning skills: reading, writing, speaking,
listening, mathematics, critical thinking, scientific
method, and study skills.

(b) Knowledge and skills in: art, health educa-
tion, language arts, mathematics, science, music,
physical education, social studies, career develop-
ment, personal finance, economics, and computer
literacy.

Local school districts, with assistance from the
Oregon Department of Education, shall be respon-
sible for organizing the curriculum and delivering
instruction to achieve the common curriculum
goals.

1.2 Provide a Comprehensive Curriculum

Local school districts, with assistance from the
Oregon Department of Education, shall provide a
comprehensive instructional program beyond the
common curriculum to advance each student’s per-
sonal, educational and career goals.

The program will include opportunities for expe-
riences in the visual and performing arts, foreign
languages, vocational education and other applied
arts, and advanced courses in the areas covered by
the common curriculum.

Rationale

The statutory responsibilities of the State Board
of Education are clear with respect to its role in
establishing “’a sound comprehensive curriculum.
with particular emphasis on the highest practical
scholarship standards . . .“ (ORS 326.051). The
guarantee of a high quality educational program for
all students forms the cornerstone of the state’s
role in public education.

By taking a stronger role in defining expectations
for student learning, the State Board and Depart-
ment intend to: (1) provide leadership in establish-
ing educational standards commensurate with the
challenges today’s students will encounter in the
future; (2) focus public attention on the essential
outcomes of schooling that are expected of all

students; and (3) mobilize the energies of Oregon

educators to provide learning experiences that
motivate and engage all students.

It is recognized that an overly prescriptive
approach to curriculum policy would deny schools
the flexibility and capacity to capitalize on the
inventiveness of teachers, principals and other
instructional leaders. As research on effective
schooling practices indicates, a strong commitment
to school improvement depends in large part on the
degree of local “ownership” of curriculum deci-
sions and instructional practices. Thus, the intent is
to define learner expectations in ways that allow for
a variety of instructional approaches and options
for local curriculum design. Nevertheless, the state
will test students’ attainment of the skills and
knowledge expected at the major transition points
in schooling to assure that learning expectations
are being met.

Suggested Timeline
1984435 Develop common learning skills

Develop common curriculum in language arts,
math, science, health, and foreign language

1985-87

1987 & beyond Continue to develop comprehensive curricu-
lum guidelines in advance of state textbook
selections

2.0 Increasing Expectations and Incentives for
Student Achievement

2.1 Increase Graduation Requirements

The State Board of Education shall raise the
standards for graduation from high school by
increasing the units of credit required of all students
from 21 to 23 in the following areas of study:

4 units of. English
2 units in mathematics
2 units in science

1 unit in United States history
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1 unit in government and economics

1 unit in world history, geography and culture
1 unit in health

1 unit in physical education

1/2 unitin career development

1/2 unit in personal finance

2 units of required electives in: vocational educa-
tion/applied arts, visual and performing arts or
foreign language

7 additional electives

With expectations of increased performance lev-
els, schools must be increasingly prepared to meet
individual learning needs and abilities. Alternative
methods for meeting graduation requirements may
be planned for the individual student. Methods to be
considered by local school districts include:

(a) Challenge tests for specific courses

(b) Demonstrating achievement of specific goals
through other educational and life experiences.

2.2 Establish an Honors Diploma

In order to challenge students to strive for edu-
cational excellence the state shall award an "hon-
ors” diploma to high school graduates meeting the
following criteria:

(a) A grade point average which indicates supe-
rior achievement

(b) Demonstrated excellence in achievement in
one or more of the following:

(1) academic areas

(2) vocational/applied arts

(3) visual or performing arts.
Rationale

Raising the number of units required for high
school graduation signifies that more effort is
expected of high school students, particularly in the
subject areas of English, math and science. The
complaints of employers and college officials that
high school graduates lack skills in writing, mathe-
matics and logical thinking adds legitimacy to
increasing course requirements in these areas.
Also, findings of the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress for 17-year-olds indicate that
many high school students are poorly prepared in
the fundamentals of literacy and numeracy, as well
as in higher-order reasoning skills. *

Strengthened graduation standards must not
lead to accelerated dropout rates, however. The
challenge to Oregon’s secondary schools is to

employ instructional practices and use new tech-
nologies to help all students succeed in meeting the
revised graduation requirements.

In establishing a state honors diploma, the intent
is to motivate students to strive for higher levels of
educational achievement, recognizing not only
superior performance in traditional academic sub-
jects, but also in vocational and artistic areas.
Suggestad Timeline

1984-85 Consider and adopt changes in high shool
graduation requirements

. Establish state honors diploma for the class of
1985

1985437 Provide assistance with optional ways to meet
requiremants

1987 & beyond Evaluate impact of changes in graduation
requirements

3.0 Measuring and Assessing Student Per-
formance

3.1 Establish Standards and Measure Perform-
ance

The State Board of Education, with the help of
local districts, shall establish standards and mea-
sure student performance at grades 3, 6, 8 and 11
on selected goals in the learning skills and knowl-
edge specified in the common curriculum.

Most school districts currently have a local test-
ing program in place. Every effort will be made to
build the statewide testing program on existing
excellent programs.

3.2 Require Local Testing Programs

Local school districts shall develop and imple-
ment programs for continuous monitoring of stu-
dent progress toward the learning skills and
knowledge specified in the common curriculum so
that students can be assisted in making steady
progress toward meeting the curriculum goals.

Models will be developed by the Oregon Depart-
ment of Education for districts needing assistance
in establishing the local testing program.

3.3 Assess Performance of Eighth Grade Stu-
dents

The test to be administered to all 8th graders will
assess students’ success in mastering the skills
and knowledge necessary to be successful in high
school.

All tests used by the state in assessing student
performance will be developed or selected cooper-
atively with representatives from local districts.

3.4 Monitor Academic Performance of Oregon
Students

The Oregon Department of Education will
monitor the academic performance of Oregon stu-
dents by gathering assessment data from local
school districts and reporting statewide results to
the public.
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Rationale

Accurate information on student achievement of
the learning goals defined by the state serves a
number of purposes: (1) such test results reinforce
the common curriculum, particularly when publicly
reported; (2) information on the general pattern of
student strengths and weaknesses provides guid-
ance for improving curriculum and instruction; (3)
data on individual student performance informs
decisions on meeting learning needs, such as
placement in programs designed to alleviate skill
deficiencies; and (4) test results provide the public
with an accurate accounting of how well students
are achieving.

The proposed approach to statewide assess-
ment will have a direct impact on education in
Oregon because it will send a clear message to
local boards and educators about expectations for
learning, while allowing districts the freedom to
determine how students progress toward them.
Districts should begin to align curriculum ‘and
instruction with these standards, continuous
monitoring of student performance should occur
(beginning in the primary grades), and students
should be assured of learning necessary skills as
they progress toward the standards.

Suggested Timeline

1984-85 Field test basic skills test for all 8th grade
students, Spring 1985

1985-87 Annually test 8th grade students and field
test assessment instruments at other grade
levels

1987 &beyond Conduct annual testing in areas of common
/earning and provide tests for program evalua-
tion matching t he curriculum revision and text-
book selection schedules

4.0 Improving the Effectiveness of Teachers
and Administrators

4.1 Develop Performance Evaluation Systems

Local school districts shall improve the effective-
ness of performance evaluation systems for all
teachers and administrators.

4.2 Establish Staff Development Programs

Local school districts shall develop and imple-
ment effective staff development programs related
to district evaluation systems and school improve-
ment plans.

4.3 Provide Assistance

The Oregon Department of Education shall pro-
vide assistance in efforts to improve the effective-
ness of teachers and administrators by:

(a) developing models for staff compensation
which recognize contributions to improved pro-

gram and school performance, or assumption of
increased responsibilities (e. g., career ladder
plans)

(b) developing models for staff evaluation and
staff development

(c) providing workshops, training and other staff
development efforts

(d) developing a plan for seeking funding for
scholarships and subsidies to encourage outstand-
ing graduates to enter the teaching profession

(e) working with higher education to strengthen
teacher and administrator training programs

(f) supporting research, development and dis-
semination activities focused on effective instruc-
tion.

Rationale

The quality of teachers is a concern that sur-
faces frequently in surveys of public perceptions of
the schools. For example, in the 1983 annual Gallup
poll on education, “difficulty getting good teachers”
and “teachers’ lack of interest” ranked fifth and
sixth among the major problems confronting public
schools. Quality of teaching was given a grade of C
or below by 45 percent of the national sample. The
survey also indicates public dissatisfaction with the
level of teachers’ salaries and the predominant
compensation system. By nearly a two-to-one mar-
gin, the public favored basing a teacher’s pay on
the quality of his or her work, compared with paying
all teachers on a standard-scale basis. Clearly,
public regard for education hinges in large part on
the perceived effectiveness of school personnel.

Many effective teachers and administrators in
Oregon are committed to increasing their profes-
sional knowledge and skills. While these persons
should be saluted, the State Board and Superinten-
dent also believe the quality of instruction and
school administration throughout the state can be
enhanced by providing greater direction and oppor-
tunities for improvement.

The actions listed above address the following
issues and concerns:

. Nonsystematic or incomplete planning of eval-
uation and staff development.

. Cursory or formalistic evaluation rituals which
result in no improvement in personnel perform-
ance.

. Unclear definitions of quality teaching or effec-
tive administration.

. All personnel not being evaluated, with many
having little or no expectation of being helped by
the process.

. Requests for help from teachers seen as
admissions of weakness by some colleagues and
administrators.
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. The general feeling, supported by an inade-
guate compensation system and lack of growth
opportunities for individuals, that an educational
career will not be rewarding or worthwhile.

Solutions to these problems are not sought
through formal mandates; they’re more likely found
in strong local evaluation systems, continued staff
development and adequate compensation sys-
tems. The state’s role is to provide leadership to
promote high standards of quality in teaching and
to assist districts in developing and implementing
systematic evaluation and staff development pro-
grams.

suggasted Timeline

1984-85 Begin to develop and field teat model evalua-
tion, compensation and staff development
programs

1985-87 Develop, evaluate and provide models, guide-

lines assistance

1987 & beyond Continue t0 provide technical assistance and
update models and guidelines

5.0 Improving School Effectiveness

5.1 Establish Educational Standards

The State Board of Education shall redefine the
educational standards used to evaluate schools
and districts, with an emphasis on student perform-
ance.

5.2 Monitor State Standards

The Department of Education shall monitor the
performance of Oregon school districts in meeting
state standards and provide technical assistance to
those districts needing help in meeting standards.

5.3 Develop School Profiles

In addition to the standardization program, the
Department of Education shall furnish each school
district with periodic school profile to assist the
district in its efforts for improvement. Profile infor-
mation shall describe the school ‘and its perform-
ance. The state will describe the basic format and
content with opportunities given to districts to add
information of local interest.

5.4 Give Recognition for Excellence

The Department of Education shall develop a
plan for recognition and awards to schools and
districts for outstanding and exemplary educational
programs which contribute to excellence for
Oregon students.

The Department of Education shall develop a
plan for recognition and awards to individuals
throughout Oregon who have made outstanding
contributions to student achievement and educa-
tional excellence.

5.5 Encourage Local District Initiative

In order to encourage local district initiative in
striving for excellence, the Department of Educa-
tion shall:

. Develop plans for freeing districts from the
constraints of standards which may inhibit
creativity and initiative in