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There are many eval uation nodels around. The only
justification for creating another is that it may nake the
eval uator’s work easier or nore insightful. The word node
refers to an ideal plan, which, if followed, would result in
t he best possible evaluation. The connotation is that it wll
ensure that even a dull evaluator will do a good eval uati on.
Instead, it seenms that existing nodels are either hopel essly
el aborate or too general to be helpful in specific situations.
Ei ther of these deficiencies places nore responsibility on the
evaluator. |If the nodel is too el aborate, the eval uator nust
deci de which el enments are essential and which can be safely
omtted. |If the nodel is over-sinplified, the eval uator nust
be cl ever enough to put neaning on the barebones.

The aut hors of various eval uation nodels, (Al kin, 1969;
Hammond, undated; Provus, 1969; Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam
1971) have not told us exactly what to do but have stinul ated
our thinking about what eval uation ought to include. The
pur pose of this paper is this nore nodest goal. A checkli st

for evaluating | arge-scale assessnent is offered to prompt

eval uators to ask gquestions and seek effects in areas they

m ght otherwi se have m ssed. It should be nore hel pful than a

general nodel because it is nore specific.

In addition to inproving the evaluation of assessnent, a
secondary purpose exists. Know ng what an eval uati on of an
assessnent program ought to entail should be hel pful to
assessnment staff. Not only could they nore effectively
mar shal | their arguments and docunentation, but the eval uation

guidelines in this paper could foster self-study.

I wish to thank ny colleague, Dr. Gene A ass, for his careful reading of
outlines and a draft of this paper. Special thanks are also due to Drs. Mary
Anne Bunda and Jarmes R Sanders of the Western Mchigan Faculty and to D
WIlliam Quinn of their staff for editorial and substantive suggestions.
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At the heart of this paper, after sonme prelimnary
di scussion, is a checklist for evaluating assessnment. A
checklist is proposed rather than a nodel because a checkli st
is nore down-to-earth and practical. A checklist can be used
to make sure that all potential categories are considered but
all ows the evaluator to focus on those that are nost salient

for judging a specific assessnment program

Previ ew of Assessnent Checkl i st

The checklist for evaluating assessnents has these mgjor

cat egori es:

Goal s and Purpose

Techni cal Aspects

Managenent

I nt ended and Uni ntended Effects
Cost s

a K w D E

Full explication of these topics, with inmportant subcategories
and criteria, is given later in the paper. The conplete
checklist is presented in Table 4 on page 25. Briefly, the
eval uati on of assessnment goals includes consideration of

soci al significance and feasibility. Technical aspects
include content validity of tests, the appropriateness of
sanpling procedures, and the tailoring of reports for specific
audi ences. Managenent refers to operations of the assessnent;
subcat egories include sub-contractors and fornmative
evaluation. The effects category is discussed froma nunber
of different aspects — not only what effects m ght be but how
to | ook for them Exanples of effects would be increased

teacher loathing of tests or increased |legislative funding for
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a new math curriculum The cost category includes item zing
costs in dollars, hours, and attitudes. U timte judgenents
about costs and benefits are discussed in the final section of
t he paper follow ng the checkli st.

Sources for the Checklist

Al t hough the useful ness of this paper will depend on the
uni que insights it provides for evaluating assessnents, it
woul d be foolish to start from scratch. Existing evaluation
nodel s are not i mediately applicable to evaluating
assessnents; but, if properly translated, they already contain
many of the inportant elenments that one would wi sh to include
in an eval uation of assessment. Al nost any nodel, if studied
in the assessment context, would add to our eval uation schemn
for assessnent.

The purpose of this section of the paper is to review
three existing evaluation frameworks: Stufflebeanmis Meta-
Evaluation Criteria (1974a), Scriven's Checklist for the
Eval uati on of Products, Procedures, and Proposals (1974), and
St ake’ s Table of Contents for a Final Evaluation Report
(1969). The purpose of this review is to acknow edge how rnuch
t he groundwork has already been laid for evaluating public
service prograns (see al so, Sanders and Nafzinger, 1976) and
toillustrate the additional steps needed to apply these
schema to assessnent.

Before discussing the applicability of these frameworks
for the evaluation of assessnent progranms, one point should be
made. These three sets of evaluation categories in Tables 1,
2, and 3 were devised by their authors for different purposes.

None were intended for evaluation of assessnent prograns.
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There is some awkwardness in applying each to the eval uation
of an assessnent, since assessnent is both the object of an
eval uati on and an evaluation activity itself. The Scriven and
St ake outlines should be read as if assessnent were the
educational activity being evaluated. Stufflebeam s Meta-
Eval uation criteria are for the evaluation of eval uation.
Stuffl ebeami s framework is unlike the other two in that
is was not intended for judging ordinary educational
endeavors. It was neant to be used to eval uate eval uati ons.
Though it would be a grave m stake to equate eval uati on and
assessnent, assessnent is nonethel ess an eval uation activity.
Hence, the Stufflebeamcriteria are generally applicable to
t he eval uation of assessments. These criteria are summarized
in Table 1.

Table 1

Stuffl ebeam s Meta-Evaluation Criteria

Techni cal Adequacy Criteria

A. Internal Validity: Does the assessnment? design

unequi vocal |y answer the question it was intended to
answer ?

B. External Validity: Do the assessment results have

the desired generalizability? Can the necessary
extrapol ations to other popul ati ons, other program
condi tions, and other tines be safely made?

C. Reliability: Are the assessnent data accurate and

consi stent ?

D. Obj ectivity: Wuld other conpetent assessors agree
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on the conclusion of the assessnent?

1. Utility Criteria

A Rel evance: Are the findings relevant to the

audi ences of the assessnent?

B. | nport ance: Have the nost inportant and significant

of the potentially relevant data been included in

t he assessnent ?

C. Scope: Does the assessnent information have adequate

scope”?

D. Credibility: Do the audi ences view the assessnent as

val id and unbi ased?

E. Tineliness: Are the results provided to the

audi ences when they are needed?

F. Per vasi veness: Are the results dissem nated to al

of the intended audi ences?

I11. Efficiency Criterion

| s the assessnent cost-effective in achieving the

assessnent results?

aNot e the substitution of assessnent as the object of the
Met a- Eval uation. Assessnment is not evaluation, but it may be

consi dered an evaluation activity.

Note: Table 1 derived from Stufflebeam 1974 (a).

A creditable job of evaluating assessnent could be done
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by followng Stufflebeanmis outline. Sone of Stufflebeans
criteria could be used as they are. For exanple, Tineliness
and Scope are sub-categories in the Assessnent Checklist and
have essentially the sane neaning as Stufflebeam gave them
The Internal Validity criteria, however, would have to include
a number of assessnent issues that are not imediately
obvi ous, such as the content validity of assessnent materials.
A nore serious difficulty in using only the Stuffl ebeam
criteria is sonme apparent om ssions. For exanple, the
“utility” criteria neglect negative side-effects. This is not
to suggest that Stuffl ebeam would overl ook themin his own
wor k; indeed, he has not when conducting actual eval uations
(House, Rivers, and Stufflebeam 1974). But a novice m ght
make this error if he did not understand the full inplication
of what was nmeant by “utility”. Hopefully, then reducing such
ri sks justifies developing a new plan for eval uati on when
ot her schenes al ready exi st.

The Scriven Checklist (1974) in Table 2 has greatly
i nfluenced the content of this paper as well as the decision
to adopt a checklist format. |If conscientiously applied, the
Scriven Checklist would result in good eval uation of an
assessnment program Once again, however, many of the
i nportant considerations are inplicit rather than explicit.
Scriven’s Need category refers to the social inportance of a
program The eval uator nust determ ne real need not just
audi ence receptivity. After all “snake oil is salable”
(Scriven, 1974, p.13). Scriven' s el aborations of the need
criterion also includes the requirenent of uniqueness. A need
di m nishes in inmportance if it is already served by other
prograns. Checkpoints for inportance and uni queness are

subsunmed in Assessnent Checklist by eval uation of goals.
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Table 2

Scriven’s Checklist for Evaluating Products, Procedures, and

Proposal s

1. Need (Justification)
Need nust be inportant and not served by other
progr ans.

2. Mar ket (di ssem nability)
Many needed products are unsal able. Mist be
mechani sms for reaching intended nmarket.

3. Performance (True Field Trials)
Try out the final product in typical setting with

real users.



8

4. Performance (True Consumner)
Who are the real recipients? (Don’t focus on
teachers, legislators, and state departnment and m ss
parents, taxpayers, enpl oyers.)
5. Performance (Critical Conparisons)
Woul d anot her program be nore successful or |ess
costly (e.g., district-initiated testing prograns)?
6. Performance (Long- Term
Long-l asting effects.
7. Performance (Side-Effects)
Uni nt ended effects.
8. Per f ormance (Process)
What goes on when the product is inplemented (e.g.,
t eacher anxiety, student enjoynent, parent
i nvol vement ) ?
9. Per f ormance (Causati on)
Are the observed effects really due to the product?
(Woul d the | egislature have nade those sane
appropriations anyway?)
10. Performance (Statistical Significance)
Are the effects considered in the above criteria
real or due to sanpling error?
11. Performance (Educational Significance)
Synt hesis of itenms 1-10.
12. Costs and Cost-Effectiveness
Psychic as well as dollar costs.
13. Extended Support
Systematic continuing procedure for upgrading

pr oduct .

Note: Table 2 derived from Scriven, 1974.



Scriven’s Market checkpoint is distinguished from need.
Sonme things |ike safety belts are needed but are sal abl e.
Much of what is inplied by Scriven’s Market criterion
corresponds to Stuffl ebeanis Dissem nability. Elenments of
this issue energe on the Assessnent Checklist in both the
Technical and Effects categories. Reporting is a technical
matter but is also related to whether assessnent results are
used by their intended audi ences.

Scriven suggests eight perfornmance categories that, when
conmbi ned with Market and Need, are the basis for judging the
nost i nportant checkpoint, Educational Significance. In
general, Scriven has focused on effects. There appears to be
little concern for what Scriven (1967) earlier referred to as
intrinsic or secondary evaluation, that is, judging the design
of a program Intrinsic evaluation in this context would
i nclude many of the technical criteria and sone of the

managenent consi derations proposed in the Assessnent

Checklist. Instead, Scriven has focused on questions of
program or product “payoff.” O course, technical criteria
are failed, effects will be near zero or negative. Certainly

Scriven would not mss technical errors or managenent
inefficiency. Nonetheless, there is sone nerit to making
these requirenments explicit so that others will not mss them
Stake’s (1969) Table of Contents for Final Eval uation
Report, Table 3, provides a | arger perspective than is
suggested by the other two schema. Rather than just proposing
what kinds of information should be collected and judged,
St ake has suggested sonme prelimnary activities that ought to
occupy the evaluators, e.g., determning the goals of the

evaluation. One is rem nded that if one were applying the
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Scriven Checklist or the Stufflebeam Criteria, there would be

sonme additional activities required for begi nning and endi ng

t he eval uati on.

Table 3

St ake’ s Table of Contents for a Final Evaluation Report

Obj ectives of the Eval uation

A

W

Audi ences to be served by the eval uation (assessnent
staff, legislators, public).
Deci si ons about the program antici pated.

Rati onal e, bias of eval uators.

Speci fication of Program (Assessnent)

Educati onal Phil osophy behind the program

Subj ect matter.

Learni ng obj ectives, staff ainms (assessnent

obj ectives).

| nstructional procedures, tactics, nedia.
Students (Students, teachers, district personnel who
participate in the assessnent).

| nstructional and conmunity setting.

St andards, bases for judging quality (in the
assessnment context those would be criteria for
eval uating the assessnment rather that performance

standards in the instruments thensel ves).

Program Qut cones

A

Opportunities, experiences provided.
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B. Student gains and | osses (effects on the educati onal
system.
C. Si de effects and bonuses.

D. Costs of all Kkinds.

| V. Rel ati onshi ps and | ndi cators
A. Congruencies, real and intended (a report of all
congruence between what was intended and what was
actually observed).
B. Conti ngenci es, causes and effects.
C. Trend lines, indicators, and conparisons.

V. Judgenments of Worth

A. Val ue of outcones.
B. Rel evance of objectives to needs.
C. Usef ul ness of eval uation information gathered

(significance and inplications of the findings).

Note: Table 3 derived from St ake, 1969.

Much of the Stake outline is redundant with what has
al ready been discussed. An evaluator using Scriven's
performance checkpoints or Stake's outcone categories woul d
focus on the sane considerations. Stake does nmake explicit
the identification of standards, although this can be inferred
from Scriven as well. Stake' s specification of the program
section includes sone descriptive elenments which are not in

t he other frameworks and whi ch have |i kewi se been excl uded
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fromthe Assessnent Checklist and placed in a preparatory
section. In the Relationships and Indicators portion, Stake
goes further than Scriven in suggesting that effects be |inked
to program transactions.
In addition to the three general franmeworks reviewed,
exi sting eval uati ons of assessnent prograns were studied to
gl ean specific criteria for judging assessnents. The
following reports were read, sone in rough draft:
The 1974 site visit evaluation of National Assessnent
(“An eval uation of the NAEP", 1974);

The 1975 site visit evaluation of National Assessnent
(“An eval uation of the NAEP’, 1975);

G eenbaunmi s study of NAEP (in press);

House, Rivers, and Stuffl ebeami s Assessnent of the
M chi gan Accountability System (1974);

The M chigan State Departnent Response to the House et
al, evaluation (“Staff response”, 1974);

Stuffl ebeanis response to the response (1974 [Db]);

Mur phy and Cohen’s article on the M chigan experience
(1974);

A legislative evaluation of Mnnesota's Assessnment
(“M nnesota”, 1975);

The response of the M nnesota Assessnent Staff (“Response
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to the senate”, 1975);

A staff report to the Florida House Committee on

Education (“Staff report to the conmmttee”, 1976);

Bl ue ribbon Panel report on Statew de Pupil Testing in

New York State (in press);

Woner and Lehmann’s eval uation of Oregon’s Assessment
(1974).

Conpl ete reference for these works are given in the
bi bl i ography.

I ndi vi dual reports are referenced in the text when they

provi de substantiation or elaboration of a particular topic.

Preparatory Activities

I n any evaluation there are activities which nust precede
judging nmerit. This section describes the follow ng
preparatory activities.

Staffing the Eval uation

Defining the Purpose of the Eval uation

| dentifying Strategies for Data Collection
Descri bing the Assessnent Program

Modi fyi ng the Checkli st

Staffing the Eval uation

Eval uat ors ought to be know edgeabl e about all aspects of
an assessnent. d ancing ahead to the checklist suggests nany

of the areas in which evaluators nust be conpetent to make
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judgenents. Evaluators should understand i ssues of test
construction and sanpling. Equally inmportant is the ability
of evaluators to judge social utility. Sixteen courses in
measurenent and statistics will not guarantee such insights.

Experts who possess all of the necessary know edge are
hard to find. A team approach may be used to ensure that
vari ous kinds of expertise are represented. | was a nenber of
the 1975 site-visit team appointed by the National Center for
Education Statistics to evaluate National Assessnment. The
menbership of that team was strikingly diverse. Five of the
ni ne menbers were not educationists. | was the only nenber of
the team who could be identified with the traditional
measur enent - assessnent community. O her nmenbers of the team
contri buted perspectives and know edge that | did not have.
David Wal | ace fromthe University of Chicago and David Farrel
of Harvard were experts in data analysis and conputer
utilization. Martin Frankel from the National Opinion
Research Center played this sanme role but al so poured over the
details of NAEP s national sanple and research operations;
Frederick Hays fromthe Fund for the City of New York knew
nor e about the managenment of | arge-scal e bureaucracies than
nost academ ci ans coul d ever hope to know. Maureen Webster
from Syracuse Educati onal Policy Research Center and Nornman
Johnson of Carnegie-Mellon University had remarkabl e
perspectives on national politics and could coment on which
NAEP activities were likely to affect public policy and how.

Di versity has sone drawbacks, of course. It’s expensive
to buy. 1In the NAEP exanple cited, sonme diversity m ght well
have been traded for a deep study of a |ess varied team
Al so, not having shared assunmptions may make cooperation

difficult. But this liability is also a strength since it
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protects agai nst bias or narrow vision.

Though eval uators nust be technically conpetent, there is
a danger in selecting assessnment experts to eval uate
assessnent. Assessors are likely to be philosophically
committed to assessnment. Others in the eval uation-nmeasurenent
communi ty have decided that testing is fundanmentally harnful.
It would be difficult to find many who were technically
trai ned who did not already have | eanings or biases in one
direction or the other. These judges may be so commtted to
their beliefs about the value of assessnents that they can be
counted on only to discrimnate degrees of goodness and
badness. Overall judgenents of the social utility of
assessnment progranms may nore appropriately be left to judges
who are | ess professionally and philosophically committed to a
particul ar view on assessnent.

A met hod of evaluation has little validity if the
conclusions it generates depend on the personal bias of the
eval uators conducting it. Care nust be taken fromthe outset
to ensure both the validity and credibility of the eval uation.
A first step is to identify biases of potential evaluators.
| deal |y, we should be able to identify those who favor
assessnent and those who do not in the sane way that
Republ i cans are distinguished fromthe Denocrats or that the
Republ i cani sm of Gol dwater is different from Rockefeller’s.
Sonme affiliations for or against assessnment are public
knowl edge, sonme are subtle or unconsci ous and cannot be
identified, but sone are ones that the evaluators thensel ves
woul d accede to. At the very |east, candi dates should be
asked to rate thensel ves on the pro-assessnent anti-assessnent
conti nuum Then, an evaluation team should be conposed to

bal ance points of view. Evaluators of different persuasions
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m ght work together to reach consensus or m ght function as
adversaries using a judicial or adversary approach. In his
paper on Evaluation Bias and Its Control, Scriven (1975)
recommended a “doubl e-team ng” approach whereby two eval uators
(or teans) work independently and then critique each other’s
reports.
There are many public and private conpl aints about the
bi ases of the blue-ribbon panel of experts who eval uated the
M chi gan Accountability System (House, et al., 1974). Murphy
and Cohen (1974) characterized the evaluators as foll ows.
House has attacked the basic ideas behind accountability,
and | ast summer he hel ped NEA develop its anti-
accountability platform Rivers has witten about the
evils of culturally biased tests; and Stufflebeamis an
expert on evaluation and a stickler for research design
(p. 66)
Al t hough they m ght disapprove of these one-line sumari es,
House and Rivers would probably | ocate thenselves at the
“skeptical -about-testing” end of the conti nuum The
characterization of Stufflebeamis nost off the mark; he would
probably say he was the pro-testing voice on the panel. One
way to reduce these conplaints, however, would have been to
identify these philosophical differences in advance.
The eval uators had a contract with NEA and MEA to
prohi bit censorship of their reports. But, they had no
def ense against the claimthat they were hand-pi cked by the
NEA to represent its point of view. One good protection would
have been to invite the assessnent staff or some other pro-
assessnment group (which the NEA is not) to nom nate half the
eval uation team M guess is that they would have sel ected

Stuffl ebeam or sonmeone very nmuch |ike him but such post hoc
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specul ation is not as good as providing the guarantees at the
out set .

Simlar problens mght arise if the Oregon State
Departnment tried to quiet hostile anti-testers with the recent
formati ve evaluation of their assessnment. The eval uation was
conducted by Frank Wonmer and Irv Lehmann, who are inveterate
assessors. Their pro-assessnment affiliation—as well as the
fact that they conducted a formative eval uati on and never
meant to question the existence of the assessnent—-woul d hardly
be pal atable to those who believe the assessnent does nore
har m t han good.

Detecting and controlling bias is not sinple. Perhaps we
need an inventory to adm nister to potential evaluators. It
could test know edge and attitudes including questions such
as, “Are you nore |ike Bob Ebel or Jim Pophan?” 1t’s the kind
of inventory that would have to be validated using known
groups. Itens would be retained if they hel ped identify
clusters such as Bob Evel and Frank Woner, Ernie House and Bob
St ake, or Wendell Rivers and Jane Mercer.

Anot her possibility is to select evaluators for their
disinterest and train themin the technical issues. Scriven
(1975) pointed out that the federal General Accounting O fice
i s independent enough to be above suspicion though they may
currently lack the expertise for conducting evaluation. 1In a
simlar context, he nentioned Al an Post, California s non-
parti san Legislative Analyst. M coll eague, Gene G ass, was
recently an expert witness in a trial involving the
interpretation of test results. He was inpressed with the
ability of two bright |Iawers to grasp the technical issues
and use the information after brief but intensive instruction.

These exanpl es make the idea of selecting evaluators who are
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not technically trained seempromsing. |t should certainly
be considered for a | arge-scal e eval uati on.

Defining the Purpose of the Eval uation

Specifying the purpose of an evaluation makes it nore
likely that the purpose will be accomplished. This point has
been di scussed at length in the evaluation literature and wl|
not be bel abored here. The reader should beware, of course,

t hat we now have to keep straight the goals of the eval uation,
the goals of the assessnment being evaluated, and the goals of
t he educati onal system bei ng assessed.

The purpose of the evaluation will determ ne how the
eval uation is conducted, what information is collected, and
how it will be reported. Stake (1969) wote that identifying
goal s of the evaluation involves recognizi ng audi ences and the
ki nds of questions to be answered. One technique for
acconplishing this is to sinulate sone possible conclusions
and try them out on intended audi ences. Wuld legislators
want to know about recomrended changes in test scoring or that
ot her assessnent prograns obtain twice as nuch information for
hal f as much noney? Do classroomteachers want to know if the
tests really nmeasure what they are purported to neasure or if
t he assessnment shoul d be nade every five years instead of
t hree?

One of the nobst inportant clarifications of purpose is
the formati ve-summative distinction. Scriven (1967)
originally coined the terns to distinguish between eval uati ons
designed primarily to identify strengths and weaknesses for
i mprovenent (formative evaluation) and those intended to pass
an overall judgment on a program (summative eval uation).

Al t hough Scriven (1974) subsequently stated that *good
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formati ve eval uation involves giving the best possible
simulation of a summtive evaluation” (p.9), the intention of
the two types of evaluation is fundanentally different.

Eval uators engaged in a summtive evaluation are nore |ikely
to call into question the existence of the whole enterprise.
Formative evaluators are nore likely to assune the project’s

continuance and | ook for ways to correct weaknesses.

|dentifyving Strategies for Data Coll ecti on

Havi ng deci ded on the evaluation’s purpose, the
eval uators nmust plan their work. Hopefully, the checkli st
explicated in this paper will serve to determ ne what kinds of
i nformation ought to be collected. There are, however, sone
over-arching i ssues about how i nformation is gathered.

The wel |l -known eval uation of the M chigan Accountability
System (House, et al., 1974) was based on the exam nation of
written docunents and on testinony of various representatives
of the educational system Hearings were also used in New
York by Webster, M|l mn, and Gordon (1974) to study the
effects of statewi de pupil testing. Their findings were
combined with results of a survey of college adm ssions
of ficers regarding the useful ness of the regents’ exam nations
and a thorough analysis of testing costs. Two evaluations of
Nati onal Assessnent have used site-visits. G eenbaum (in
press) studied NAEP by review ng transcripts of the founding
conferences and by interview ng NAEP staff. |In Florida, staff
for the House Committee on Education (“Staff report,” 1976)
interviewed teachers and adm nistrators froma random sanpl e
of ten school districts to identify issues in education.
Accountability and assessnment was one of the areas probed.

| nstructional prograns are hard to evaluate, but there is
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still the possibility that with the right conbination of tests
and observations it will be possible to docunent program
effects. The effects of assessnent are nore el usive.
Eval uations of assessnment will necessarily draw heavily on
opi ni on surveys. This is risky. Opinions may be fairly
accurate reflections of feelings about an assessnent but nay
not be very good indicators of other kinds of effects.
Somewhere in an educational research text was the observation
t hat survey research is good for many things, but finding out
whi ch teaching nmethod is best is not sonething one answers
with a survey.

Eval uators will have to plan strategies so as not to mss
effects. Some suggestions are given in the effects section of

the checklist. Scriven's (1974) nodus operandi nethod may be

call ed for, searching for clues as Sherlock Hol mes woul d have.
Per haps one coul d juxtapose rel ease of assessnment results and
gover nnent spending or study the relationship between sending
home pupil test scores and the incidence of unrequested parent
visits to school. 1In the case of the Col eman report (1966),
one would try to establish its effects on the funding of
conpensatory education by first interview ng politicians. Ask
what facts they believe are “proven” or are “comon know edge”
regardi ng equality of educational opportunity. Ask for
sources they know of that substantiate these facts or ask
their legislative aides. Go to the materials they identify
and seek their sources in turn. Although it oversinplifies
the nethod, we could say that the nore frequently Col eman
appears in these bibliographies the greater the inpact of that
report on conpensatory funding. A simlar “search for
connections” m ght be used to |link the decline in SAT scores

with the reinstatenent of freshman renedial witing courses.
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This issue was not saved for the effects section of the
paper since sone decisions have to be made early on. Because
opinions are likely to be an inportant source of information,
evaluators will have to decide whomto talk to and when
Scriven (1974) argued convincingly that the evaluator ought to
search for effects wi thout know ng what the effects were
supposed to be; thereby, his search would be | ess biased.

Such goal -free evaluation m ght be particularly difficult in
t he assessnent case since a nunber of persons wll want to
tal k about goals, though this could be saved for |ast.

Exam ning test materials and reports will not suffice since
j udgnents about the adequacy of materials will depend on
purposes. This point is given considerable attention later in
t he paper. A conmprom se which Scriven agrees to is that

eval uators may begin goal-free and |ater switch to a goal -
based approach. This would allow detection of unintended as
well as intended effects. Then the evaluator could pursue
program purposes and intents. To this end, the Assessnent
Checklist could be modified to consider effects first.

Each datum col | ect ed about an assessnent programis
fallible. The best procedure to ensure a fair evaluation is
to cross-check each opinion with other data sources. Qur
strategies should be nuch Iike that of investigative reporting
now made fanmous by Whodward and Bernstein (1976). |If a
teacher testifies that all her children cried when they took
the test, verify the effect. Don’'t just ask another teacher
if her children cried-though a random sanpl e of teachers m ght
be appropriate. Check the story with representatives from
other levels in the system Interview children or watch while
a test is given.

Eval uators should collect informati on by nore than one
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met hod to bal ance the errors of a single nmethod. In the now
classic volume on Unobtrusive Measures, Webb et al. (1966)

referred to this safeguard as “triangul ation”:
... The nost persuasive evidence cones through a
triangul ati on of neasurenment processes. If a
proposition can survive the onslaught of a series of
i nperfect nmeasures, with all their irrelevant error,
confidence should be placed on it. (P.3)

I n addition, the evaluation design should be flexible enough

to allow for the identification of additional data sources to

corroborate the data collected in the first round.

Descri bing the Assessnment Program

The Assessnent Checklist is a set of categories for
j udgi ng assessnent prograns. But, evaluation is not only
judging. It has a large descriptive conponent. Sone
eval uation theorists have, at sone tines, argued that
evaluation is only description-—-providing information to the
deci si on-maker; they have argued that the application of
st andards and val ues ought to be left to the reader
(Stufflebeam 1971; Stake, 1973). | have taken the | arger
view that the eval uator nust provide judgenents as well as
facts. But, description is essential in either case.

Eval uation reports should include a narration about the
follow ng aspects of assessnent:

Hi story

Rati onal e and Purpose

Devel opment

Procedures

Di ssem nati on of Results

These descriptions will be needed by many readers as a context
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for the judgenments that follow. Narration will also be
i nportant for better informed readers (like assessnent staff)
to establish that the evaluators knew what it was they were
judging. Sone disagreenents about judgenents may be traced to
m si nformati on about operations or purpose.

| f the evaluators have decided to begin their study goal -
free, nost of the descriptive informati on except procedures
should be held until after the study of effects. But, in the
final report, context information should be presented first.

Hi story includes: The testing prograns and ot her
educational indicators available before the assessnent;
prelimnary commttee work to create the assessnent;
| egi slation; inplenmentation schedule; and the current stage of
t he assessnent in the total chronol ogy.

Rati onal e and Purpose should include an account of why

t he assessnent was instituted. An exanple of assessnent
purpose is this excerpt fromFlorida Statutes (Section 229, 57
(2)) describing legislative intent:

(a) To provide for the establishment of educati onal
accountability in the public educational system of
Fl ori da;

(b) To assure that education progranms operated in
the public schools of Florida Iead to the attai nnent of
est abl i shed obj ectives for education;

(c) To provide information for accurate anal ysis of
the costs associated with public education prograns; and

(d) To provide information for analysis of the

differential effectiveness of instructional prograns.

Anot her exanple is taken fromthe Teacher’s Manual for the
California Second and Third Grade Readi ng Test:
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The purpose of the state testing legislation is to
determ ne the effectiveness of education in
California. The California Assessnent Programis to
provide the public, the |egislature, and school
districts with information for evaluating the
strengt hs and weaknesses of educational prograns.
State testing is not designed to neet classroom
needs for individual pupil diagnosis. In order to
provide reliable individual diagnostic information,
tests for each pupil would have to be much | onger
t han those used in this progrant even with | onger
tests there still mght be |less than one-to-one
correspondence between the objectives of the tests
and the objectives of a particular school for
district. Diagnostic testing is, therefore, a
responsibility of the school district. (Teachers’
Manual , 1974, p.1)
| f course, there are purposes that are not acknow edged
in assessnment docunents. Unofficial purposes will enmerge as
eval uators contact various assessment constituents.
Devel opnent of the assessment is the history of

i npl enmentation: hiring assessnent staff, identifying
educati onal goals, specifying objectives, selecting
subcontractors, test construction, field testing, and review
panels. Many of the devel opment activities will be judged by
technical criteria in the checklist. Mst evaluators wl]l
find it clearer to conbine descriptions and judgnents in their
reports. In the process of their evaluation, however,
t horough descriptions will precede judgnent.

Procedures are the nost observabl e aspects of the

assessnent . Procedures refers to the distribution of tests or
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proctors, children taking practice tests, teachers coding
bi ographi cal data, children taking tests or perform ng
exerci ses, and machi ne scoring of instrunents.

Di ssemi nation of results will be an inportant part in

j udgi ng assessnment usefulness. 1In the descriptive phase,

“Di ssem nation of results” means identifying which kind of
information is rel eased to which audiences and in what form
What are the typical channels for dissem nation of results
after they | eave the assessnent office? Do principals pass
information on to teachers? What is the frequency and tone of
newspaper stories. (lncidentally, | recomrend that
assessnments insitute a clipping service. Select a
representative sanple of 10 newspapers in the state and save

any articles pertaining to assessnment. Do not save only those
articles that are exanples of journalistic abuses. |If such a
file is not avail able, evaluators will have to do sone

archi val work.)

Modi fyi ng the Checkli st
In the introduction to this paper, | argued that

eval uati on nodels had to be “translated” to determ ne what
they inplied in a specific evaluation context. A method
proposed specifically for evaluating assessnent requires |ess
translation. But, there are still unique eval uation purposes
and features of the assessnent being eval uated which require
sonme special tailoring of the plan.

The best way to use the Assessnment Checklist is to review
t he categories and specify what each nmeans in a specific
assessnment context. Some subcategories may be omtted if they
do not apply. However, these same categories nmay be

reinstated if early data collection suggests they are rel evant
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after all.

The categories of my checklist are not discrete. They
interact and give each other neaning. This problemis present
in the Scriven and Stuffl ebeam frameworks, but it is
exacerbated by the effort here to be nore specific. 1In the
1975 eval uati on of NAEP, Maury Johnson (“An eval uation of the
NAEP, ” 1975) outlined three sets of evaluation questions
appropriate for evaluating any assessnment program

...mssion, quality, and efficiency. The first set

asks what the project is trying to acconplish in

relation to what it could contribute to the Nation’s

wel | -being. The second exam nes how wel |l current

intentions are being realized, as reflected in the

gquantity and quality of products. The third set

concerns the costs of these benefits and how wel |

the project is run as an organi zation. Thus, the

proj ect can be viewed froma social and

phi | osophi cal standpoint, froma technical

st andpoi nt, and from an econoni ¢ and managenment

st andpoi nt. (P.2)
These categories are conprehensive and distinct. The |evel of
conceptualization is so synthesized that goals and attai nnents
appear as one category. Still, these grand sets of questions
inply nost of the finer entries in the Assessnent Checkli st.
The difficulty is that the nore specific one becones, the
harder it is to separate the categories—order them keep them
from overl appi ng and i nteracting.

The nost serious and pervasive interaction in the
checklist is that of purpose with technical adequacy.
Questions of sanmpling or test construction have to be

considered in |ight of purposes or uses. Measurenent texts
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al ways carry the adage that validity is not a property of a
test, but of a use of a test. It is for this reason that
goal -free evaluators may study effects wi thout know ng

pur poses but nust be infornmed about goals before they judge
t echni cal adequacy.

The checklist is arranged in an apparently sensible
order. An evaluator may proceed in a different order or do
several things at once. The best way to use the checklist is
to becone famliar with the major categories so as to decide
how t hese i ssues or conbinations of issues ought to be
addressed in a particular evaluation. It will serve its
purpose well if an inportant area is probed that m ght
ot herwi se be omtted.

Usi ng the Checkli st

&oal s _and Pur poses
Kind of Goal s
Bel ow are outlined possible purposes for an assessnent

programwth illustrations of ways in which the assessnent
desi gn should be nodified to serve each purpose.

Pupi | diagnosis is the nost nol ecul ar purpose of testing.

It means at |east finding out what an individual child s
strengt hs and weaknesses are. In a nore specialized sense, it
means finding out what kinds of errors are nade so as to
prescribe renedi ati on. For this purpose, classroomteachers
shoul d not give tests to find out what they already know.  For
exanpl e, suppose we have an ol d-fashioned readi ng test of 50
items. |If a child s teacher can predict accurately that the
child will mss 20 and get 20 correct but is unsure about the

remai ni ng 10, the best use of assessnent time (for this
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purpose) is to adm nister those 10 itens—or better still 20 or
30 items of the sane type. 1In this way, the teacher wl
acquire new i nformati on about what this child is able to do
and may even have enough information to notice consistent

errors.

Table 4

A Checklist for Eval uating Assessnment

1. Goal s and Purpose

Ki nds of Goal s Criteria for Judging
Goal s
Pupi | di agnosis | nport ance
Pupi|l Certification Uni queness
Program eval uati on Feasibility
program i nprovenent Scope

program sel ection
Resource al |l ocation

Accountability
Resear ch

2. Techni cal Aspects

Tests
criterion-referenced vs. normreferenced
content validity
cul tural bias
enpirical validity
reliability

Sanmpl i ng

Adm ni stration of tests
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Reporti ng
data anal ysi s
different reports for different audi ences

reliability

3. Managenent
Pl anni ng
Docunent ati on of process
Formative eval uation
Per sonne
Support services
Subcontractors
Ef fecti ve deci sion-maki ng procedures
Equal Opportunity
Redress of grievances

Ti mel i ness

4. I nt ended and Uni ntended Effects
Peopl e and Groups Who May Be Affected
St udent s
Teachers
Par ent s
Princi pal s
District Superintendent
District curriculum specialists
Regi onal personnel
State curriculum experts
State | egislators
St ate governors
Taxpayers

Enmpl oyers
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Special interest groups
Resear chers

Ki nds of Effects
Qut cone and process effects

| medi ate and long-termeffects

Opi ni ons
Deci si ons
Laws

Resource all ocati on
Ef fects of assessnent technol ogy

5. Cost s
Dol | ar s
Ti me

Negative effects

The difficulty in serving this purpose along with others
is that the 30-itemtest that one child should take is not the
same as the one the next child shoul d take.

Pupil certification is another general purpose for

testing individual students. Tests used for this purpose nust
necessarily be the same for every individual and may produce
results that are redundant to the classroomteacher. The
redundancy i s necessary to obtain the external verification of
achi evenent. The new California Proficiency Test, whereby 16
and 17-year-olds may obtain high school diplomas early, is an
exanpl e of an “assessnment” with this purpose. The New York

St ate Regents’ Exami nations and the state adm ni stered bar

exans are al so exanpl es.
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Personnel evaluation is probably the nost distrusted

pur pose for conducting a | arge-scal e assessnent. Judgi ng

t eachers, principals, or superintendents on the basis of pupi
test scores is invalid when there has been no correction for
initial differences in pupil achievenment, notivation, or
ability to learn. Statistical adjustnments for pupi
differences are inperfect. While such adjustnents nmay be
acceptabl e for research purposes or for program eval uation,
their potential for error nust be taken into account when
maki ng i ndivi dual decisions of nmerit. For a succinct
refutation of the use of test scores to evaluate teachers, see
d ass (1974).

When student performance data is to be used for personnel
eval uation, class differences unrelated to the quality of
instruction nust be controlled either by random assi gnnment of
students to teachers or by statistically adjusting for
differences in student ability. Even after this is done,
confidence intervals should be constructed to reflect the
accuracy in the statistical adjustnents. One way to protect
agai nst over-interpreting chance differences is to use results
fromnmore than one year. |If a teacher’s student achi evenent
(adjusted for ability) is very |low year-after-year, and ot her
teachers in the sanme circunstance have nmuch greater
achi evenent the evidence is conpelling that the teacher is not
effective.

Even after properly adjusted, it should be renmenbered
that test scores only reflect attainnent in a few of the many
areas for which teachers are responsible.

Program eval uation is an appropriate use of assessnent

results. It should be noted, however, that the assessnent

results are not thensel ves the evaluation but may be used as
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data in an evaluation. Using assessnment results to

di scrim nate anong prograns requires that test content be
programfair and that tests have sufficient sensitivity to
find inportant differences when they exist.

Program eval uati on may be conducted at the national,
state, district, or school building level. While there are
many parallels in the requirenments for conducting program
eval uation at these different |evels, they ought to be
consi dered as separate purposes when judgi ng adequacy or cost
ef fectiveness.

Program eval uati on includes both summtive and formative
pur poses. For exanple, evaluation using assessnent results
may be used to select the best of three math curricula. It is
nore |ikely, however, that it will be used to identify
strengt hs and weaknesses for use in nodifying existing
progranms. Curriculum experts at both the state and | ocal
| evel may have the need for the nost detailed reporting of
assessnment results. Developers of a reading program for
exanple, will need performance data which distinguishes
between literal and interpretive conprehension and between
phonetic and structural analysis skills.

Resource allocation is an often-stated purpose of

assessnment. \Whether assessment results are actually used for
this purpose or whether they should be is a tangled problem
Sonme state and federal funds are awarded to needy districts
whi ch have been identified on the basis of |ow test scores.
Sone politicians have objected that this system “rewards
failure.” As an alternative, M chigan adopted its Chapter
Three incentives program In the first year, funds were to be
al l ocated on the basis of need, but in the succeeding years,

nmoney woul d be distributed on the basis of pupil progress.
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Districts with the highest percentage of children who reached
75 percent of the nmonth-for-nmonth criterion would get the

hi ghest funding. The plan was to reward success instead of
failure. Mirphy and Cohen (1974) point out the fallacies in
t he plan and docunment the fact that is has never been

i npl emented. House et al. (1974) objected to it because it
was deneaning to educators. | object to it because it ignores
the political and noral justification for providing these
funds in the first place. 1In order to “punish” the staff
because of | ow pupil goals, funds are w thheld; students who
are in the need of the nost help get the | east assistance.

It is nore defensible that assessnment results woul d be
used to establish state and national priorities: nore dollars
for education, fewer for highways or nore dollars for math,
fewer for science. Sone differential allocation to districts
may be possible if the above dilemma is resolved. In addition
to allocating noney, states may al so distribute curricul um
consul tants on the basis of test results.

Accountability is inplied in some of the other purposes

(pupil certification and program evaluation), but it is also
an end in itself. One connotation of accountability is the
publicness of information. Satisfying the public’s right-to-
know may be a purpose of assessnent.

Thi s purpose requires that assessnment results be both
conprehensive and brief. The public and representatives of
the public are inpatient with nountains of data. They want
si npl e answers.

Research may be a purpose of assessnment. It is different
from program evaluation in that it not only seeks the best
instructional methods but tries to discern why one nethod is

better than anot her. Research is often ridiculed as an
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assessnent purpose because it is not practical. It may be
dysfunctional, but for a different reason. Research may be an
awkwar d purpose for assessnent because it requires tight

controls that are not possible on so grand a scale.

Criteria for Judging Goal s

| nportance. The question here is whether the assessnent
is attenpting to acconplish “good goals.” One could hardly
qui bble with the inportance of such goals as “inproving
education” or even “firing inconpetent teachers,” though the
|atter would have to be faulted on feasibility and technical
criteri a.

| f assessnents are hardly likely to aspire to bad goal s,

one m ght ask why this criteria is included. WeIlIl, relative
judgnments will have to be made in the ultimte anal ysis of
cost and benefit. |If a goal is good but not earthshaking and
costs alot, it will not justify the assessnent.

Uni gueness. | nportance and uni queness are the two
ingredients in Scriven’s Need checkpoint. | have separated

these criteria because many goals are likely to pass the first
and fail the second. The distinction prevents inmportance from
canouf |l agi ng redundancy.

If an identified purpose is already served by other
prograns, it is less urgent. State assessnent goals shoul d
receive low marks if they duplicate those of |ocal district
programs. NAEP (“An eval uation of the NAEP,” 1975) received
hi gh marks for the goals which it served uniquely, adult
assessnent and adm ni stration performance exerci ses.
Dupl i cation of assessnent efforts not only reduces the social
needs; it may al so have direct deleterious effects in over

testing pupils.
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Feasibility. Sone assessnment prograns are guilty of

inflated advertising. Many have prom sed that assessnment wil |
not only | ocate educational strengths and weaknesses, but wll
find solutions to aneliorate deficiencies. This criterion may
sound |i ke a judgnment of technical adequacy. But it is not a
matter of fine tuning the assessnment design. Some intended
pur poses are beyond the scope of any assessnment and shoul d
never have been prom sed. For exanple, finding and
di ssem nati ng exenpl ary prograns requires nuch nore than
assessnment data and woul d i nvol ve product devel opnent and
research.

Scope. Are the assessnent goals too broad or too narrow?
In the sinplest sense, this may nean aski ng whet her the
assessnment ought to include science and social studies as well
as readi ng and mat h.

More significantly, however, this criterion pertains to

t he question about how many purposes can be conbi ned before
they begin to detract from one another. Curricul um experts
and program eval uators need conprehensive information on

content objectives. The California Reading Test for second

and third graders includes al nost 250 itens (although each
child only answers about 30 questions). Classroomteachers
need information for every pupil. |If they select different
tests for each child, the results cannot be aggregated for
accountability purposes or to answer the questions of the
curriculum experts. |If the conprehensive test was

adm nistered to every child, it would be extrenely tinme
consum ng, give the classroomteacher a great deal of
redundant data along with the good stuff, and would have nuch
nore statistical power than was desired by either the

curriculumexperts or program evaluators. This dilenm is
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exenplified by Murphy’ s and Cohen’s (1974) distress at the
devel opment of a new test in M chigan:

The consequences boggle the m nd. For exanple, a
trial run of the first grade assessnment (which had to be
i ndividually adm nistered with these young chil dren)
wound up taking 30 hours per pupil just to test 50
m ni mum per formnce objectives. |If a teacher started
testing the first day of school, and tested all day,
every day, until all 30 students had been individually
assessed (assuming five hours of testing per day and an
hour off for lunch in a nine-to-three school day), she
woul d conplete testing at 3:00 p.m on the | ast day of
the school year. (In its first year, the old assessnent
took only two hours.)

This is ridicul ous, of course, and the Departnent’s
testers realize it, but it does denpnstrate sone of the
costs of being increasingly specific about objectives.
In this case, the agency will probably either have to
give up reporting all individual scores (by testing only
sanpl es on sone objectives, which will make the results
| ess useful to teachers), or it will have to test only
hi gh priority m ninmum objectives (as it did this year,
whi ch rai ses questions about what m ni mum objectives
really are). (P. 68)

sone purposes wll have to excluded so that those remaining
can be served well.

Techni cal Aspects

Test s
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Criterion-referenced vs. normreferenced. Thi s

consideration m ght be relegated to a discussion of test
content or to the question of interpretation. The subject
energes so frequently as a topic of debate, however, that it
deserves special attention. Criterion-referenced tests are
preferred by many because they yield results that tell what
i ndi vidual children can do, rather than rank-ordering the test
takers. Unfortunately, criterion-referenced testing may
produce volum nous data that is ill-suited for sonme assessnent
pur poses. Classroomteachers and curriculum nmakers are better
served by specific information on 100 objectives but state
| egi sl ators require nore condensed i nfornmation.
Normreferenced tests are probably preferable for
pl acenment purposes when the percentage of students who can be
pl aced in certain situations is fixed. This is true of
col |l ege adm ssion. |In other circunstances, know ng absol ute,
rather than relative, performance levels is nore diagnostic
both for individuals and progranms. Mbst criterion-referenced
tests are, however, missing the “criteria” necessary for
aggregate, social-policy interpretation. Most so-called
criterion-referenced tests are content-referenced or
obj ective-referenced but are missing the inplied standards.
El sewhere, | have discussed the difficulties inherent in
setting standards and have proposed sonme nechani snms for
establishing criteria (Shepard, 1975). W thout standards or
conparative nornms to assist in interpretation, the assessnent
results will be judged useless for certain audi ences.

Content Validity. The largest issues in content validity
overlap with the question of scope in goal -evaluation. The
content of the assessnment should match the educational goals.

There are tradeoffs allowed by other categories in the
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checklist to justify assessing in sone goal areas and not
others. It is much | ess defensible, however, to narrow the
definition of those subjects selected for assessnent.

Maki ng sure the tests neasure what they are supposed to
measure is assured in part by proper devel opnent procedures.
Deci ding what to include or exclude in the definition of an
assessnment topic should not be left to closeted groups of
subj ect matter experts. Parents and taxpayers al so have
sonet hing to say about what | anguage or social studies tests
ought to include. G eenbaum (in press) criticized NAEP for
allowing the political clout of the school audience to
di senfranchi se lay representatives on objective-witing
comm ttees.

More detail ed specification of test content is
acconplished by witing objectives and itens. Itens should be
reviewed to verify that they neasure the intended objective
and that, taken together, they provide a bal anced
representation of the content universe. There is a tendency
to create many “easy to wite” types of itenms and fewer
addressing the objective that are hard to neasure. Soneone
has to keep an eye on the total picture.

Culture bias. A test is culturally biased if certain

children who have a skill are unable to denonstrate it because
of extraneous el enments clouding test questions. Wbster,

M1l man, and Gordon (1974) helped clarify the distinctions

bet ween those aspects of culture that are relevant to

achi evement and those that are irrelevant and indicative of
bias: “A test of ability to read road signs printed in English
woul d have a strong and legitimate culture-specific content,

while a test of reading conprehension m ght be biased by a
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culture-specific set of passages that conprise that test.” (P.
16)

Tests are harnful if they are formed on majority groups
(or groups in which the majority dom nated) and are used to
make irreversible decisions about individual children. Using
test results to group children for instructional purposes is
not harnful, however, if there is easy and frequent novenent
in and out of groups. When tests are used to evaluate
prograns, there is |l ess concern that individual children wl
be di agnosed incorrectly, but it is still essential that each
child be able to “do their best.”

Enpirical Validity. Tests are valid if they nmeasure what

t hey purport to neasure. Content validity, discussed above,
is established by |ogical analysis of test itens referenced to
the i ntended content universe. Additional evidence is needed,
however, to verify the soundness of both the test-construction
|l ogic and the content analysis. Enpirical evidence of test
validity is typically obtained by correlating test scores with
ot her nmeasures of the sane skills. Since these various
criterion neasures are also fallible, it is preferable to use
nore than one validation criterion. |If a newtest is
devel oped for an assessnent program it nay be advisable to
study the agreenent between student scores and teacher ratings
of student skills and to exam ne correl ati ons between subtests
and other nore lengthy tests available for assessing the sane
subskills. For an excellent sunmary of validation procedures
see Cronbach (1971).

As was stated earlier, validity is not inherent in a test
but depends on how a test is used. The uses that will be made
of test results nust, therefore, be taken into account when

seeking evidence of validity. For exanple, when tests are to
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be used for program eval uation, evidence is needed of
sensitivity to instruction or sensitivity to between-program
di fferences (Airasian and Madaus, 1976; Rakow, Airasian, &
Madaus, 1976). |If tests are to be used to select individuals,
predictive validity should be well established. The eval uator
or evaluation team are not responsible for collecting such
data but nust certainly judge the adequacy of existing
val i dity dat a.

My consideration of validity here is necessarily brief
because there are so many itens in the checklist to cover and
because the inportance and nmethod of test validation are known
to both assessors and evaluators. | have introduced a few
speci al issues to think about in the context of |arge-scale
assessnent. Such an abbreviated treatment should by no neans
be m staken for an underrating of the inportance of test
validity. |If the assessnment instruments have serious fl aws,
the entire assessnent effort is invalid. |If the tests are not
content valid, are culturally biased, or |ack evidence of
enpirical validity, then the assessnent results are
quest i onabl e.

Reliability. Reliability is a prerequisite for validity.

In order to nmeasure accurately, an assessnent instrunment nust
measur e dependably. Traditionally, reliability is best
operationalized by test-retest correlation coefficients.
However, when many children receive near-perfect scores, which
may be the case when tests are used to certify m nimum
conpetencies or to discrimnate anong prograns rather than

children, correlations will be near zero because of
restriction of range. Additional information will be needed
to nake a sensible interpretation. |In sone instances, it

woul d be appropriate to statistically correct for range
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restriction. O, depending again on the use of the tests, it
may be appropriate to exam ne the stability of program

di fferences rather than pupil differences. Sone evidence nust
exi st, however, that assessnent results are not quixotic and

t hat concl usi ons would not be altered if children were tested
on anot her day or in another setting. Articles by Huynh
(1976) and Subkovi ak (1976) indicate sonme of the progress
bei ng nade at devel oping appropriate reliability statistics

for criterion-referenced or nastery tests.

Sanmpl i ng

Sanpling nust be appraised in |ight of assessnent
purposed. If the Mchigan first-grade test (cited earlier)
was ever inplenented statewide, it would be a disaster due to
t he di vergent purposes of individual testing and state-|evel
testing. To neet the state |evel purposes efficiently,
sanpling is prescribed. For classroomteachers’ use, every-
pupil testing is required.

I f sanpling is appropriate, many nore technical issues
remai n: adequate specification of the popul ation, practical
sanpling methods (e.g., cluster sanpling vs. random sanpling),
correct representati on of sub-popul ations for reporting
pur poses, efficient sanpling (small standard errors), and

adequate foll owup of non-respondents.

Adm ni stration of Tests

Judgi ng the admi nistration of the assessnment hinges on
two mpj or questions: do testing procedures yield the nost
accurate results possible and is the disruption as little as

possi bl e?
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Test adm nistration includes the selection and training
of testers and the clarity of instructions to teachers. In
nost i nstances, evaluators should al so inspect instructions to
district superintendents and building principals to see if
t hey have been well infornmed about the assessnent being
conducted in their jurisdiction. Most inportantly, evaluators
w |l have to judge how appropriate test format and vocabul ary
are for the children to whomit is adm nistered. An
assessnent would get lowratings in this category if separate
answer sheets were required for children in the primry
grades. The California Assessnent Program woul d get bonus
poi nts because every test is acconpanied by a practice test to
make sure that all children know how to respond. At | east
sone practice questions are essential for all ages of
respondents.

Reporting

Reporting is essential to nmake an assessnment useful.
Evaluation in this area is likely to require study of effects
as well as study of assessnent endeavors.

Data analysis. Routine data processing will have to be

judged by the often inconpatible criteria of accuracy and
efficiency. Data analysis is nore conplicated. It requires
judgnment s about statistical correctness but also pronpts the

| arger question about appropriateness of sel ected vari abl es.
This may turn out to be a major issue in evaluating the
utility of the assessnment. Sonme critics of NAEP, for exanple,
have insisted that results should be reported for Chicanos or
for Spanish-speaki ng respondents. There are fairly |arge cost
consi derations, of course, that nust be wei ghed agai nst the

gain in informtion.
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Different reports for different audiences. Basically,

what we are |ooking for are reports that contain the right
ki nd of information and are understandable to their respective
audi ences.

Recommendati ons for better reporting practices were nmade
in Shepard (1975). Intrinsic evaluation of reporting
docunments invol ves consideration of |ength, medium sel ected
for presentation, availability of personal explanations,
journalistic style, use of visual displays, and avoi dance of
technical jargon. Enpirical verification of the adequacy of
reports should cone fromtrue field trials or fromfollow up
studies of reporting in the full-scale assessnent.

Interpretations. Sone assessnent exercises have self-

evident neaning. It is clearly bad, for exanple, that in the
first citizenship cycle, NAEP found that 25 percent of the
nation’s 17 year olds believed that they had to vote according
to their party registration. But npost assessnment results
require additional information to give them neaning. The
extra ingredi ent nmust either be a performance standard or norm
agai nst which the obtained results nmay be conpared.

Sonme assessors are fearful of making interpretations
because they believe it will underm ne their neutrality, an
attribute considered essential for working cooperatively with
schools. However, assessors could take responsibility for
seeing that interpretations are made w t hout passing judgnent
t hensel ves. A nunber of states have begun the practice of
inviting subject-matter experts to review results and publish
their interpretations. This practice will ultimtely have to
be judged by its effects, but, in general, should be
positively rated by the evaluators. As a word of caution,

such responsibility for interpretation should not be left only
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to the school people. Perhaps the League of Wwnen Voters or

t he NAACP should be invited to nmake interpretations as well.
Greenbaum (i n press) proposed an additional group of reactors,
political and social scientists. In a simlar vein, | heard
in a commttee neeting a reference to the ultimte reporting
vehicle: “Your results probably won't receive public notice
until sonmebody fanpbus wites a book about you.”

Managenent

Checkpoint three calls for judgnments of facilitating or
enabling activities. Only two of the subpoints, formative
eval uati on and gri evance procedures, are ends in thensel ves.
The remaining topics are considered because they are likely to
af fect program out cones.

Pl anning. | have a personal aversion for elaborate PERT
charts, but it is essential that the assessment staff identify
each step in devel opment and inplenentation and plan who w ||
work on each activity during which weeks and nonths. There is
a tendency in all of us to work nethodically at first and then
run out of time for the |ast segnments of a project. This
paper has nore attention at the beginning than at the end.
Perhaps its only salvation is that the total outline was
deci ded before the detail ed work began.

Assessnment staffs ought to be scrutinized particularly
for how they deal with unreasonabl e expectations. |If they are
bei ng asked to do nore than is possible, do they have good
“coping behaviors”? Are they able to set priorities? Are
they able to petition effectively for nore resources or
di m ni sh expectations (“This will take two years instead of
one.”)?

Docunentati on of process. This is a record keeping

requi rement. Work may be duplicated if good records are not
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kept. Conprom ses reached about test content or sanpling
pl ans should be well docunented, specifying the arguments on
each side and the details of the conprom se. Faulty nenory on
these matters will require that consensus be constantly
reestablished. Though constant debate would be dysfuncti onal
for the operations of the assessnent, new conmpronm ses wl|
have to be reached fromtime to tine. |In these instances, an
accurate history would make the deliberations nore efficient.
Docunent ati on may be nmi ntai ned by recordi ng deci sion-
maki ng neetings or by keeping a file of working papers
sunmari zi ng argunments and agreenents.

Formative evaluation. Scriven' s Extended Support

checkpoi nt causes us to | ook for mechani sns whereby the
product will be continually upgraded. Formative eval uation
may be a conprehensive study of the assessnent or it may be a
conbi nati on of separate activities such as field testing
instrunents and reports. It should, in either case, address
gquestions of social utility. |Is the assessnent being used?
Are there unintended uses that can be expanded? Scriven
(1974) asks the question, Are there others who are producing a
better product to serve the sanme need? “One decision that
should remain open is the decision to cease production, even
if it is comercially profitable to continue, when the
evidence clearly indicated the existence of a superior product
t hat can reasonably be expected to take over a free market”
(P. 21).

The assessnment program should be graded on the provision
for and use of formative eval uati on.

Personnel. The next three categories, Personnel, Support

Servi ces, and Subcontractors, should be taken together to
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ensure that all the necessary conpetencies are available to
conduct the assessnent.

Assessnment requires political insight, technical
expertise, managenent skills, witing ability, and a good
sense of hunor. Each nenber of the assessnent team does not
have all of the skills, but they nust all be represented. An
assessnment run by experienced educators with lots of political
savvy is just as inbalanced as one run by a dozen
statisticians. |If some of the necessary skills are mssing in
the assessnment staff, assessnment personnel have to be clever
enough to know when to hire consultants or subcontractors.

Support Services. At the sinplest level, this item neans

aski ng whether work is being thwarted because six staff
nmenbers share one secretary. Evaluators will not want to
waste their time neasuring office space and counting filing
cabi nets, but gross inadequacies or excesses in materials or
services should be challenged. |If assessnent staff are housed
in separate floors so that conferences are difficult to
arrange, evaluators may give this ailment special attention.
I f conputer facilities are grossly underused, tine-sharing
arrangenents with other agencies m ght be recomended.

Consul tants should be used when need to augnent staff
expertise.

Subcontractors. Witing RFP's (request for proposals) is

an art that assessnent staff will be graded on. Assessnent
staff are responsi ble for deciding which task can nost
appropriately be assigned to a subcontractor, for selecting

t he subcontractor, and for carefully nonitoring subcontract
activities. For exanple, a mnor criticismof NAEP (“An

eval uati on of the NAEP,” 1975) was that they had “farnmed-out”
a research report on background vari ables. At issue was not
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the quality of the report produced by the subcontractor, but
the opportunity lost to the NAEP staff. 1t’s bad for norale
to relegate staff to routine tasks and give nore inspired
assignnments to a subcontractor. In addition, NAEP staff m ght
lack the famliarity with the intricacies of the report that
they could have had if they had been its authors.

More frequent sources of error are subcontractors who are
generally conpetent, but who |ack specific insight into the
needs of a local assessnent. The remedy for this is close
cooperati on between assessnent staff and contractor.

Effective decision-nmaking procedures. Ineffective

deci si on maki ng could be an anorphous mal ai se that is
observable only in late reports or contradictory public
statenments. However, if evaluators can be specific about

deci sion-making difficulties, there may be clear inplications
for program i nprovenent. Here are sone things to |ook for:
Are all decisions reserved for a boss who's out-of-town 50
percent of the tinme? Are decisions made by default? Are key
deci si ons made by uni nfornmed sources outside of the assessnent
staff? Are menbers of the staff satisfied with the way
deci si ons are made?

Equal Opportunity. Assessnents may have special problens

as equal - opportunity enpl oyers. Assessnent is a “math-
related” activity. Wonen have been taught to avoid math and
may renove thenselves fromthe conpetition for assessnent
jobs. If sonme mnority group nenbers have poor elenentary and
secondary training in mathematics, they may have eschewed
mat h-rel ated subjects in college. Special recruitnment may be
necessary to interrupt this trend.

Redress of grievances. Regular procedures should be

established for hearing and redressing conpl aints agai nst the
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assessnent. |If particular school and district results are in
error, new reports should be printed.

Assessnment staff are likely to receive a certain anount
of hate-mail and irate phone calls. In the interest of
fairness, responses to conplaints should nmake cl ear exactly
what will be done to correct the problem In many instances,
t he appropriate answer is that no change will be made.
Reasons for this staff stance should be clearly delineated.
The assessnent staff should only be faulted if they nake false
prom ses.

Tineliness. This criterion needs little el aboration.

Good information is not helpful if it arrives after decisions
have al ready been made.

VWhen assessment results are collected for |ong-term
census nmonitoring, delays of six nmonths in reporting are not
crucial. When assessnent results are neant to be used for
program eval uation or state-level decision-making, delays may
render the reports useless. This itemcertainly overlaps with

the effects considered in the next section.

| nt ended and Uni ntended Effects
Peopl e and Groups Who May be Affected
Earlier, | suggested sone strategies for seeking the

effects of assessnment. Effects may be subtle and indirect.
The eval uator nust be a bit of a sleuth to detect them For
exanpl e, the true effect of the New York State Regents’ Exam
may not be to provide evidence for adm ssion to college but to
i ncrease the amount of studying done by high school juniors
and seniors.

Possi bl e effects m ght be di scovered by surveying diverse

audi ences. Then, purported effects nust be tracked down and
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verified. The evaluator nust be particularly cautious not to
identify consunmers who are only in the educational community.
Educators are the nore visible consunmers and are perhaps
better informed about assessnment but inportant recipients
exist in the larger community.
The Assessnment Checklist identifies individuals and

groups who may be affected by assessnent:

St udent s

Teachers

Parents

Principal s

District superintendents

District curriculum specialists

Regi onal personnel

State curriculum experts

State legislators

St at e governors

Taxpayers

Empl oyers

Special interest groups

Resear chers
The evaluator nmay add to the list. Each audience nmust then be
studied in light of the possible effects.

Thi s checkpoint incorporates process effects as well as
outconmes. If children enjoy taking a test or if teachers feel
threatened by the results of the test, these are effects of
t he assessnment. The discussion of effects subsunes
Stufflebeamis utility criteria of Relevance, I|nportance,
Credibility, and Pervasiveness. The inpact of the assessnent
is measured in ternms of who uses the results and how

w despread the effect is. Suppose one or two teachers testify
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that they have used assessnent results to nodify their
classroominstruction. |If they are isolated exanples of this
practice, there is evidence of potential use but not of
significant current use.

Scriven’'s discussion of Educational Significance suggests
that at sone point we go back to the original need. |Is this
program serving the purpose for which is was intended? O
course, we nust also be on the | ookout for unintended effects
and cancel ed purposes.

Kind of Effects

The second set of entries in the Effects category
cont ains sone possi bl e consequences of assessnent to consider.

Qut come _and process effects. |In other evaluation

contexts, process variables are usually given separate
consideration. In this situation, however, processes are

t hose described in the managenment portion of this paper.

Thi ngs that happen to teachers and children in the process of
test adm nistration are actually side effects of the
assessnment.

| mmedi ate and Long-termeffects. | mmediate consequences

of the assessnent should be observable in program changes,
public reactions, resource allocations, and devel opnent of new
curricula. Long-termeffects can be only estinmated by the
eval uator. Educational assessnent is in its infancy. Sone
uses which may energe in the future have not been identified.
Rel i ance on the on-going nature of the information has not
been established. The evaluator nmay have to be an advocate in
trying to project the assessnent’s ultimte useful ness. What
uses have energed for data from anal ogous enterprises, the
U.S. Census and the GNP, that were not thought of when the
data coll ection began? O course, the evaluator’s advocacy
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shoul d not subvert his responsibility to obtain confirmng
opi nions of his projections or to report contrary views of the
future as well.

Qpinions. Attitudes toward testing and toward educati on
may be influenced by an assessnment program For exanple, if
t eachers believe that an assessnent programis unfair, they
may | oose confidence in all tests and convey this msgiving to
their children. A positive outcome nmay occur when chil dren
have an opportunity to take “easy” tests. The California
first-grade test is not meant to discrimnate anong chil dren
It is used for baseline data to distinguish progranms. Tests
on which many children get a perfect score can still show
di fferences between schools and prograns. The California test
consi sted of questions that 80 or 90 percent of the children
answered correctly. On the hardest question half of the
children got the right answer. Teachers reported that
children thought the test was fun.

The affective conmponent of accountability should also be
consi dered under this heading. Public confidence in education
may result sinply because people have access to information.

Deci sions, laws, resource allocation. Decisions are

tangi ble, e.g., a new enphasis on math, governnment funding for
consuners education, |egislative requirements for mnimm
conpetency testing. The question is, which decisions are
attri butable to assessnent results? One m ght begin by asking
deci si on-makers, superintendents, and |egislators. But many
effects are nore subtle. Scriven's nodus operandi nethod

cited previously many hel p us uncover nobre grass-roots
influences. Are citizens voting against school bond issues
because they won’t pay higher taxes or have they | ost

confidence in the public schools? What evidence do citizens
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cite for or against public schools? How many editorials in
sel ected newspapers refer to assessnent results? How do

i nterest groups use assessnment to | obby for their purposes?
The eval uator should review | egislative debates on educati onal
measures. Are assessnent results quoted? Decisions about
resource allocation should be the easiest to docunent. What
are the fornmulae for distributing federal and state funds?
Wthin districts, how are special resources apportioned to
school s?

There is probably no harmin assessnent staffs collecting
evi dence that verifies the uses of assessnent results as |ong
as they do not throw out evidence of m suses. True, this may
give a biased view since many isol ated exanpl es of use may not
reflect pervasive use. However, it will be up to the
evaluator to substantiate the extent of each type of use.

I n searching for exanples of information use, evaluators
shoul d be wary of the “common know edge” fallacy. 1In the
State Senate evaluation of the M nnesota Assessnent (1975),
there is this conplaint:

It is no secret that students frompoor famlies do not

performas well as students frommddl e and upper incone

level famlies; just as it's not secret that boys read

better than girls [this is backwards] and that students

from honmes exposed to reading materials outperform

students from honmes with no books around. (P.3)
Have such things al ways been known? What these authors claim
is no secret may not have al ways been conmon know edge. We
ought to find out how nuch of this was publicly acknow edged
before Col eman. What ki nds of evidence were used to argue for
ESEA Title | and Headstart? The Senate researchers may have a

valid point if these are countless assessnents all producing
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duplicate information; but that is a separate issue from
whet her the information is useful in itself.
Effects of assessnent technol ogy. Assessnment efforts may

produce expertise as well as data. Through numerous
conferences with state and | ocal educators NAEP has

di ssem nated its nethodol ogi cal expertise and fostered sharing
anong ot her assessors. Shared expertise should inprove the
overall quality of assessnent. However, evaluators should
watch for instances where the inported nodel is inappropriate
for | ocal purposes. State departnents may, in turn, give

assi stance to local districts who wish to conduct assessnents
for their own purposes. “Piggy-backing” is the termthat has
been adopted in the trade to signify |ocal assessnents that

t ake advantage of the instrument devel opment and sanpling pl an
of the larger assessment organization. By over sanpling in
districts who ask for nore information, state assessments can
provide themwi th test data much nore economcally than if

they had tried to conduct the assessnment thensel ves.

Cost s
The eval uator should collect cost data as carefully as he

gat hers effects data. Costs nust include expenditures in
dollars and tinme. It is a matter of style, however, whether
one wi shes to count enotional costs in this category or
consider them as effects in checkpoint four.

Scriven (1974) made several requirenents of cost data:
“There shoul d be sone consideration of opportunity
costs...Wat else could the district or state have done with
the funds...Cost estimates and real costs...should be verified
i ndependently...[and], costs nust, of course, be provided for

the critical conpetitors.” (P. 20-21)
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In an assessnent context, costs should include obvious
things like the salaries of assessment staff and the cost of
their offices. The nobst obvious cost is that of consultants
or subcontractors since they present a bill. Costs which are
of ten overl ooked are the salaries of teachers and curricul um
experts who are released by their districts to consult on
obj ectives devel opnment or itemwiting. Also, forgotten are
the cost in teacher and student time while the assessnent is
underway. How many total hours are spent by district
personnel and principals distributing and collecting test
materials. Be sure to count the tine they spend on the

t el ephone answering questions.
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Synt hesi zi ng _Checkl i st Fi ndi ngs

The checklist produces a collection of judgenents--B+ on
t he sanpling plan, C- on public know edge about results. But,
these are raw judgnents. In the end, the eval uator nust help
conbine the information so that the assessnent can be judged.
Unfortunately, a sinple grade-point average will not do. Sone
of the checklist items are nore inportant than others. Sone
must be conbi ned or wei ghed one agai nst the other.

The single nost inportant checklist category is Effects.
Techni cal aspects and managenent are inportant only because
they serve the effects. Goals do not count for nuch if they
are not acconpl i shed.

Cost - benefit analysis will certainly be a part of the
synthesis. This analytical procedure is borrowed from
econom cs, but is not well refined since it is nore difficult
to assign dollar values to inforned decisions or data
preserved for future conparison that it is to conpute the cost
of capital equi pment or increased tax revenues form 10, 000 new
jobs. The nost straightforward device is a tally sheet. What
are the positive effects of the assessnment? The eval uator
should try to specify how big each effect is in terns of the
nunmber of school districts it reaches or the nunber of
cl assroom teachers actually using the information. Opposite
these entries are the costs and negative side effects. For
exanpl e, the useful ness of the data to teachers will have to
be wei ghed against a portion of the total assessnment costs and
agai nst the nunber of teachers who were required to adm nister
the tests but found no use for results.

Finally, the total assessnment package nust be judged in

conparison to what Scriven calls Critical Conpetitors. How
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many of the assessnent purposes would go unserved if the
assessnment program were di scontinued? Mght all or part of
t he assessnent effects be acconplished by comrerci al
publishers or by local districts. |If a state assessnent has
al so presuned to conduct classroomtesting for its |oca
districts, what are the gains in teacher appreciation of the
data and uniformty. Are these gains worth the increased
testing time and | oss of |ocal autonony in selecting tests?

Al t hough technical aspects of the assessnment and
managenent consi derati ons may not be the focus of summtive
j udgnments about the assessnment, these checkpoints are the ones
more |ikely to provide diagnosis of needed inprovenents in the
assessnment. |If a |large-scale assessnment is engaged in every-
pupil testing but is providing redundant information to the

cl assroom teacher, the evaluators should recomend sanpling.
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