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St andar di zed testing has assunmed a promnent role in
recent efforts to inprove the quality of education. National,
state, and district tests, conbined with m ni mum conpetency,
speci al program and special diploma eval uations, have
resulted in a greatly expanded set of testing requirenents
for nost schools. At a cost of mllions, even billions, of
dollars and at the expense of val uabl e student, teacher, and
adm nistrator tinme, testing advocates and many policymakers
still viewtesting as a significant, positive, and cost-

ef fective tool in educational inprovenent.

Testing advocates' support for testing as such a tool is
based on a sinple set of argunments. First, testing sets
nmeani ngf ul standards to whi ch school districts, schools,
teachers, and students can aspire. Second, test data can be

used as feedback to shape classroominstruction. Third,
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testing makes school systens, schools, and teachers nore
accountabl e for student learning. Finally, testing, coupled
with incentives and/ or sanctions, can be used to pronote fast
and broad changes within schools and can stinulate maj or

educational reform

Wiile testing is thought by nany to benefit education in
a variety of ways, the validity and val ue of traditional
standardi zed tests are subjects of increasing debate. Recent
studi es rai se questions about whether inprovenents in test
score performance actually signal inprovenent in |earning
(Cannel |, 1987; Linn, Grave, & Sanders, 1989; Shepard, 1990).
QO her studies point to standardi zed tests' narrowness of
content, their lack of match with curricula and instruction,
their negl ect of higher order thinking skills, and the
limted rel evance and neani ngful ness of their nultiple choice
formats (Baker, 1989; Herman, 1989; Shepard, 1990).
According to these and other researchers, rather than exert-
ing a positive influence on student |earning, testing may
trivialize the learning and instructional process, distort
curricula, and usurp val uable instructional tine (Bracey,
1989; Dorr-Brenme & Hernman, 1986; Ronberg, Zarinnia,
WIllians, 1989; Smth, Edel sky, Draper, Rottenberg, &
Cherl and, 1989; Stake, 1988). School s serving di sadvant aged
students are thought to be particularly at risk for such

adverse effects (Dorr-Bremme & Hernman, 1986).

This current study brings additional enpirical data to

t he debate about the actual effects of standardized testing



on teaching and | earning. Specifically, this study poses a
series of interrelated questions. First, what are the effects
of standardi zed testing on (a) schools, and (b) the teaching
and | earning processes within then? Second, what do test
scores nean? For instance, are increasing scores a reflec-
tion of a school's test preparation practices, its enphasis
on basic skills, and/or its efforts toward instructional
renewal ? Third, are there differences in howtesting effects
instruction and what test scores nean between school s serving
| ower soci oeconom ¢ status (SES) students and those serving

nor e advant aged students?

Thi s paper begins with a review of sone past studies on
the effects of standardi zed testing on schooling. (The find-
i ngs of these studies hel ped focus our key research questions
and suggested specific itens for study instrunmentation.)
Next, summaries of the study's methodology and its results
are provided. Finally, the inplications of the study's find-

ings for educational policy and research are reported.

Li terature Revi ew

The foll owi ng revi ew exam nes research on a nunber of
vari abl es through which testing may influence schools. The
vari abl es are: accountability pressure, teacher attention to
testing in instructional planning and delivery, tine spent on
test preparation, teachers' sense of professional pride, and
general attitudes teachers hold about the fairness and util-

ity of testing.



Accountability pressure. It is well docunented that
standardi zed test scores are used by school adm nistrators
and the public to eval uate schools, teachers, and educationa
progranms. Further, test scores are used in naking a variety
of deci sions which have inportant consequences for teachers
and students, that is, student pronotion, teacher pronotion,
and program fundi ng (Madaus, 1985, 1988, 1990; Tyler & Wite,
1979). The accountability pressure thus pronoted has been
exam ned in a nunber of studies. Some have investigated the
factors which influence the anount of pressure experienced by
teachers (Fish, 1988), while others have exam ned how
accountability pressures influence teachers and teaching
behavi or (Kel |l eghan & Madaus, 1985; Fish, 1989; Dorr-Breme
1983) .

Fi sh found that apparent pressure on teachers to inprove
their students' test scores was influenced by a nunber of
factors including: the degree and nature of adm nistrator
i nvol venment, teachers' professional self-concepts, and teach-

ers' years of teaching experience (Fish, 1988). Thus, adm n-
istrator concern over test scores was positively related to
accountability pressure reported by teachers. Both positive

t eacher self-concept and nore years of teaching experience
were negatively related to such pressure. One possible

expl anati on for experienced teachers feeling | ess account-
ability pressure conmes froma study by Smth, et al. (1989).

Smith and her coll eagues found that veteran teachers nore

often believed that | ow test scores were due to factors



beyond their control, such as |ow student ability and
di screpanci es between the test and curriculum than did

novi ce teachers.

Madaus (1988) al so studied factors that increase the
accountability pressure on teachers to inprove their
students' test scores. He coined the phrase "hi gh stakes
testing"” to refer to testing which pronotes pressure and
behavi or change by associating test results with inportant
consequences. Also noting this phenonenon, Ronberg et al.
(1989) concluded "the greater the consequences attached to
the test, the nore likely it would be to have an inpact [on
teaching]” (p. 14). Simlar to Madaus, Fish (1988) found
that the anmount of pressure felt by teachers increased with
their belief that test results were to be used nore for
t eacher eval uation than for student diagnosis and prescrip-

tion.

The literature shows di sagreenent over whether account -
ability pressure exerts positive, negative, or no effects on
t eachi ng and teachi ng behavi or. Sone, for exanple, have noted
potential positive effects on teacher notivation. Mdaus
(1985) observed that when test score gains are tied to incen-
tives, such as Distinguished School Awards, Cash for CAP
career |adder incentives, and cel ebrations; teachers feel
notivated rather than pressured to increase scores. |In addi-
tion, Fish (1988) found that teachers were enthusiastic about

efforts to raise test scores when their principals adopted a



col | aborative rather than a dictatorial approach to test

score i nprovenent.

QG her literature suggests that teachers respond nega-
tively to pressure created by testing. Fish (1988) found
t hat one factor reducing such negative inpact was years of
t eachi ng experience. She observed that relatively inexperi-
enced teachers felt greater anxiety and accountability pres-
sure than experienced teachers. Fish also found that teach-
ers reacted negatively to pressure created by public displays
of classroom scores. Furthernore, when teacher-specific
and/ or cl assroomspecific accountability existed, teachers
reported i nstances of cheating—giving direct hints to
students or changi ng student responses on tests—and feelings
of anxiety and | ow self-esteem Dorr-Breme, Burry,
Catterall, Cabello, and Daniels (1983) reported simlar
t eacher testinoni es about feelings of anxiety when scores
were publicly posted. In addition, they found that anxiety
i ncreased when principals wanted to know why there had been a

decline in scores.

Still other studies argue that testing and
accounta-bility pressure have little or no effect on
teaching. According to these studies, teachers discount the
credibility of standardized tests and do not take action
based on them Sal non-Cox (1981) found that mandat ed
achi evenent tests were of little relevance to teachers, and
that teachers viewed the results of such tests as relatively

unreliable sources of infornmation. Dorr-Bremme and Her nan



(1983) as well as Ruddell (1985) found that teachers paid
little attention to standardi zed tests for these sane
reasons. Goslin (1967) simlarly observed that teachers felt
t hat standardi zed achi evenent tests were unfair and

i naccur ate neasures of student ability and therefore were not

worth considering in their decision-naking.

| nfl uence of testing on teacher planning and
instruction. Several studies have investigated the ways in
whi ch testing influences teacher planning and instruction.
Her man and Dorr-Breme (1983) found relatively little influ-
ence of standardized tests on teacher decision-naking; for
i nstance, in grouping students, planning instruction, grad-
i ng, diagnosi ng/ prescribi ng—onpared to other sources of
information available to teachers. In contrast, Sal non-Cox
(1981) reported that teachers in Pittsburgh found the
Cal i fornia Achi evenment Test to be useful in sequencing
instruction, planning instruction and groupi ng students.
Mehrens (1984) found that achi evenent testing served to
broaden the curriculum that is, testing encouraged teachers

to add to, rather than replace existing instructional topics.

However, when test results are linked to rewards or
sanctions, studies have found that "high stakes" testing
| eads to a narrowi ng of curricula and instruction. Madaus
(1988) noted that teachers taught to the test when they
bel i eved i nportant decisions, such as student pronotion,
woul d be based on test scores. Smth et al. (1989) found that

pressure to inprove students' test scores caused sone teach-



ers to "neglect material that the external test does not

i nclude...reading real books, witing in authentic context,
sol ving hi gher-order problens, creative and di vergent think-
ing projects, longer-termintegrative unit projects, [and]
conput er education..." (p. 268). She and her col |l eagues al so
found that teachers were using worksheets with the sane ques-
tion format as the nmandated test. Corbett and WIson (1988),
in a study of Maryland schools, simlarly found that schools
redefined course objectives and resequenced course content in
an attenpt to inprove test scores. Stodolsky (1988) further
observed that accountability pressure di scouraged teachers
fromusing joint or teamteachi ng approaches and from chang-

ing their nethods to facilitate serious student | earning.

Time spent on testing and test preparation. The
amount of instructional tine teachers spend on test prepara-
tion has been well docunented. Smth and her col | eagues
(1989) reported that teachers in two case study school s spent
three to four weeks of school tine on special test prepara-
tion for standardi zed tests, and that tine spent on test
preparation increased with the approach of the test date.
Simlarly, Edelrman (1981) found that even though teachers
varied in the specific ways and extent to which they prepared
students for nmandated tests, 60% of the teachers stressed
test content over a long period of tine. Moreover, Fish
(1989) found that teachers, over the past five to six years,
i ncreased the anmount of time they spent on practices which

t hey believed would i ncrease test scores.
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Teachers' sense of professionalism and pride in
work. Fish (1988), as previously nentioned, found that teach-

ers' professional self-inages are negatively related to the
pressure they feel to raise test scores. She noted that
feelings of guilt, anger, and | ow professional esteem

i ncreased when teachers engaged in questionable testing and
test preparation activities. Corbett and WIlson (1988) al so
substantiated the high pressure and negative affect felt by
teachers. A comon reaction, according to Corbett and W|I son,
was captured by this frustrated teacher's comments, "Teachers
feel jerked around. The test dictates what | will do in the
classroom If you deviate fromthe objectives, you fee

guilty...we were told "here's howto get kids to pass the

test fast'"(p. 36).

Teachers' general attitudes about the validity of
testing. Teacher reactions to the validity of standardized
testing, according to the literature, range fromconcern to
distrust. Findings fromDorr-Bremme et al. (1983) indicated
t hat teachers were concerned about the utility of nandated
tests, their appropriateness for sonme students, and the
i npact of testing on instructional time and student self-
confidence. Simlarly Smth et al. (1989) reported that
t eachers were pessim stic about what scores reveal. Less
than one-fifth of the teachers interviewed felt that results
fromthe mandat ed, standardi zed test used in their schools
accurately reflected their students' learning for the year.

Moreover, only 3% of the teachers fromtheir study felt that
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the test was appropriate for ethnic mnorities or non-English
speakers. Finally, Fish (1988) docunented the general

teacher attitude that tests do not reflect classroomcurricu-
| umor student learning. Interestingly, however, Fish found

t hat even teachers who vi ewed standardi zed tests as poor
nmeasures of student achievenent still felt the need to spend

a great deal of tine on test preparation

These findings rai se questions concerni ng possible
di screpanci es between teachers' beliefs about the utility and
reliability of standardi zed testing and their classroom

i nstructional behavior in preparing their students for tests.

The neaning of test score gains. The neani ngful ness
of standardi zed test scores as indicators of true student
| earning has recently cone under serious question from other
sources as well. Cannell (1987) discovered that all 50
states and nost districts reported above-average performance
on standardi zed, normreferenced achi evenent test scores, an
unnatural occurrence given the normreferenced netric. Using
greater technical rigor, Linn et al. (1989) replicated
Cannel | ' s findings, but noved beyond themin identifying
under | yi ng causes for such seem ngly spurious results, anbng
themthe age of nornms. 1In a related interview study, Shepard
(1990) identified additional issues which contribute to score
inflation, anong themthe practice of using the sane test
fornms year after year, the practice of having classroom
teachers admnister the tests, questionable test preparation

practices, and the pressure on teachers to raise test scores.
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The conbined results fromthese studies rai se questions
about whether test score gains signal inprovenment in broader
student | earning or whether they sinply reflect teaching to
the test, that is, unduly focusing the curricul umon narrow
test content and/or having students practice itens nearly
identical to those appearing on the test, and/or, worse
still, giving students practice with the actual itens. A
basic issue is: Do current accountability pressures drive
schools to narrow their curriculumand engage i n unsound
instructional practices at the cost of broader student |earn-

i ng, school attitudes, and clinate?

Key Research Questions

The current inquiry investigated a nunber of issues
rai sed separately by these previous studies, |ooking particu-
larly at the interplay between the effects of testing on
t eachi ng and | earning processes in schools and the consequent
nmeani ng of test score gains. Specific research questions

i ncl uded:

1. What are the effects of testing on schools and on the

teachi ng and | earning processes w thin thenf

a. How nuch and fromwhere do teachers fee

pressure to inprove their students' test scores?

b. How much and how does test preparation affect
teachers' instructional planning, |earning strate-

gies, and curriculumcontent for tested subjects
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and what inpact does test preparation have on non-

tested subjects?

c. How nuch time do school adm nistrators spend on
test preparation and how does that anmount of tine
conpare to the time they spend on instructional

renewal ?

d. Wiat effect does testing have on teachers' sense

of professionalismand pride in their work?

e. Wiat general attitudes do teachers hol d about
t he reasons test scores change, their fairness, and

t hei r useful ness?

2. Wiat is the neaning of test score gains?
Specifical-ly, can we differentiate schools show ng
i ncreasing scores fromthose show ng stable or decreas-

ing scores in terns of:
a. Enphasis on testing and test preparation?
b. Attention to school renewal ?

3. Does testing have differential meaning in schools
serving students fromnostly econom cal |y di sadvant aged
backgrounds and those serving their nore advant aged

counterparts?

Qur study used survey net hodol ogy to address these ques-
tions, conparing the testing and educational practices of
schools with increasing test scores to the practices of

schools with stable or decreasing test scores. Responses
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from school s serving higher and | ower soci oeconom c status

students al so were conpar ed.

Met hodol ogy

Subjects (Table 1). The study results are based on
responses from upper el enentary school teachers in matched
pairs of schools from 11 nediumto-large school districts in
nine states across the country. This sanple was the result of
a phased sel ection process. First, districts representing
di ver se geographical |ocales were identified and their wll-
ingness to participate in the study was secured. D rectors
of research and evaluation (or their counterparts) in
consenting districts were then asked to identify pairs of
schools in their districts which were denographically sim -
| ar, for exanple, having the same soci oeconom ¢ standing. It
was al so requested that one school in the pair had shown a
significant increase in standardi zed test scores over the
previous three years (8 to 10 National Curve Equival ent

poi nts) and the other school had shown no such increase



A.

B.

C.

Schools By Test Score Trends

TABLE 1

Survey Sample

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing Total
n=24 n=24 48

Mean Number of Teachers Per School

7.1
(3.52)

Total Number of Teachers

341




TABLE 1 (Cont'd.)

D.

E.

School Level:

School Level:

Mean Years of Teaching Experience By Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing Overall
13.19 11.82 12.51
(5.15) (4.05) (4.63)

Mean Years Teaching At Current School By Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing Overall
6.15 5.75 5.94
(2.97) (2.60) (2.77)




TABLE 1 (Cont'd.)

F. Student Characteristics By Test Score Trends By School

Percent of Chapter | Students

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% X%
Increasing n=13 n=6 n=4 n=1 26.42
(29.45)
34.67
Stable or n=12 n=3 n=7 n=2 (32.49)
Decreasing
Overall n=25 n=9 n=11 n=3 30.55
(30.96)
Percent of Limited English Proficiency Students
0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% X%
Increasing n=21 n=1 n=1 n=1 11.30
(22.98)
Stable or n=20 n=2 n=2 n=0 11.90
Decreasing (21.76)
Overall n=41 n=4 n=2 n=1 11.60
(22.13)
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(having either remained stable or decreased over the sane
time period). The plan asked for two | ow SES pairs and one
medi um or high SES pair. The majority of directors, however
coul d not generate three such pairs. (In fact, a nunber of
addi tional districts who were willing to participate in the
study were unable to generate three pairs of schools with
contrasting performance trends because they could not iden-
tify any schools that had denonstrated clear upward score

trends.)

| dentified schools were then contacted, and all upper
el ementary school teachers within them asked to conplete
guestionnaires. A nodest honorariumwas offered to each
teacher returning a survey. Al schools so contacted agreed
to participate in this study. Data were subsequently
received from 341 third- through sixth-grade teachers from 24
mat ched pairs of schools, a total of 48 schools representing
the West, the Sout hwest, the Mdwest, the Southeast, and the
East Coast regions of the country. Responses were received

from approxi mately seven teachers at each school .

Based on the results of the survey, the schools in this
study had hi ghly experienced teaching staffs, with an average
of 12.5 years of teaching experience. The teaching staffs at
schools with increasing scores had a slightly higher average
of 13.2 years teaching experience than staffs at schools with
decreasi ng or stable scores who averaged 11.8 years of

experience. Teacher respondents fromboth types of schools
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showed simlar |ongevity; both groups on average had taught

at those schools for approximtely six years.

The teachers in this study al so provided data about the
students they taught. Specifically, they estinated the
percentage of their students who were classified as Chapter
One participants and/or Limted English Proficient. The aver-
age percentage of Chapter One students reported at the
schools with increasing scores is slightly |ower (26.4% than
t he nunber reported at schools with decreasing or stable
scores (34.7% . Both types of schools reported a simlarly
| ow percentage of Limted English Proficient students
(11.6% . Chapter One percentages were used subsequently to
det erm ne school s' soci oeconom ¢ status (SES) for study
pur poses. Low SES schools were those reporting nore than 50%
Chapter One students, while high SES schools were those
reporting 20% or | ess Chapter One students (Table 2).

Measures. A teacher questionnaire containing 136 itens
was specially devel oped for the study. The questionnaire
asked about teacher and student background characteristics,
percei ved pressure to inprove test scores, and influence of
testing on teacher planning. The questionnaire al so asked
about anount and type of test preparation at the classroom
and school |evel, inpact of testing on non-tested subjects,

i npact of testing on teacher pride and sense of professional-

ism and general attitudes about reasons test scores change,



TABLE 2

Test Score Trends by Socioeconomic Status

Increasing Decreasing
Scores Scores
n=24 n=24
Low SES 29.2% 37.5%
n=7 n=9
High SES 50.0% 41.7%
n=13 n=10




21

their fairness, and their useful ness. The conplete question-

naire can be found in Appendi x A

Data collection procedures. As soon as perm ssion
was received to conduct the study, testing directors called
the principals of the paired schools to notify themof their
selection. Next, study researchers contacted the principals
bot h by phone and letter to conmuni cate the purpose and the
nmet hodol ogy of the study. Along with a set of teacher ques-
tionnaires and return envel opes, principals were sent a
letter that gave a brief rationale of the study to share with
their teachers, and a rem nder to informteachers that they
woul d be paid a nodest honorariumfor their participation.
Teachers were instructed to mail back their questionnaires

directly to the researchers.

Dat a anal ysis procedures. Data were coded by school
test score trend status, socioeconom c status and other iden-
tifying informati on. Data were then aggregated at the school
| evel for analysis; that is, the responses of individua
teachers were averaged with those of other teachers from
their school and then conparisons nade between mat ched
responses fromschools with increasing scores and those with
stabl e or decreasing scores. School |evel estimates were
based on at |east three responses froma school, and only
mat ched schools were included in the final data set. Thus,
if there were no responses fromone school wthin a nmatched
pair, responses fromthe other school were elimnated from

t he anal ysi s.
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Conpari sons al so were nade between high and | ow SES
school s, both within and across schools with different test
score trends. Because the research design was not fully
crossed on these latter variables, these anal yses are
i ntended only as expl oratory. Finally, correlations were
used to exam ne rel ationshi ps between overall factors
believed to contribute to testing effects and test score

gai ns.

Limtations of study. Beyond reliance on self-report
data, an inportant Iimtation of the study is related to the
sel ection of suitable school pairs, especially in urban
districts with | arge nunbers of di sadvantaged students (our
original target population). Qur nethodol ogy relied on
research and eval uation directors' expert judgnent in identi-
fyi ng denographically simlar pairs of schools, where one
school had denonstrated a clear inprovenent in test scores
and one had not. As nentioned, a nunber of districts had
difficulty in identifying schools with clear upward trends,
skewi ng the sanple; and it is possible that sone directors
who did identify schools for our sanple may have used i nfor-
mation in addition to test scores when defining whet her or

not a school was i nproving.
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Results

Pressure to inprove student test scores (Tables 3
and 4). Overall, teachers report feeling strong pressure
fromdistrict admnistrators and the nedia to inprove their
students' test scores. Teachers also report feeling a noder-
ate anount of such pressure fromtheir principals, other
school admnistrators, other teachers, parents, and the com
munity. Interestingly, teachers in schools with increasing
test scores report feeling nore pressure fromevery source
than teachers in schools with stable or decreasing scores.
Further, when responses from high and | ow SES schools are
conpared, teachers in these schools feel the greatest pres-
sure fromdifferent sources, wth the exception of the nedia.
Teachers in high SES schools report that parents, the comu-
nity, and the nedia are the strongest sources of pressure,
whil e teachers in | ow SES schools feel the nost pressure from
district admnistrators, principals, other school admnistra-
tors, and the nedia. Finally, it is interesting to note that
teachers in high SES schools wth increasing test scores
report the nost overall pressure, while the teachers in | ow
SES schools with decreasing scores report the |east anount of

overal | pressure.

Effects of test preparation on curriculum
content, teachers' instructional planning, and class-
room activities for tested subjects (Tables 5-8). I n

general, the teachers in our sanple report that testing



TABLE 3
Pressure on Teachers to Improve Test Scores

By Test Score Trends
1=Almost No Pressure
3=Moderate Pressure _ Stable or
5=Great Pressure Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
District administrators/ 3.5939 3.5587
school boards (0.661) (0.672)
. 3.1279 2.9847
Principal (0.821) (0:844)
Other school administrators 3.0823 2.9587
(0.785) (0.676)
Other teachers 2.3579 21201
(0.556) (0.480)
Parents 2.6561 22761
(0.725) (0.518)
Community 2.8422 24775
(0.721) (0.563)
Newspaper/Media 3.6256 3.5589
(0.710) (0.594)
Overall pressure 21.2198 19.5210
(3.184) (2.706)




TABLE 4

Pressure on Teachers to Improve Test Scores
By Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

: Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
- 3.478 3.800 3.498 3.697
District
i srators/ (.463) (.866) (.684) (.508)
school boards
- 277 3.298 2.696 3.166
Principal (527) (1.09) (943) (684)
2.895 3.128 2.868 3.021
Other school
bbbl (.608) (1.12) (.613) (.665)
2191 2315 2.062 2.166
Other teachers (334) (763) (457) (533)
3.00 2345 2,590 2.036
Parents (.635) (:843) (418) (549)
. 3.20 2,59 2.822 2175
Community (44) (92) (569) (520)
. 377 3.50 3.677 3.442
Newspaper/Media (:39) (1.13) (623) (559)
21.25 20.85 20.030 19.139
Overall pressure (2.210) (4.810) (3.130) (2.207)

1=Almost NoPr essure 3=NMbder ate Pr essure 5=Geat Pr essure




Table 5

Influence of Testing on Teachers' Instructional Planning by Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing

n=24 n=24
Looks at old/current tests to 3.130 3.068
make sure curriculum includes (.991) (.843)
test content
Test objectives covered in 3.7378 3.7069
instruction (0.975) (0.853)
Adjusts plans according to last 2.6637 2.6726
year's test scores (0.708) (0.665)
Adjusts plans according to
current year's test scores 3.3084 3.2352

(0.818) (0.743)
Adjusts curriculum sequence 2.8757 2.8873
according to test (0.816) (0.808)
Overall influence of testing on 19.0134 18.884
teachers' planning (4.389) (4.128)

1=Not At All 3=To Some Extent 5=Thoroughly




TABLE 6

Influence of Testing on Teachers' Instructional Planning
by Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Looks at old/current tests to 2.55 3.62 2.81 3.51
make sure curriculum includes (.81) (.98) (.85) (.47)
test content
Test objectives covered in 3.40 3.91 3.58 3.91
instruction (.93) (1.20) (.97) (.49)
Adjusts plans according to last 251 2.56 251 2.70
year's test scores (.60) (.95) (.54) (.64)
Adjusts plans according to
current year's test scores 3.06 3.41 3.00 3.39
(.59) (1.21) (.79) (.53)
Adjusts curriculum sequence 251 3.02 2.68 3.39
according to test (.79) (.82) (.72) (.53)
Overall influence of testing on 17.01 19.78 17.66 20.49
teachers' planning (4.16) (4.60) (4.04) (2.64)

1=Not At All 3=To Some Extent 5=Thoroughly




TABLE 7

Class Time Spent on Test Preparation
bv T est Score Tr ends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
Gives worksheets 4.0346 4.0621
that review test (1.305) (1.435)
content
Practices on test 4.2615 4.3964
item format (1.158) (1.185)
Gives commercial 2.9079 3.1290
practice tests (1.069) (1.310)
Practices on old 1.9482 2.1183
test forms (1.088) (1.201)
Teaches test -ta kin a 4.4319 4.7551
strategies (1.013) (1.045)
Overall time spent 17.3513 18.4202
on test preparation (4.753) (5.450)

1=None 2=AtMosta Day 3=Afew Days 4=A Week

5=Four We&ks 6=Reaul arl v Thr ouohout theY ear




Class Time Spent on Test Preparation

TABLE 8

bv Test Score Tr ends and Soci oeconomic Status
: Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES

n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Gives worksheets 3.461 4.446 3.725 4.365
that review test (1.409) (2.03) (1.600) (.880)
content
Practices on test 3.749 4,589 4.084 4,722
item format (1.315) (.293) (1.460) (.852)
Gives commercial 2.499 3.376 2.735 3.807
practice tests (1.122) (.946) (1.132) (1.380)
Practices on old 1.574 1.957 2.073 2.175
test forms (.670) (.854) (2.011) (1.138)
Teaches test -ta kin a 4.069 4411 4,503 5.001
strategies (.952) (1.057) (1.296) (.676)
Overall time spent 15.303 18.065 17.069 20.068
on test preparation (5.042) (3.741) (6.100) (3.989)

1=None 2=At Mosta Day 3=A few Days 4=A Week

5=Four We&ks

6=Reaul arl v Thr ouahout theY ear
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substantially influences their instructional planning.
Specifically, they report that in devising their plans for
instruction they (a) look at prior tests to nake sure that
their curricula includes all or nost of the test content, and
(b) plan to assure that they cover test objectives. Further,
they report that to sonme extent they adjust their instruc-
tional plans based on the test perfornmance of the class they
had | ast year and nore so on the nost recent test performance
of their current class. They also adjust the sequence of
their curriculumbased on what is included in the test.

There appear to be no differences between how testing influ-
ences teachers' planning at schools with increasing scores
and how testing influences teacher planning at schools wth
stabl e or decreasing scores. However, when teachers at high
and | ow SES schools are conpared, it is clear that the

i nstructional plans of teachers at | ow SES schools are nore

i nfluenced by testing than those of teachers at high SES

school s.

Beyond its effects on teacher planning and instructional
delivery, testing also affects the teachi ng-I|earning process
t hrough instructional time devoted to direct test preparation
activities. 1In general, teachers report spending fromone to
four weeks of class tinme on the follow ng: having students
conpl ete worksheets that revi ew expected test content, having
students practice itemfornmats expected on the test, and
instructing students in test-taking strategies. Teachers

al so report spending fromone to several days adm ni stering
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conmercially produced practice tests and old forns of the
test to their students. Wile no differences on these itens
were found between the reports of teachers at schools wth

i ncreasing scores and those at schools with stable or
decreasi ng scores, teachers at | ow SES schools report spend-
ing nore of their classroomtine on all test preparation

activities than do teachers at high SES school s.

| npact of test preparation on non-tested
subj ects (Tables 9 and 10). Even though teachers report
substantial pressure to inprove test scores, spend substan-
tial classroomtinme on test preparation activities, and give
nore than a noderate anount of their attention to drilling
students in basic skills; they still report giving at | east
noderate cl assroom attention to non-tested subjects, such as
fine arts, science, and higher order thinking skills. It is
of interest to note, however, that while fine arts and non-
tested subjects receive noderate attention, teachers indicate
that drilling students in basic skills receives the nost
enphasis. Furthernore, while nost teachers report that
attention to all subjects has renained relatively stable over
the |ast three years, teachers at high SES schools report an
increase in attention to higher order thinking skills during
this period. Teachers in |ow SES schools, furthernore,
report significantly nore attention to test preparation than

t heir higher SES counterparts.



TABLE 9

Subject Focus and Its Change Over
the Last Three Years by Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasin a | Decreasin a
Scores Scores
n=24 n=24
Drillin a stude nts in 2.60 2.51
basic skills (.42) (.34)
same same
Fine Arts 1.87 1.88
(.46) (.32)
same same
Science 2.33 2.34
(.38) (.24)
same same
Subjects which are 1.96 1.97
not tested (.44) (.24)
same same
Higher order think- 2.32 2.30
ing/problem-solving (.46) (.26)
up same
Test preparation 2.26 2.21
(.49) (.49)
same same
1=Li tte 2=M oder ate 3=AL ot




TABLE 10

Subject Focus and Its Change Over the Last Three Years

by Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Drilin o stude nts in 2.58 2.56 2.48 2.45
basic skills (.29) (.72) (.41) (.23)
same same same same
Fine Arts 191 2.10 1.94 1.84
(:31) (.53) (.24) (.37)
same same same same
Science 2.33 2.14 2.37 2.42
(.25) (.44) (.20) (.24)
same same same same
Subjects which are 1.99 1.98 2.06 1.95
not tested (.29) (.66) (.17) (.31)
same same same same
Higher order think- 2.40 2.30 2.31 2.31
ing/problem-solving (.28) (.63) (.18) (.37)
up same up same
Test preparation 2.11 241 1.98 2.39
(.51) (.57) (.38) (.37)
same same same same
1=Li tte 2=M oder ate 3=AL ot
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Time school adm nistrations spend on test prepa-
ration (Tables 11 and 12). School admi nistrators pay atten-
tion to student performance, and they use a variety of
strategies to let their staff know that they care about test
scores. The teachers in our sanple report that a fewtinmes a
year, school adm nistrators engage in each of the follow ng:
staff meetings to review test scores, discussions with teach-
ers on ways to inprove test scores, discussions with teachers
on ways to strengthen instruction in specific areas where
test scores are weak, and providing teachers with materials
to inprove their students' test-taking skills. Teachers also
report that their school adm nistrators provide individual
teachers with assistance in howto inprove their students'
test scores at |east once a year, and |likew se check whet her
t eachers are enphasi zing skills which showed weakness from
past test results. |In addition, teachers report that their
school adm nistrators sonetimes publicly | et teachers know
how their students perfornmed conpared to other teachers
students, and on occasion, adm nistrators consi der test

scores when eval uating teachers.

Results indicate that there are no significant differ-
ences between the anmount of (a) school attention to test
scores reported by teachers fromschools wth increasing
scores and, (b) school attention to test scores reported at
schools with decreasing or stable scores. Teachers at |ow

SES school s, however, do report nore school attention to test



TABLE 11

School Attention to Test Scores

by Test Score Trends
Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
*Lets teachers know how students 3.0784 2.8164
compared to others (0.951) (0.892)
*Considers test scores to 2.0494 2.2310
evaluate teachers (0.617) (0.872)
Staff meetings to review test 2.6250 2.6411
scores (0.620) (0.738)
Discusseswa ystoim prove scores 2.7481 2.9085
(0.692) (0.805)
Discusses ways to strengthen 2.7031 2.8538
instruction where scores are low (0_599) (0,710)
Provides test-taking skills 2.5389 2.5507
materials (0.756) (0.769)
Assists individual teachers to 1.8841 2.0250
improve scores (0.641) (0.743)
Checks whether teachers 2.0452 2.3612
emphasize weak skills (0.652) (0.677)
Overall school attention to test 20.0786 20.2698

* 1=Almost Never

1=Not At All 2=

3=Sometimes

Once

3=AFewTim es

5=Almost Always

4=Sever al Tim es




TABLE 12

School Attention to Test Scores
by Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Increasing Stable or
Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
3.019 3.248 2.719 2.574
*Lets teachers know how students
compared to others (.860) (1.054) (.731) (.936)
: 1.816 2.307 2.079 2.060
*Considers test scores to
evaluate teachers (.630) (.608) (.669) (.441)
; : 2.375 2.881 2.407 2.826
Staff meetings to review test
scores (.473) (.796) (.634) (.501)
: . 2.553 2.844 2.589 3.199
Discusses wa vys toim rove scores
Iscusseswa ystoim - prov (.515) (1.023) (.827) (483)
: 2.754 2.546 2.637 3.117
Discusses ways to strengthen
instruction where scores are low (.452) (.910) (.669) (-:483)
: ; ; 2.328 2.429 2.355 2.674
Provides test-taking skills
materials (.757) (.783) (.905) (.650
ote indigi 1.680 1.818 1.816 2.164
Assists individual teachers to
improve scores (.626) (.490) (.715) (.679)
1.929 2.157 2.170 2.507
Checks whether teachers
emphasize weak skills (.695) (.786) (.645) (.554)
; 18.59 21.564 18.662 20.926
Overall school attention to test
scores (4.293) (4.00) (4.804) (4.043)

* 1=Almost Never 3=Sometimes 5=Almost Always

1=Not At All 2=0nce 3=A Few Times 4=Several Times
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scores than teachers at high SES schools. This is especially
true when (a) test scores are used to conpare and/or eval uate
teachers, (b) staff neetings are held to review test scores,
(c) discussions occur on ways to inprove scores, and (d)

i ndi vi dual teachers receive assistance on inproving their

students' perfornance.

School attention to instructional renewal (Tables
13-16). According to teacher responses, school attention to
non-tested areas of instruction is simlar to that devoted to
test preparation. Teachers report that a fewtinmes a year
school admi nistrators di scuss ways to inprove students' atti-
tudes and interest in learning, as well as introduce and
di scuss inportant new instructional ideas. They also report
that nore than once a year their admnistrators discuss with
teachers ways to inprove instruction in higher-order thinking
skills, on average a decidedly |ess frequent occurrence than

test preparation discussions.

Nonet hel ess, the teachers in our sanple generally report
substantial school-w de instructional renewal. They see a
sonewhat strong presence in their schools of progranmatic
efforts to i nprove student |earning, school climte, and
students' attitudes and interest in school; and a noderately
strong presence of innovative instructional strategies. Less
strongly felt, but still reported was sone school -w de or
grade-level planning. It is of interest that teachers in | ow

SES schools with stable or decreasing scores report the | east



TABLE 13

School A tte ntion to OtherPl annin al ssues

by Test Score Trends
Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24

Discusses ways to 2.6049 2.7306
improve higher (0.751) (0.526)
order thinking
skills
Discusses ways to 2.9029 3.0618
improve student (0.642) (0.474)
attitude
Introduces new 2.9600 3.1462
in st ruct i onali deas (0.696) (0.486)

1=Not At All 2= Once 3=AFew times 4= Several Tim es



School Attention to Other Planning Issues
by Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

TABLE 14

: Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES

n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Discusses ways to 2.71 2.54 2.61 2.77
improve higher (.66) (1.14) (.50) (.54)
order thinking
skills
Discusses ways to 3.05 2.85 3.02 2.99
improve student (.49) (.97) (.40) (.61)
attitude
Introduces new 3.13 2.95 3.15 3.11
in st ruct i onali deas (.54) (.99) (.44) (.54)

1=Not At All 2=

Once 3=AFew times 4=

Sever al Tim




TABLE 15

Extent of Instructional Renewal and Its Change Over the
Last Three Years by Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
Scores Scores
n=24 n=24
Programmatic efforts to 2£3 2222
improve student (:35) (:23)
learning same up
Innovative instruc- 2420 23.26
tional strategies (:46) (:33)
same same
Support for school-wide (26-3;) (24&)7
or dqrade level plannin q Jown o
Efforts to improve 2420 23;34
school or class climate (:42) (:39)
same same
Efforts to improve 23;80 23.26
student interest in (:30) (:34)
learning same same
Opportunity for stu- (2é3)3 (23.3;1
dents to choose what : o . o
they want to study same same
Student's pride in 2.53 2.48
school (:35) (.37)
same same
Overall instruc- 17.149 16.934
tional renewal (1.922) (1.726)
1=We& 2=M oder ate 3=Strona




Extent of Instructional Renewal and Its Change Over the Last
Three Years b

TABLE 16

y Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
Scores Scores
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES

n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9

Programmatic efforts to 2.47 2.75 2.36 2.42

improve student (.37) (.27) (.22) (.24)
learning same same same same

Innovative instruc- 2.46 2.34 2.44 2.24

tional strategies (.35) (.50) (.22) (.39)
same same same same

Support for school-wide 2.42 2.27 2.36 2.19

or grade level plannin g (.45) (.65) (.40) (.42)
down same down down

Efforts to improve 2.57 251 2.61 2.31

school or class climate (.34) (.39) (.25) (.50)
up same same same

Efforts to improve 2.50 2.80 2.60 2.54

student interest in (.22) (.25) (.23) (.46)
learning same same same same

Opportunity for stu- 2.25 2.30 2.19 2.14

dents to choose what (.18) (.58) (.22) (.41)
they want to study same same same same

Student's pride in 2.62 2.36 2.60 2.37

school (.24) (.55) (.15) (.45)
same up same same
Overall instructional 17.155 17.334 17.28 16.038
renewal (2.713) (1.858) (2.157) (1.781)

1=Weak 2=Moderate 3=Stron
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presence of instructional renewal in their schools, while | ow
SES schools with increasing test scores report the greatest

presence of instructional renewal.

Teachers' sense of their work environment (Tables
17 and 18). In general, the teachers in this sanple report a
noderate to strong and stabl e sense of job satisfaction over
the |ast three years. Despite pressure from external
mandat es, they see thenselves (a) with control over their
cl assroom prograns, (b) at |east noderately free both to use
their professional judgnent in instructional matters and to
nmeet individual student needs, and (c) as sonewhat influen-
tial in school decision-making. |In particular, teachers at
schools with increasing scores report feeling significantly
nore influence over school decision-making than those at

schools with stable or decreasing scores.

Further, while teachers report satisfaction with their
work, their image as professionals, their efficacy, and their
ability to deal in depth with specific topics, they al so
report a noderate anount of pressure to cover all the

required curricul um

Teachers appear to have a strong sense of pride in their

work, particularly in schools with increasing scores.

General attitudes teachers hold about the reasons
test scores change, and the fairness and useful ness of
testing (Tables 19-22). Overall, our sanple reports that

changes in instructional strategies and teaching effective



Job Satisfaction and Its Change Over
the Last Three Years b

TABLE 17

y Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing

Scores Scores

n=24 n=24

Teacher control over 23;20 22-22
classroom program (:38) (:24)
same same

Use of teachers' 2£1 22?3
professional judgment (:36) (:27)
same same
Ability to meet indi- 23;24 22.;10
vidual student needs (:36) (:29)
same same
S S
Teacher's influence on 2-4214 Zé%o
school decision-making (:41) (-36)
same same
Pressure to cover all 25;?53 23-24
required curriculum (:56) (:31)
same same
Ability to cover one 23;23 22-32
subject thoroughly (:38) (:29)
same same
Image of teacher as an 2429 23-5238
efficient educator (:44) (:35)
same same
Satisfaction with my 2.51 2.50
work (-35) (.29)
sSame same
Overall job gOéSO ioéiz
satisfaction (2.39) (1.54)
1=Weak 2=Moderate 3=Strong
S Difference si anificant at p<.05




Three Years b

TABLE 18

Job Satisfaction and Its Change Over the Last

y Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Increasin Stable or
Scor:asg Decreasing
Scores
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Teacher control over 2.44 2.49 2.58 2.70
classroom program (:33) (.:55) (.26) (:22)
same same same same
Use of teachers' 22'33 22-31 22-31 23;‘218
professional judgment (.29) (:27) (.24) (:32)
same same same same
Ability to meet indi- 23'31 2?;35 22-35 23'20
vidual student needs (.34) (:39) (-20) (.35)
same same same same
Teacher's influence on 2434 24§7 12-39 13;36
school decision-making (-40) (:47) (:27) (:39)
same same same same
Pressure to cover all 22'24 28'(1)7 23-‘23 22-27
required curriculum (:25) (:81) (:35) (.26)
same same same same
Ability to cover one 23'52)2 2?;28 21-‘910 24‘116
subject thoroughly (:39) (:36) (.19) (:41)
same same same same
Image of teacher as an 2.37 2.35 2.15 2.21
efficient educator (:48) (:50) (:31) (:32)
same same same same
. . . 2.45 2.59 2.43 2.51
Satisfaction with m
work g (.36) (:36) (.16) (:29)
same same same same
Overall job 20.22 21.37 19.98 20.35
satisfaction (2.16) (2.89) (1.15) (1.94)

1=Weak 2=Moderate 3=Strong




TABLE 19

Perceived Causes of Changes in Test Scores

by Test Score Trends
Stable or
In creasin a | Decreasin a
Scores Scores
n=23 n=24
Changes in student population 2.36 S 2.83 S
(.66) (.63)
Ali anment of instruction with 2.75 2.75
test content (.63) (.66)
Attention to test-taking 2.85 2.87
skills (.59) (.66)
Changes in instructional 3.11 3.04
strategies (.44) (.52)
Changes in textbooks 2.51 2.63
(.59) (.73)
Changes in test admin- 1.98 2.21
istration practices (.53) (.67)
Changes in teaching 3.06 3.00
effectiveness (.49) (.52)
Changes in school climate 2.50 s 2.98 S
(.44) (.49)
Changes in the community 248 s 2.90 s
(.56) (.68)

1=NoF acto r 2=Min orF acto r 3=Mbderate Factor 4=M aio rF acto r

S=Diff erence sianifi cant at p<.05



TABLE 20

Perceived Causes of Changes in Test Scores
by Test Score Trends and Socioeconomic Status

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
Scores Scores
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=6 n=10 n=9
Changes in student population 2.38 2.71 3.02 291
(.63) (.76) (.43) (.77)
Ali anment of instruction with 2.40 3.14 2.55 2.87
test content (.56) (.57) (.60) (.73)
Attention to test-taking 2.60 3.20 2.54 3.22
skills (.66) (142) (:53) (.63)
Changes in instructional 2.96 3.34 2.90 3.21
strategies (.39) (.37) (.39) (:61)
Changes in textbooks 2.49 2.91 2.60 2.81
(.42) (.77) (.75) (.81)
Changes in test admin- 1.81 2.20 1.93 2.31
istration practices (.57) (.53) (.43) (.83)
Changes in teaching 3.07 3.05 2.84 3.01
effectiveness (.45) (.45) (.37) (.68)
Changes in school climate 2.48 2.74 2.83 3.11
(.34) (.42) (.32) (.70)
Changes in the community 251 2.54 3.14 2.98
(.62) (.52) (.32) (.92)

1=NoF acto r 2=Min orF acto r 3=Mbderate Factor 4=M aio rF acto r




TABLE 21a

Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
Expectations
*Students not 2.3884 S 2.8588 S
capable of learn- (0.874) (0.621)
ing material
Expects stude nts to 4.1335 4.0955
perform well (0.803) (0.414)
Teachers can influ- 3.6247 3.6790
ence how well (0.549) (0.469)
students do
Overall positive 11.3912 10.8924
expectations (1.444) (1.049)

* Scal esr eversed in

1=Defini te | v Di saar ee

S Diff

erence si anifi

over all

3=Neutral 5=Defini

cant at p<.05

cal cul ati ons

telv Aaree




TABLE 22a

Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends

and Socioeconomic Status

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Expectations
*Students not 2.27 2.53 2.61 3.03
capable of learn- (.43) (1.44) (.35) (.83)
ing material
Expects stude nts to 4.28 3.81 411 3.96
perform well (.40) (1.29) (.44) (.38)
Teachers can influ- 3.73 3.33 3.72 3.59
ence how well (.50) (.69) (.40) (.56)
students do
Overall positive 11.74 10.67 11.22 10.50
expectations (.92) (1.86) (.87) (1.28)
* Scalesr eversed in overall calculations
1=Defini te | v Di saar ee 3=Neutral 5=Defini telv Aaree




TABLE 21b Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
Pride
Staff has a strong 4.4472 4.0657
sense of pride (0.557) (0.464)
*It is a waste of 1.752 1.921
time to do mv best (.769) (.663)
as a teacher
*School is more 1.8902 2.2345
interested in (0.600) (0.645)
improving test
scores than
overall student
learning
Overall pride 12.798 S 11.9075 °
(1.462) (1.363)

* Scal esr eversed in

over all

cal cul ati ons

1=Definitely Disagree 3=Neutral 5=Definitely Agree

S Diff erences si anifi

cant at p<.05




TABLE 22b Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends
and Socioeconomic Status (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
Pride
Staff has a strong 4.582 4.619 4.212 3.868
sense of pride (.542) (.481) (.430) (.174)
*It is a waste of 1.768 1.774 1.991 1.817
time to do mv best (.582) (1.237) (.710) (.778)
as a teacher
*School is more 1711 1.917 2.110 2.209
interested in (.492) (.803) (.639) (.538)
improving test
scores than
overall student
learning
Overall pride 13.089 12.929 12.104 11.842
(1.423) (1.837) (1.429) (1.497)

* Scalesr eversed in overall calculations

1=Defini te | v Di saar ee 3=Neutral 5=Defini telv Aaree



TABLE 21c Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
Helpfulness
Testing helps 2.5948 2.4470
schools improve (0.588) (0.587)
*Testing creates 3.9071 3.9029
tension for teach- (0.638) (0.541)
ers & students
Tests give impor- 2.6616) 2.7324
tant feedback (0.569) (0.646)
: 2.1980 2.3075
Tests help clarify
important learning (0.473) (0.470)
goals
Over allh el of uln ess 12.1348 12.2017
of testing (1.947) (2.100)

* Scales reversed in overall calculations

1=Defini te |l v Di saar ee 3=Neutr al

5=Defini

telv Aaree




TABLE 22c Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends
and Socioeconomic Status (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Helpfulness
Testing helps 2.69 2.10 2.488 2.346
schools improve (.36) (.70) (.572) (.697)
*Testing creates 3.93 3.83 3.928 3.840
tension for teach- (.48) (.95) (.601) (.556)
ers & students
Tests give impor- 2.82 2.19 2.774 2.584
tant feedback (.30) (.75) (.789) (.533)
: 2.27 1.86 2.322 2.154
Tests help clarify
important learning (.45) (.41) (.484) (.460)
goals
Over allh el of uln ess 12.38 10.61 12.111 11.910
of testing (1.40) (2.34) (2.446) (2.087)

* Scales reversed in overall calculations

1=Defini te |l v Di saar ee 3=Neutr al 5=Defini telv Aaree



TABLE 21d Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
n=24 n=24
Fairness
Teachers can influ- 3.6247 3.6790
ence how well (0.549) (0.469)
students do
*Discrepancy be- 3.5889 3.5734
tween what should (0.471) (0.539)
be taught & test
emphasis
Overallf airn ess of 6.0375 6.1121
testing (0.752) (0.779)

* Scales reversed in overall calculations

1=Defini

tel v Di saaree

3=Neutr al

5=Defini

telv Aaree




TABLE 22d Teachers' Attitudes About Testing by Test Score Trends
and Socioeconomic Status (Cont'd.)

Stable or
Increasing Decreasing
High SES Low SES High SES Low SES
n=12 n=7 n=10 n=9
Fairness
Teachers can influ-
ence how well 3.73 3.333 3.717 3.594
students do (.50) (.691) (.398) (.558)
*Discrepancy
between what 3.44 3.869 3.638 3.604
shoul d be taua ht & (.40) (.575) (.517) (.692)
test emphasis
Overallf airn ess of 6.30 5.464 6.078 6.001
testing (.68) (.757) (.760) (.917)
* Scales reversed in overall calculations
1=Defini tel v Di saar ee 3=Neutr al 5=Defini telv Aaree
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schools with stable or decreasing scores. Sinmlarly, teachers
at high SES schools report higher expectations of their

students than those at | ow SES school s.

The teachers in our sanple were | ess positive about the
hel pful ness of testing. Teachers disagreed that (a) testing
i s hel ping schools inprove, (b) that tests give themi npor-
tant feedback about how well they are teaching in curricular
areas, and (c) that tests help to clarify learning goals. In
contrast, they believe that testing creates substantia
tension for teachers and students. Teachers at |ow SES

school s held particularly negative view of testing.

Overall, teachers were fairly neutral about the fairness
of testing. Wile they agreed that teachers can influence
how wel | their students performon standardi zed tests, they
feel a discrepancy between what they think should be taught
and what standardi zed tests actually enphasize. Simlar to
responses about the hel pful ness of testing, teachers at |ow
SES school s report feeling | ess able to influence student
test scores. They al so report greater discrepancy between
what they think should be taught and what the test enphasizes

t han teachers at nore advant aged school s.

Rel ati onshi ps between background, testing, and
teaching variables (Tables 23 and Figure 1). Mrroring
differences in responses cited earlier, correlations show

t hat soci oeconom ¢ status is significantly and negatively



TABLE 23

Correlations Among Student, Teacher, School,
and Testing Variables

Time on School Job Instruc- Press to
Influence Test Attention Satis- tional Cover
SES Pressure Plannin g | Pre paration to Tests faction Renewal Material Pride
SES
Overall pressure 1892
to increase test p=.099
scores
Overall influence -.4084 1765
of testing on p=.002 p=.115
instructional
planning
Overall time on -.3931 -.0013 .8164
test preparation p=.003 n=.496 pP=.000
Overall school -.2852 .3902 7411 .7010
attention to test p=.026 p=.003 p=.000 p=.000
scores
ngrall in -.1208 -.0179 -.0819 -.0341 .0884 _
satisfaction P=.2Q7. p=.452 P=.290 p=.409 p=.271
(_)veraII Instruc- .2320 .2513 -.1869 -.1493 2315 .3650 _
tional Renewal P=.060 p=.046 P=.1Q7 p=.161 p=.061 n=.006
Pressure to cover .1336 .2168 .2306 .2593 4036 -.5799 -.0426 -
all reqwred p=.183 p=.069 p=.057 p=.038 p=.002 p=.000 p=.389
materials
Overa}ll pride in .0528 -.1715 -.2897 -.1606 -.0110 5494 3567 -.3302 -
teaching p=.361 p=.122 p=.023 p=.138 p=.471 p=.000 p=.007 p=.011
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related to the follow ng: school attention to test scores,
teachers' attention to testing in planning their instruction,
and overall tinme devoted to test preparation activities.
Based on the direction of the relationship, testing is nore
influential and exerts stronger effects on teaching in

school s serving nore di sadvant aged st udents.

The cluster of variabl es assessing schools' and teach-
ers' attention to testing and test scores al so shows signifi-
cant correlations in the expected direction. Were teachers
report stronger school enphasis on testing they also indicate
greater attention to testing in their instructional planning
and report devoting nore of their students' tine to test
preparation activities. Perceived pressure to inprove test
scores, however, appears significantly related only to the
attention given testing by school admnistrators. School
attention to test scores also is highly related to the

pressure teachers feel to cover all required material.

Such pressure, however, is negatively related both to
teachers' job satisfaction and to their pride in teaching.
Pride in teaching is positively related to instructional

renewal .

These patterns of correl ati ons suggest possible nodels
of the effects of testing on schools, the teaching and | earn-
ing wthin them and on students' test performance. Wile

i ntended only as exploratory, Figure 1 shows one such nodel.
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Sunmary and Concl usi ons

Subj ect to the caveats of self-report data, survey
results suggest that standardized testing has substanti al
effects on schools and the teaching and | earni ng processes

within them

» Teachers feel strong pressure, especially from
district admnistrators and the nedia, to

i nprove their students' test scores.

« School admnistrators encourage attention to
test scores by: holding staff neetings to review
the scores, discussing with teachers howto
i nprove their students' tests scores, enphasiz-
ing instructional changes in specific areas of
test score weakness, and providing materials to
support students' test-taking skills. On average
such neetings and di scussions are each held

several tinmes a year.

e Testing substantially influences teachers
cl assroom pl anni ng. Teachers nake sure that
their instructional prograns cover test objec-
tives and many | ook at prior tests to assure a
good match. Adjustnents are nmade in curricular
scope and sequence based on test content and

students' prior perfornmance.

e Teachers devote substantial student tine to test

preparation activities, including worksheets
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that review test content, test-w seness instruc-

tion, and practice tests.

* Despite substantial reported pressure fromtest-
i ng mandat es, teachers indicate a noderate and
relatively stable sense of both job satisfaction

and professional efficacy.

Reaf firm ng findings fromother studies, survey results
al so consistently indicate that schools serving economcally
di sadvant aged students show nore such effects than those
serving students from hi gher soci oeconom ¢ comunities.
Wi | e teachers from hi gher SES school s report an increase
over the last three years in instructional tinme devoted to
hi gher level thinking skills, teachers in | ower SES schools
do not report such an increase. Further, |ow SES school s
report giving substantially nore instructional attention to
test content through planning and delivery of instructional

prograns than hi gher SES school s.

Study results on the neaning of test score gains,
particularly on whet her such gai ns signal school inprovenent
or teaching to the test, are less clear cut. In conparing
responses fromschools with increasing scores to those from
ot her school s, the study found no evidence to suggest that
i ncreasing scores are an artifact of "teaching to the test™
practices. Wile teachers in schools with increasing scores
do report feeling nore pressure to produce, they indicate no

nore school attention to testing, no nore attention to test-
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ing in their own instructional planning, and no nore instruc-
tional tine devoted to test preparation conpared to those

practices in other schools.

In fact, the significant relationships found in the
study linking school test score trends with other variabl es,
inply a broader neaning for test performance. Al though the
direction of the relationships and the potential halo effects
are unknown, there is Iimted evidence to suggest that
school s where test scores are inproving are better environ-
ments for children. Conpared to other schools, teachers from
school s where tests scores are inproving (a) report nore
i nstructional innovation in their schools, (b) feel nore
i nvol ved i n school decision-making, (c) hold higher expecta-
tions for their students' performance, and (d) have nore
pride in their work. Teachers in schools with stable or
decreasi ng schools are nore likely to believe that their
students are not capable of |learning the materials on which
they are tested and are nore likely to believe that changes
in test performance are due to changes in the school popul a-

tion and the conmmunity.

In the m nds of teachers, however, test results are of
uncertai n neani ng and of uncertain value in school inprove-
nment. Teachers do not believe that standardized testing is
hel pi ng schools to inprove. Neither do they believe that such
testing helps clarify school goals, provides useful feed-
back, or adequately assesses the nobst inportant |earning

goal s for students.
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I n conclusion, testing does appear to influence the
teaching and | earning within schools. Substantial tinme and
attention are devoted to assuring students are taught tested
obj ectives and given practice in test content. Schools send
out nessages to their teachers about the inportance of test-
curriculum alignnment and teachers design their instructional
progranms with such alignnent in mnd. Wether this is good
news or bad news depends on whether or not one views the
standards set by such tests as educationally valid and
significant. |If test results do represent significant |earn-
i ng outcomes, then testing nmay contribute to the attai nnent
of those outconmes. |If test results do not represent such

| earning, then in current practice they are a m sqgui ded t ool

Wiet her the test results, under conditions of account-
ability pressure, signal rneaningful |earning or even repre-
sent broader |earning beyond specific test content, renmain
critical issues for further investigation. Such meani ngful -
ness and generalizability issues are critical to the
productive use of assessnent in stinulating educationa
ref orm—and represent provocative chall enges, whether the test
instrunments are traditional, multiple-choice nmeasures or

newer performance-oriented ones.
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APPENDIX A



TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Effects of Testing Study

Directions:  In this questionnaire, the term “test” refers to the nationally normed standardized tests (such as ITBS, CTBS, MAT. or
CAT) given in your district. Please respond 10 the following questions by either circling or filling in your responses,

1.
2,
3

- What nationally normed standardized test is administered in your school?

Schood mame:
Grade(s) you currendy teach: 3 4 5 &
Grade{s) you taught last year: 3 4 5 B
Years you've been teaching (including this year):

¥oars

Years you've been weaching at this school (incleding this year): years
How would you describe your current students’ academic ability level compared to 8 national norm?

Much belaw Somewhat below A1 Somewhat above Much above
national noom natiomal norm nalional norm national nerm naticnal norm
1 2 E] 4 5

Eu:rmndmﬂudmts:|.'|:uu}mehndmrth:lutEwmumememlm.mﬂmﬂdmmuuﬁuwmﬂfrﬂ
current class?

a. higher ability  b. about equal . lower ability d. N/A
Approximately what percentage of your curment studenis:

4. participate in Chapter 1 %

b. are limited- or non-English proficient: %

c. ane in special education or considered leaming disabled: %

Who adminisiers these tests to stodents? — a. their classroom teachers b, other

. T what extent do you feel pressure from the following groups io improve your stodents” standardized test scores:

Almost Cireal

T} Pressure Muoderate Fressune
a. my principal 1 2 3 4 5
b. other school administrators 1 2 3 4 3
c. other ieachers 1 2 3 4 5
d. district administration/board | 2 3 4 3
£, parenls 1 2 3 4 3
f. community 1 2 3 4 5
£ newspaper/media 1 2 3 4 5



12, Hiow offen ane (he: [ollowisg saements e Tor your schoal!

Al Almaas
acver Sometime: alwuys
a. My school's instructional program ] 7 k| 4 5
emphasices hasic skl
b, My school gives & o off siention o kigher- 1 2 3 i 5
ordor thinkisg and commusacation dkalls
¢, My school ki iaches mow how thelr 1 2 3 4 1
stuglens perfamed comspaned & ol
e
& My schid conshders st scones when 1 2 3 i 5
evabmsting leacherg

13. How odfien dering the year does your school sdministration engape in e Following scthaties with fnackere?

Mok =i M frw Several
all e nimes times
3. Mol sl mecling 6 revicw 1220 0o 1 F | 3 4
b. Discusses ways w0 impoove lest soones: 1 F 3 4+
g, Discusses ways W strengihen incaniction in fe ] F 4 3 4
spevific areas when est sooees show wmkni
d Provides malerisls o give stedents praccics in ] z L] 4
hest-taking skillg
. Provides special sesistanoe o holp individual wachors ] z 3 4
impPOre BEEL RCOHEE
[, THseysses wiys W imgeove insruction in higher order 1 2 ] 'l
thimking skills
. Checks b0 ace that peachers we cmphasizing siills 1 b 1 4
which showed woaknias Tnoei past 9 il s
h. Discusses ways 0 improve siedonis’ aitiedesSntmms | x 3 4
in learming
i. Introduoces’discusses: important riw instroctional ideas ] F 3 4

14. How thomughly d vou engige i@ the following when plaaning irconiction for yeur sndews?

Mt it Tio somne
all waram Tharcughly

& | msie sure the conient md skills coversd in the st
with my cliss e reviewsdl within the weell oF Dy 1 2 i 4 b
rinr ba st adminisiration

b T lcacke 0 ol o cmmenl et B0 make sune that my 1 2 i 4 i
curricabem inchades all or most of B 12813 consen)



14, {Comtinued) How thoroughly & you esgage in the follow ing:

Mo s To seme
all LAl Thoroeghly
. 1 make sure the chjectives of the s are cowered in i F 4 3 4 5
MY | nn
A 1 ndjust my instructional plass hased om the isst | 2 3 4 5
perfommance of the class [ bad last yer
&, 1 #djust my insructional plans bassd on my curent i X 3 d 5
mest receni est resulls
£ 1 adjust the sequens: af @y curmicu s hased on 1 2 E] 4 5
whal's inchoded i jhe o

15, Horw musch Gme da you spand in your clissrodnm o e Following est peeparstion actlviges?

AL miet A e !M
Hune adsy iy LR 4 weekds  Thivughsu Year

. Giving siudenis worksheeis tat review 1 2 3 4 5 L]
expecied e oonien

b. Diving stsdenis practice im the kinds of 1 2 3 4 i &
il thal are o the iesi

c. Giving students communzially prodiaced 1 z i 4 5 s
praciios Kals

il Giving sadents ald forms of the testan 1 2 3 4 5 &
which v practios

8 ImnWLu-uuﬁn,g 1 I 3 4 5 ]
siralegies

16, To wiheal exienl & the following charecienisics present in your school gnd 1o whai exient have they changed over the las
P esars]

Presence Chamge
Weak Moderstz  Stresg Decrewsed Seme  [meresned  Don’t kiew
4 Programenatic effcns w impeove 1 2 3 | 2 i DE
student bearming
b. Emphatis @ propasing sludens o 1 2 3 1 2 k] D
iy well o esns
c. Implementation of ineowative 1 2 3 1 Fe i DE
instruclional siralegic
A Sogpeat for sohool-wide o i 2 3 i 2 k] i
grade-level planming
e School or gmde-wide eforts 1 1 2 3 1 . i [

isgrowe school o class climae



16, (Continued) BExient i which the following chamcteristics sre present in your school:

Presence Change
Weak Moderais  Strong Decresmsed  Same  Incressed  Don'i koo
f. Spodenes’ inerest im leaming i 2 3 1 2 3 K
g. Oppormnities for students o chocse 1 2 3 1 2 3 DK
whal they want i study
b, Spodents’ pride in school 1 F 5 1 i 3 LK

17, How moch aibemiion are you abls o give b0 the folkewang subject muiers in your classroom gnd i whai exiend has this changed
v e [ rhree wrars

Amouni of Attention Change
Linle Moderate Aot Decremsed  Same  Incressed  Dun't keow
a. Higher-onder thinking and 1 2 3 i 2 3 D
problem -solving
b. Drilling siudemis in basic skilk (eg., 1 2 3 1 2 3 [k 4
vekabulary, grammear, compulalkms)
c. Fine ams (music, art) 1 2 3 1 2 3 DK
i Science 1 2 3 1 2 3 DK
. Sulbjecs which are nod eessd 1 2 3 1 F) 3 3k
f. Tes prepamtion (homework and 1 2 3 1 2 3 DK

clasgark)

18, Hirw lrequestly an: the following instnaectionsl practices eouployed in yoor clssseoom gnd s whist exient has their frequency
changed aver the last three years?

Frequenty Change
Earely Sometime: (Hlen Decreased  Same  Incresssd  Dhon't know
a Use of instructional exercises which i F 4 3 i 4 3 D
allpw for comsmecsd Peaponses (E.Q..
shon essays)
b. Use of muhiple choice, fill-in-the- 1 2 3 1 2 3 14
hilank, and matching exercises
¢ Ukss of cooperanisefsmall group 1 2 E| 1 2 3 D
learning
d Use of extended praject work {e.g., 1 2 3 1 2 3 Dk
research or other projecis requaring a

Wik OF FHRG R



1%, Ta what exient are the following job climate chamcieristics present i your schioal and 1o whal exient have these ibems changed
aver the st three pears?

Presence Change
Weak Moderals  Song Decremed  Same Incvesed Don't know

&, Control 1 have over my classnoom 1 2 3 1 ] i F A
prigam

b. Emphasis om using edorators' 1 2 3 1 1 i DK
professional judgmend in
instruc onal mabiéers

¢, My ability b0 meet individus] 1 2 3 1 2 3 O
student needs

o, Teackers' influence an schaal 1 2 3 1 2 3 D
tecisi i

e. Pressune i cover all the naguired i 2 i 1 2 3 DE
curmicalum

£ MOy abalily W COVEr any O i 2 3 1 2 3 DK
subject thoroughly

g. The image af the teacher & an 1 2 3 1 2 3 DK
effective educator

b, My salisfsction with my work i 2 3 1 2 3 DK

). Hirw bas your schools’ performancs on the standardized changed over the luef tree years?
A sooes have increased i scores ars about the same (skip 1o question 22}
b. scones baves decrsgsed e [don't kno

¢ s0me geades’ scofe have increased while
others have decrzasiad

21. 1f s soores have changed, why do you chink this change has occurred? Check the importance of each of the following factors:
N Mlimor Moderate M ajor

Taetar laclor Facior Fiaz L
a. Changes in sident popalataon 1 2 3 4
b Alignanent of instruction with st costent 1 2 i 4
¢, Abention o wst-taking skills 1 2 3 4
d. Changes in instructional stralegics 1 2 3 4
&, Changes im weatbooks 1 2 i 4
f. Changes in w5t administration practices 1 2 3 4
g. Changes m weaching effectivencss 1 Z 3 4




21. (Continued) If 251 scores have changed, why do you think this change has occurred?

No Minor Moderaic  Major
factor factor factor factor
h. Changes in school climate 1 2 3 4
i. Changes in the community 1 2 3 4
j- Other, please specify: 1 2 3 4

22, The following items inguire about your personal attitudes. Read each item and indicate your degree of agreement with it

Definitely D fimitely
disagree Meutral agree

a. [expect my students to perform well on st 1 2 3 4 5

b. Standardized testing is helping schools improve 1 2 3 4 5

¢. Testing creases a lot of wension for wachers and/or 1 2 3 4 5
students

d. Many of the studenis 1 izach are not capahle of lcaming 1 2 3 4 5
the material [ am supposed w teach

e | sometimes feel it is a waste of time to iy o do my 1 2 3 4 5
best as o eacher

f. Most ol our school siaff have a strong sense of pride in 1 2 3 4 5
their work

g. Our school is more inderested in increasing test scomes 1 2 3 4 5
than in improving overall student learning

h. Test resulis give an accurate reading on student learning | 2 3 4 5

i. Suaff feel thers is a discrepancy between what they think 1 2 3 4 3
should be taught and what the iesis emphasize

j. Teachers can influence substantially how well their students 1 2 3 4 5
do on standardized wests

k. Teachers who complain about testing are weually poor 1 2 3 ] 5
teachers who do not want to be accountable as professwonals

I, The school's cmphasis on 1est results shows a real 1 2 3 4 5
commitment Lo raising student achisvement

m. Tesis give me important feedback about how well 1am 1 2 3 i 3
eaching im each curmicular anca

n. Standardized tzsts help to clarify which learming goals 1 2 3 4 5

are the most important





